Item No. 21
Staff Summary for October 8-9, 2025

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

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

e Continued action on Petition 2025-05 August 13-14, 2025
e Received Petition 2025-08 August 13-14, 2025
e 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.

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)

Author: Susan Ashcraft and Caroline Newell

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_AMT1 (several MPASs, 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_AM?2 (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 requlation 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.
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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
Deny: Not willing to consider the petitioned action Refer: Need more information before the final decision

Grant: CFGC is willing to consider the petitioned action through a process

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 6/11-12/2025

on commercial passenger fishing

vessels

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 8/13-14/2025
gooseneck barnacles

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.




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

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 | 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. | have collected data from multiple boats and
the minimum filet length should be no less than 10 % inches. | would also recommend leaving the whole
skin attached for identification. | 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 | have scheduled after fishing charters. If
we are aIIO\‘Ned 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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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

Date of Petition: 04/22/2025.

Category of Proposed Change

* Sport Fishing

[0 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://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.

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.

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.

Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the
proposal including data, reports and other documents: | have collected data from multiple boats
that an 18 inch bass once filet has an avg length of 10 %4 inches. .

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.

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:

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

Meeting date for FGC consideration:

[1 Accept - complete
[ Reject - incomplete
[1 Reject - outside scope of FGC authority

Tracking Number
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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

FGC action:
(1 Denied by FGC
[1 Denied - same as petition

Tracking Number
(1 Granted for consideration of regulation change



£ 2 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: (_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 | 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): 8 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
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[0 Commercial Fishing
[ Hunting
[ Other, please specify: Click here to enter text.

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.

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.

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.

Supporting documentation: Identify and attach to the petition any information supporting the
proposal including data, reports and other documents: Click here to enter text,

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.

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:

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

L] Accept - complete
L] Reject - incomplete
[1 Reject - outside scope of FGC authority

Tracking Number
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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. | live above the reefin
Bolinas, CA. | 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 | signed a petition supporting the Environmental Action Committee’s application to
designate Duxbury Reef as a Marine Reserve. Inrecent months | signed an opposition
petition retracting my support for EAC’s application. | now believe | 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



Department of Biology

UNIVERSITY OF 2130 Fulton Street
SAN FRANCISCO San Francisco, CA, 54117

California Fish and Game Commission
P.0. 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,

I 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.

[ am an Associate Professor of Biology at the University of San Francisco (USF)
where [ 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 Reef’s 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
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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
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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 Al 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.
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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. Nofte: 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,
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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?

i

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. Thatis 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
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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

Bolinas Long-Term trends - UC Santa Cruz

Save Duxbury Access Community Slides

Save Duxbury Access Community Meeting Notes 9/18
EAC Fact Sheet Notations

Opposition to MPA Petition (2023-32) Letter Signatures

Revoke Signature Forms

©® N o o b~ w0 DN

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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In order to standardize species resolution across all MARINe groups and over time, some species (typically
rare) were lumped for graphical presentation of Long-Term monitoring data. See lumped categories for
definitions (some variation occurs between methods and over time).

If you experience any barriers accessing the trend graphs below, please contact (pacificr@ucsc.edu) for
help.
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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.

Miytilus (California Mussel) — percent cover
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—a—  Limpet —=— Littorina spp —— Nucella spp —e— Tegula funebralis

300 400

Mean Number Per Plot
100 200

0

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Year

Fucus (Northern Rockweed) — percent cover

—=— Fucus —%— Mastocarpus —+— Rock

40 60 80 100
1 1 1 1

Percent Cover

20
1

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Year

Fucus (Northern Rockweed) — motile invertebrate counts

https://marine.ucsc.edu/sites/bolinaspoint/bolinaspoint-It/ 3/10


https://marine.ucsc.edu/target/mytilus/
https://marine.ucsc.edu/target/mytilus/
https://marine.ucsc.edu/target/fucus/
https://marine.ucsc.edu/target/fucus/
https://marine.ucsc.edu/target/fucus/
https://marine.ucsc.edu/target/fucus/

9/17/25, 2:29 PM Bolinas Point Long-Term trends — MARINe

—a—  Limpet —+— Nucella spp —s— Tegula funebralis
—— Littorina spp —¥— Pagurus spp

<

o
- O
o v |
& .
= o 7] g P
4] & . i
g 87 ¢ e
3 -
B "
E o ] et
- w
< B /
E © i
@ o~ R
|
= Lok

s -

T T T
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Mastocarpus (Turkish Washcloth) — percent cover

—=— Fucus —%— Mastocarpus —+— Rock

40 60 80 100
1 1 1 1

Percent Cover

20
1

I T T I I I I I T T T I I T T I I I I I
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Year

Mastocarpus (Turkish Washcloth) — motile invertebrate counts

—A—  Limpet —e— Littorina spp —+— Nucella spp —e— Tegula funebralis
=} g
o
[
@ o
o & 7
@
¥ ] £
£
z 8-
= /
g B+ ki e}
=

o _| e ———— Do

T T T T T T T T T
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Year

Transects
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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.
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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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Multi-Agency Rocky Intertidal Network
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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:

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

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

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.
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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:

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

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

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

6.) No compliance plan presented for

proposed designation and boundary change.

.....
-



1.

2.

3.
4.

Overview of Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA)
a. Ecological Protections and Ecological Reporting

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?

Save Duxbury Access: We believe in balance
Fish and Game Commision Evaluation Process

Q&A




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!
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1972 - Area of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS) - strict rules
against harvesting intertidal
organisms, such as mussels,

urchins, and other sea creatures. 5 Duxbury
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History:

“North Central Coast Regional
Stakeholder Group” included
members of our Bolinas

community established this MPA.

122°44 5'W

Point Reyes
National
Seashore

122°42 5'W 122°41.5'W

Golden Gate
National
Recreation Area

MARIN
COUNTY (@

Duxbury
Reef SMCA

\

9
‘Bolinas Point

s
.

\

N\

- /
S Duxbury Point

122°40.5'W

37°58'N

37°57.5N

37°54 5N

37°54N

7°53.5N




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)
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The current rules represent a
great compromise between
stakeholders.

37°56'N
7*56'N

37°55.5N

37°55.5N

37°55'N
37°55'N

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/M

Duxbury
PAs/Duxbury-Reef#622764695-recreation

Reef SMCA
%
\*Bo!inas Point
s ST

37°54 5N
37°54 5N

2,

\

N\

37°54N
37°54N

= /
S Duxbury Point

37°53.5N
37°535N

37°53N
37°53N

L5N
L5N


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

Designations:

e Area of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS) - 1972 pactc

e State Marine Conservation
Area - 2009 s =

e Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) -
2000

MS4: Munici
Storm Sew

County of Marin MS4 Permit Boundary Map
N Map 5 - Duxbury Reef ASBS - Boli

Fest The County of Marin (County) MS4 permit boundary includes the unincorporated land area within the Census
Ce De Places (from A), and i roel

‘ CALIFORNIA ;
t t w t r A o 0002000 2010 Urbanized Area, selected Census lace: , is st
within the Duxbury Reef ASBS watershed. Parcels within Marin County Open Space District Preserves, n
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, and Point Reyes National Seashore are excluded from the permit H
MAP IS REPRESENTATIONAL ONLY.  boundary. There are other parcels within the permit boundary where the County does not have jurisdiction,
~ R e s o u rc es DATAARE NOT SURVEY ACCURATE.  such as other federal lands, state lands, and lands owned by independent public agencies. These parcels are not
CALIFORNIA

PROTECTED
AREAS Water Boards | Control Board :igure 3.1. buxoury Reef ASBS Watershed, showing CPA (County of Marin MS4 permit b




MARIN COUNTY
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PRESERVATION RECREATION

Agencies: | NATIONAL
: PARK
SERVISE

e Fish and Game Commission (FGC)
e  California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

e  Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

e Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS)

B CALIFORNIA
MARINE

Mg PROTECTED
B AREAS

e  Greater Farallones National Marine Sanctuary (GFNMS)
° National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
e  Marin County Parks and Open Space (MCPOS)

e Bolinas Community Public Utility District (BCPUD)

CALIFORNIA

=== GREATER

e % =3 FARALLONES
ASSOCIATION

Water Boards

GREATER FARALLONES
& CORDELL BANK

NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARIES




Legislation:

e The Migratory Bird Conservation Act (MBCA) - 1929
e Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) - 1972
e The Endangered Species Act (ESA) - 1973

0 Years of ‘hi
| Protection Act

| elebrau g5
Larin

Uu.S. \
GSH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE




Local Groups:

Bolinas Rod and boat Club - 1964 ‘) Point Blue Conser;/aﬁon Science’s
PALOMARIN FIELD STATION
Point Blue - 1965 BIRD BANDING LAB & NATURE CENTER

=, Visitors we_lic:.‘r::e!‘
Bolinas Lagoon Technical Advisory ’? glEEa s B
Committee (BLTAC) - 1974

Duxbury Docents - EAC of West Al
Marin - 2022 | a asno i ® BEE
: B
Point Blue | COUNTY OF Sqmt, € ‘
) : .
& Conserato___| MARIN g 112
Science = &=X==&l_ . oce® S

committee



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.



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.

neisco Chronicle

TOBAY. JANGARY 15 W1 T com e G

San Fra 2

nt

Big Oily Mess in the Bay
After 2 Tankers Collide

B Slick Smears Beaches
F g N —May Be Bigger Than
B The Santa Barbara Spill

wer
lies in

Volunteers patching one of the three booms at Bolinas Lagoon, January 21, 1971 (Roy H. Williams, Oakland
Tribune)



Community:

Strong history of community
led environmental activism

Oil spill - 2007

Bolinas community volunteer
cleanup efforts.

8 6 km

N

November 12, 2007 & UPEG

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



https://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/images/36104/2007-san-francisco-bay-oil-spill
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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 tra/n/nq
to deploy.

LU 4B
Chronicle f Deanne Fitzmaurice

Chronicle f Kurt Rogers



Community:

Hook and line fishing

O

(@)

Low impact
Small scale
Local

Sustainable

Healthy!

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



Community:

e Organic Farming

o Low impact

o Small scale
Local
Sustainable

Healthy!

Photograph of Peter Martinelli’'s farm from Marin Organic
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Community:

e Local citizen and
docents volunteer work

o Beach clean-ups
o Docent tours

o Field trip chaperones

(Genaro Molina/Los Angeles Times via Getty Images)
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Community:

e Culture of Care

o Nature centered school curriculum pre-k - 8
o After school program “Stewards of the Land”
o Field trip chaperones

o “Nature Loving Town”

Photo courtesy of “Stewards of the Land”



It’s working!

e International Recognition: “International

Gold Standard for Marine Conservation”
https://opc.ca.qov/2025/06/for-immediate-release-calif

ornias-marine-protected-area-network-recognized-as-i
nternational-gold-standard-for-marine-conservation/

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

e Kelp Forest is rebounding!

https://doi.org/10.6073/pasta/a9071a2ce1b78242c2ad
1dda5854ec78



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/

It’s working!

e “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/1 CgTXKHIKMSxGXLPIiYp9trefuY_03rlr/view?usp=sharing

60O (UG SANTR CRUL

MARINe

Multi-Agency Rocky Intertidal Network  pacificrockyintertidal.org


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

9/17/25, 2:29 PM Bolinas Point Long-Term trends — MARINe

This is great news for the Reef!

#1728, 229PM

Bakinas Point Long-Term ends - MARINe




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 | dove the Sonoma coast last week - from Salmon
Creek through The Grades to Fort Ross - | 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




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.ptreveslight.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

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 itis 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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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 f9ekzfiNmVGIwDr
vQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view
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lifornia Fish and Game Commission
. Box 944209

acramento, CA 94244-2090

Sent via Email: fgc@fgc.ca.gov

Re.  Fish and Game Commission MRC Agenda Item !
Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef and D

Dear President Sklar and Honorable Commissioners,

The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (E
protect the unique lands, waters, and biodiversity of coas
1971. We are deeply committed to California’s marine pr
network and have been actively supporting MPAs throug
and community science activities since the first regional
would eventually establish the network of 124 MPAs.

‘We submit this letter to request that the letter we previou
and Game Commission (Commission) in support of the 1
management review (DMR), submitted on April 6, 2023,
petition to the Commission submitted pursuant to Califor
Section 2861(a), for addition to and modification of the }
and Drakes Estero. A copy of that letter is enclosed herey
being made to ensure we are compliant with any additior
entailed in the presentation to the Commission of a “peti
Fish and Game Code Section 2861(a), which might not h
April 6 DMR comment letter submittal.



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

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
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“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.

I.  There is Strong Community Support for our Petition. <

In attachments 21.2 and 21.3 to this letter, we include additional local community support for this petition. This
support was gathered at two recent EAC events, where local members of our community were present. This
builds upon the large record of broad support for our petition as demonstrated by the updated index (Attachment
21.1) for our petition.

e 22 more signatures gathered at two separate EAC events.

https://drie.google.com/file/d/1DWQX9ftLVpsuDuZ6tksWOnWzOv8fEwTt/view?usp=sharing (page 17-22)


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

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

T BN

SOCIALLY ACKNOWLEDGED
NATURE - LOVING TOWN




Did the EAC hold a meeting in 2023 at the Bolinas

Community Center to discuss this petition?

No sUPPOR »
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

8,
o], ‘aw
Why didn’t the EAC include our town in this important i”'“ (To..,mun‘“
discussion?

Ce



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.”



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.”



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

Re: Fish and Game Marine Resources Committee Agenda Item 5: MPA D}

Th e EAC Ci rcu I ated a one-s h eet petitio n Petition for modification of Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area
Dear President Sklar and Honorable Commissioners,
containing significant information gaps:

This is submitted to you in support of the petition submitted to you by the En
Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC™) dated April 6, 2023.

Duxbury Reef’s shale reef supports a complex and rich ecosystem of over 10/
marine invertebrates. vertebrates and flora. Its tidal pools are easy to access and are |
used as outdoor classrooms for students from primary school to the university level.

e days there are 100s of visit t Duxbury Reef, including many visitors from other $
PY NO Clear OverVIGW Of Current and ays there are of visitors a ury iKeel, including many visitors othe

countries. for tide pool exploration and wildlife watching.
ro Osed M PA reqau |at|0 ns ) We hclie\‘g that in.ord?r o preserve uni111paifcd the ecosystem of Duxbt‘lr,} R
p p g - enjoyment. education and inspiration of current and future generations and to minimi
negative impacts of collecting to Duxbury Reef’s intertidal habitat and species all thr

° NO Stated SCIenCG d rlven eCO|Og Ical following additions to and modifications of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:

should be approved by the Commission.

prOblem, beca use the f'eef IS not In 1. Change the designation of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:

a “State Marine Reserve™. I understand that a designation as a “State Marine
. will prohibit all taking. damage. injury or possession of any living, geological
deCllne. marine resource, except under a scientific collecting permit or authorized rese

restoration or monitoring.
2. Extend the southern boundary of the Duxbury Marine Protected Arc

(] NO aCknOW|edg ment Of commun |ty most southerly tip of Duxbury Reef exposed at mean lower low water

3. Extend the northern boundary of the Duxbury MPA to the Double |

SOCIOGCOnOm IC1m paCtS . Stack Special Closure, that is the northern point of the area known as Double

e No compliance plan for regulation Name i dre
change.



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

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

Re: Fish and Game Marine Resources Committee Agenda Item 5: MPA D}
H 1 1 Petition for modification of Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area
These information gaps are apparent in )
g p p p Dear President Sklar and Honorable Commissioners.
th e Iette rS Of S u p po rt p rOVId ed by th e This is submitted to you in support of the petition submitted to you by the En
Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC™) dated April 6, 2023.
EAC fo r th ei r petiti on Ea Ch /e tter haS - Duxbury Reef's shale reef supports a complex and rich ecosystem of over 101

marine invertebrates. vertebrates and flora. Its tidal pools are easy to access and are |
used as outdoor classrooms for students from primary school to the university level.

e days there are 100s of visit t Duxbury Reef, including m: isitors fi ther §
. NO Clear OverV|eW Of Current and ays there are Ol visitors a uxoury Keel, incius INg many visitors from other

countries. for tide pool exploration and wildlife watching.
ro Osed M PA reqau |at|0 ns ) We hclie\‘g that in.ord?r o preserve uni111paifcd the ecosystem of Duxbt‘lr,} R
p p g - enjoyment. education and inspiration of current and future generations and to minimi
negative impacts of collecting to Duxbury Reef’s intertidal habitat and species all thr

° NO Stated SCIenCG d r|Ven eCO|Og |Ca| following additions to and modifications of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:

should be approved by the Commission.

prOblem, because the f'eef IS not In 1. Change the designation of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:

a “State Marine Reserve™. I understand that a designation as a “State Marine
I- will prohibit all taking. damage. injury or possession of any living, geological
deC ne. marine resource, except under a scientific collecting permit or authorized rese

restoration or monitoring.
2. Extend the southern boundary of the Duxbury Marine Protected Arc

(] NO aCknOW|edg ment Of commun |ty most southerly tip of Duxbury Reef exposed at mean lower low water

3. Extend the northern boundary of the Duxbury MPA to the Double |

SOCIOGCOnOm IC1m paCtS . Stack Special Closure, that is the northern point of the area known as Double

e No compliance plan for regulation Name i dre
change.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfiNmVGIwDrvQqgSfriM2MR7GE 1/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

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

Re: Fish and Game Marine Resources Committee Agenda Item 5: MPA D}

Th ese | nfo rmatIO n g a pS are a p pa re nt | n th e Petition for modification of Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area
. . . Dear President Sklar and Honorable Commissioners.

CO nve rsatl O n S Wlth Co m m u n Ity m e m be rS This is submitted to you in support of the petition submitted to you by the En
. Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC™) dated April 6, 2023.

Wh O h ad S I g n ed th e EAC O n e'S h eet : Duxbury Reclrs shale reef;upp\o(ns’:comp?z\ and rich ecosystem of over 10

marine invertebrates. vertebrates and flora. Its tidal pools are easy to access and are |
https ://drive qgoogle com/file/d/1c f9e kaI NmVGIwD rVQ_q used as outdoor classrooms for students from primary school to the university level.
- - - days there are 100s of visitors at Duxbury Reef, including many visitors from other $
i i es 78 - 109 countries, for tide pool exploration and wildlife watching.
Sfrl M2 M R7G E 1 /V|eW (pag ) We believe that in order to preserve unimpaired the ecosystem of Duxbury R
enjoyment. education and inspiration of current and future generations and to minimi

® Most dld not knOW that th|s Would affect negative impacts of collecting to Duxbury Reef’s intertidal habitat and species all thr

following additions to and modifications of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:

1 1 * should be approved by the Commission.
fISh I ng at al | : 1. Change the designation of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:
a “State Marine Reserve™. I understand that a designation as a “State Marine

PY M a ny d |d not knOW th ere wou Id n eg atlve will prohibit all taking. damage. injury or possession of any living, geological

marine resource, except under a scientific collecting permit or authorized rese
i m aCtS to th e commun It rcstoralionior monitoring. ) '
p y 2. Extend the southern boundary of the Duxbury Marine Protected Arc
most southerly tip of Duxbury Reef exposed at mean lower low water

° Some have fOI"ma”y Wlthd raw thelr 3. Extend the northern boundary of the Duxbury MPA to the Double |

Stack Special Closure, that is the northern point of the area known as Double
support.



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

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

Re: Fish and Game Marine Resources Committee Agenda Item 5: MPA D}
H 1 1 Petition for modification of Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area
Without any meaningful communit -
y g y Dear President Sklar and Honorable Commissioners,
O UtreaCh I n BO| I n aS I m a n y Va | u a b I e This is submitted to you in support of the petition submitted to you by the En
. Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC™) dated April 6, 2023,
p e rS p e Ct i Ve S h ave b e e n m i S S I n g fro m Duxbury Reef’s shale reef supports a complex and rich ecosystem of over 10/

marine invertebrates. vertebrates and flora. Its tidal pools are easy to access and are |
. used as outdoor classrooms for students from primary school to the university level.
th e CO nve rsatl o n days xl?cn: are !005 of visitors at Duxbur)'. Re'e‘f. includjng many visitors from other $
" countries. for tide pool exploration and wildlife watching.

We believe that in order to preserve unimpaired the ecosystem of Duxbury R
enjoyment. education and inspiration of current and future generations and to minimi
negative impacts of collecting to Duxbury Reef’s intertidal habitat and species all thr
following additions to and modifications of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:
should be approved by the Commission.

1. Change the designation of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:
a “State Marine Reserve™. | understand that a designation as a “State Marine
will prohibit all taking. damage. injury or possession of any living, geological
marine resource, except under a scientific collecting permit or authorized rese
restoration or monitoring.

2. Extend the southern boundary of the Duxbury Marine Protected Arc
most southerly tip of Duxbury Reef exposed at mean lower low water

These voices provide critical input with e s o PGy K
perspectives that must be included!

Name Residence Address




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

Re: Fish and Game Marine Resources Committee Agenda Item 5: MPA D}

Wh e n o n Iy o n e s m al I pa rt of a sto ry is Petition for modification of Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area
Dear President Sklar and Honorable Commissioners.
told, we can never see the full picture.

This is submitted to you in support of the petition submitted to you by the En
Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC™) dated April 6, 2023.
Duxbury Reef’s shale reef supports a complex and rich ecosystem of over 10/
. - marine invertebrates. vertebrates and flora. Its tidal pools are easy to access and are |
FO r IaStl n g p rote Ctl O n S : used as outdoor classrooms for students from primary school to the university level.
days there are 100s of visitors at Duxbury Reef, including many visitors from other $
countries. for tide pool exploration and wildlife watching.
We believe that in order to preserve unimpaired the ecosystem of Duxbury R
o EVG ryO n e m U St h aVe a Seat at th e ta b I e . enjoyment, education and inspirmioi of current a:d future generélions and to minimi
negative impacts of collecting to Duxbury Reef’s intertidal habitat and species all thr
following additions to and modifications of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:
H H H should be approved by the Commission.
() M a rg I n al |Zed VO I CeS m u St be p rOte Cted . 1. Change the designation of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conserv:
a “State Marine Reserve™. I understand that a designation as a “State Marine
will prohibit all taking. damage. injury or possession of any living, geological
H marine resource, except under a scientific collecting permit or authorized rese
o Tra n S p a re n Cy IS pa ra m O u n t' restoration or monitoring.
2. Extend the southern boundary of the Duxbury Marine Protected Arc
most southerly tip of Duxbury Reef exposed at mean lower low water

Sa Vlng our planet requires al/ hands oh deCk, 3. Extend the northern boundary of the Duxbury MPA to the Double

Stack Special Closure, that is the northern point of the area known as Double
not just the few at the top... e _ .
] Residence Address




EAC reported that they are not “required” to submit public support as part

of their MPA petition.
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xAgKyCzP{8kmsL8SOQXv3v_L703CFqgjG/view?usp=sharing

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7MJAEXBVvqg 1:56



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

“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

“ Each one of us must

toke rasponsibility for
our own lives,

and above all, show
respect & love
for living things
around us,especially

each other.

r IANT GOMODAY

. o ommgabden
OB en B i oulipeinn


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

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

e Potential for greater access for
underserved communities.

e Socioeconomic implications.

e Public comments and input from
stakeholders.



S DL

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:

e Crab trap regulation changes
e Salmon closure

e Current SMCA

Photo courtesy of Willie Norton



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.” .

https://drive.qooale.com/file/d/1c_f9ekzfiNmVGIwDrvQqgSfriM2
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

The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

e 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



The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

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.



The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

e 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



The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

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.



The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

e 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



S DL

The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

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



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.

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.

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

e Disproportionate impact on
access: Closures can

and communities who rely on
accessible shoreline fishing.

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

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

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



o Rediicedtaxrevenued The state

and local governments would lose
revenue from fees associated with
fishing activities that contribute to
conservation measures.

The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

Photo courtesy of Alli Smith



Impacts on General Coastal Access

e No touch tide pooling

e No walking on anything but dry
barren rock and sand

e Surfer access could be
compromised



The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

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




The EAC'’s petition does not discuss:

Increased feelings of exclusion:
As seen in other coastal areas,
Limiting access can be viewed as

unfair, particularly for those who
have historically used the space.




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.




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)

Table 3. Definitions and overview of MPA classifications.

Classification

(SMR)

 State Marine
(SMCA)

Definition

In a state marine reserve, it is unlawful to injure,

damage, take, or possess any living, geological, or

cultural marine resource, except under a permit or

specuﬁc authorization from the managlng agency for
estol

restoration, and monitoring may be permitted by the
managing agency. Educational activities and other
forms of non-consumptive human use may be
permitted by the designating entity or managing
agency in a manner oons:stent with the protection
of all marine resources.>®

In a state marine conservation area, it is unlawful
to injure, damage, take, or possess any living,
geological, or cultural marine resource for
commercial or recreational purposes, or a
combination of commercial and recreational
purposes that the designating entity or managing
agency determines would compromise protection of
the species of interest, natural community, habitat,
or geological features. The designating entity or
managing agency may permit research, education,
and recreational activities, and certain commercial
and recreational harvest of marine resources.®

recroahonal living or
geologic); scientific
research and non-
consumptive uses are
allowe:

Definition is consistent
with “marine life
reserve” in MLPA

May allow select
recreational and
commercial harvest to
continue; scientific
research and non-
consumptive uses are
allowed

Additional Information

Scientific collecting permits (SCP) may be issued by
CDFW pursuant to Section 650 of the CCR, Title 14,
or specific authorization from the Commission for
research, restorat:on or monitoring purposes

Restmuons must be based on specific objectives for
an Indlvidual site and the goals and guidelines of the
MLPA®!

Does not imply that navigation will necessarily be
restricted though MPAs or that other non-extractive
activities will be regulated

SCPs may be issued by CDFW pursuant to Section
650 of the CCR, Title 14, or specific authorization
from the Commission for research, education, or
recreational purposes and certain commercial and
recreational harvest, provided it does not
compromise protection

Fishing restrictions may vary by focal species,
fishing gear, habntats and goals and objectives of
individual MPA®*



Reserve Definition

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

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



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

Reserve Definition

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

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


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

Key Differences:

SMCA = Balanced Use

VS.
SMR = STRICT
Prohibitions

.
41-1-lllc_.::...;_ <

—

- : L LR
- -

Definition

Restriction
S

Activities

Conservation Area (SMCA)

Reserve (SMR)
-most restrictive MPA
designation

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

No-take area

Vary, may allow
sustainable use

Strict, prohibits all extractive
activities

Can include recreation,
limited resource use

Primarily for research,
monitoring, and
non-extractive activities




IMMEDIATE changes:

1.

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

No touching anything in the
tidepools.

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

No dogs.

_changes that could

be put in place at ANY time:

1.

Reef education programs
compromised

Surfer access compromised

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:
e No walking on reef (Walking only permitted on dry barren rock and sand.)
e Look, don’t touch (No touching any live plant or animal)
e No food, drinks, or any “activities that might disturb natural habitat”

e 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:

e No groups of 15 or more without a docent led tour.
e No preschool, K, 1st, 2nd grade class field trips because:

o “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

o “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

This EAC Petition
seeks to nearly

triple the size of the
current SMCA.

https://drive.google.com/fil
e/d/1c_f9ekzfiNmVGIwDrv
QqSfriM2MR7GE1/view



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

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.




PossibleChangesion this

ENTIRE strip of Bolinas
coastline that could be
put in place at ANY time:

1. Reef education
programs
compromised

Surfer access
compromised

General access
compromise




@@L A% Burton 2
wildeat$ ) 7 w |l delr e sis ///r;' ;
Expansion x3
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.qov/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

Location Matters!

Majority of the
unverifiable
“potential violation”

data is from Agate
Beach tidepools at
the base of the trail.




Location Matters!

No “potential
violations” reported
in the the vast

majority of the
proposed expansion.




Wlldcat
Beach

? Copper
#Mine Gulch -
1

Location Matters! il
balQ;:_e\xx ”

And yet, the EAC is . )
petitioning to expand O\ B et s
the Duxbury Reef NS
MPA to triple its size

to cover the ENTIRE
rocky reef intertidal
habitat accessible to

the Bolinas

community... S

Bolinas
Bay.

without any verified \
scientific data. \



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

“Visitor Confusion”

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_f9ekzfiNmVGIwDrvQqSfriM2MR7GE1/view



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

How is the EAC substantiating their claim of potential “Visitor Confusion”?
e The EAC has been collecting their own data on human activity in the Duxbury
Reef SMCA since 2014 through “MPA Watch” EAC volunteers.

e EAC MPA Watch recorded an increase in fpotential violations® of MPA
regulations mainly by visitors to the Agate Beach tide pools.

e 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/

e EAC believes tide pool visitors are violating regulations / “poaching” because

they are potentially confused by the partial-take MPA regulations at Duxbuw
Reef. ‘



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

What are “potential violations”?

e Potential violations® are reports of perceived violations made by volunteers
from the EAC MPA Watch.

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

Is this a conflict of interest?

e Yes, this is a conflict of interest.

httos://moawatch.orq/wo-content/upIoads/2024/O7/Marin-Countv-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Reoprt-2024
.docx.pdf (i,



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

The MPA Watch Regional Report includes:

e “Dogs Off Leash”
o 2024 data shows that of the 132 “potential violations” reported by the EAC MPA Watch, 60
were dogs off leash.

e “Hand Collection of Biota” - often referred to fpoaching’

o “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

e “Trampling” - mentioned throughout reporting
e 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

Are these “potential violations” actually “poaching”?

CDEW:

“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

Are visitors to the tide pools “poaching”?

e 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.ora/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Marin-County-Mid-Year-MPA-Watch-Report-2024.docx.pdf

e Infact, EAC’s conflation of terms is repeated enough that Google Al 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

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

Go gle Does Duxbury Reef have high levels of poaching?

AlMode All Images Shortvideos Videos News Shopping More ~ Tools ~

4 AlOverview
https://www.eacmarin.org/duxburypetition#:~:text=In%20the%20northern%2 Yeo, Duxtury Reef experiences tigh levels of poaching. acoording to-conservation

groups and volunteer monitoring reports. The primary drivers are high visitor traffic
and confusing regulations that make it difficult for people to know what is
allowed. ¢

Ounprotected%20area.suggests%20some%20take %20is%20allowed.

Evidence of high poaching levelsxt
protections. Marin MPA Watch is working Marin County Parks, Point Reyes National

2 £ s < = S « Volunteer monitoring: Marin MPA Watch, a monitoring program, has repeatedly
SeaSh?re_' Ca"f?m'a Department OT Fish and_WIIdl!fe' and_ the California Fish and Game documented the illegal collection of tidepool organisms at Duxbury Reef. Potential
Commission to inform these agencies about poaching activities and the need for violations have steadily increased in recent years, with a sharp spike reported during

increased patrol. Data provided by Marin MPA Watch has also demonstrated the need the COVID-19 pandemic when outdoor recreation surged.
for increased visitor education about MPAs and reef ecology through the development
of a volunteer docent program at Duxbury Reef.

Escalating violations: Reports show a significant rise in potential violations.
o In 2022, 151 potential violations were recorded by volunteers.

https://mpawatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/2021-Midyear-MPA-Watch- In 2023, that number rose to 259 potential violations.
Report-Marin.pdf

Biodiversity decline: A marine ecology professor with decades of experience
studying Duxbury Reef has noted a stark decline in biodiversity, which he attributes
to poaching. ¢


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
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Does Duxbury Reef have high levels of poaching?
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Yes, Duxbury Reef experiences significant levels of poaching and other human
disturbances, especially as public visitation has increased in recent years. Nonprofit
and volunteer groups have documented many potential violations, leading to calls for
stricter protections for the sensitive intertidal ecosystem. ¢

Evidence of poaching at Duxbury Reef

« Documented violations: Volunteers with the Marin MPA Watch program recorded
132 potential violations in 2024, 65 of which involved the hand collection of marine
life. This was an increase from 151 potential violations reported in 2022.

« Underreported incidents: Activist and volunteer groups believe these documented
numbers underrepresent the true extent of poaching, noting that violations also
occur outside of volunteer survey times.

« Anecdotal evidence: Long-time observers of the reef note a stark decline in
biodiversity. One marine ecology professor noted that while he once saw hundreds
of crabs under a single rock, today "you're lucky to find any".

« Spike in activity: Volunteers reported a marked increase in poaching during the
COVID-19 pandemic, a period that saw a surge in overall visitation to the reef. ¢
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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




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.




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.

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

o 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

Protective Tidepooling Practices

Duxbury Reef is an exciting place to explore. To observe rocky intertidal marine life at low tide, check the tides while pla

protect the health of the reef and marine life by adhering to the following guidelines:

1. Observe with your eyes, not with your hands. Many creatures found on the reef can be injured if picked up
person. Limited, gentle, two-finger touching of immobile, firmly attached marine life is ok, e.g. mussels, limpets, ci
sea stars and urchins (only if firmly attached to the reef) and plants or algae. Do not touch or disturb mobile, unat

such as fish, eels, crabs, nudibranchs, hermit crabs, snails or octopus. This includes never feeding reef animals.

2. Leave everything in its place. Never pick up or move any rocks, animals and algae, including shells. Many
conditions in the tidepool where they are found (including presence or absence of other species, temperature, d

extent of exposure to light, size of space beneath larger rocks, etc.).

3. Take care where walking. Walk gently on exposed rock and try to avoid stepping in pools of water, on p.
algae on the reef can be crushed by footsteps. Try to step on the bare rock, try not to scuff feet. Do not walk thrg
pools, as small invertebrates are sheltering, may only be feeding when the tide is out, and egg masses are prese
but are easily destroyed. Remember there are many invertebrates (including juveniles) sheltering in the fields of ¢

algae, and they are crushed as visitors walk through the algae.
4. Stay away from the bottom of cliffs. No climbing on or digging at fragile cliffs. The cliffs are unstable ang
unexpectedly and can result in severe injury or death, Also, increasing the natural rate of bluff erosion increases

can be harmful

5. Run and play on the sandy beach, not on the reef. Visitors may slip and harm themselves and wildlife if the



https://www.eacmarin.org/visiting-the-reef
https://www.eacmarin.org/visiting-the-reef
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What do the signs say at Agate Beach?

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

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

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

® Takmg of all llVlng .marlne Duxbury Reef and Agate Beach Are Protected

resources is prohibited except i FLIA LA

, o takof Bl PSSR db e g S et
the recreational take of finfish o Collecting aris, plants, Bhalls ar rodks I legmirotsices b e
” fined $1,000 and jailed for 6 months
frO m S h O re a n d a ba I O n e . * Prevent soil erosion by staying on trails and not trampling vegetation
* Pick up litter and pack it out

° nCoIleCtlng anlma|S, p|antS, * Keep your dog on leash

¢ Pick up after your pet and pack it out

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




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.”




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?




Are dogs off leash because visitors to the Agate Beach tide pools are confused by

partial-take SMCA regulations?

No

Are visitors confused?




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- consumpt/ve,i
users are visitors who don’t take. Poachers are users who take illegally.) |

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


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

“By eliminating partial take (consumptive use) and simplifying requlations, 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/1DWQX9ftL VpsuDuZ6tks\WWOnWzOv8fEwTt/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

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?




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.




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.




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.




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

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”?




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:

e No validated ecological problem at Duxbury Reef, and

e 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

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

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
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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
Sstewardship

SAVE DUXBURY ACCESS

o - -
Protect Fishing!
Stop the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin from
eliminating ALL fishing on Duxbury Reef! Our children deserve the

right to sustainable hook & line fishing. Children who develop a love
of fishing grow into adults who love & protect our planet!

ACCESS = EQUITY = CONNECTION
Contact the California Fish and Game Commission to ACT NOW!
Email: fgc@fgc.ca.gov and SCAN QR Code for more Info!
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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!
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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.

Access is worth protecting!
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Mrs. Terwilliger

“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.




Mrs. Terwilliger
"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."”



Protections must be balanced with
public access.

Marin County land is heavily protected:

e Fourth smallest county California

e 9 MPAs and 2 State Marine Parks.

e 56% of land is permanently protected

e 85% is protected from development ? . hulf of the
o \ \\arallones

e Rest of the country has only 16-18%
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We Need to Protect Marginalized People
in Marin County:

e Ecological protections can come with
social drawbacks

e Marginalized voices can get lost

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

i



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,

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




Marin County has Restrictive Fishing Regulations:

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.



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

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)
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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.

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.

......
-
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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:

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

......
-
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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:

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

......
-
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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:

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.

.....
-
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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:

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

.....
-
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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:

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

.....
-
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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:

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

.....
-
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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:

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

.....
-



How does the FGC make decisions on MPA Petitions?

e Strong scientific evidence demonstrating need for change
e Community / Stakeholder support for change

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

Next Meeting dates:
e FG Commision meeting 10/8-9 https://fgc.ca.gov/Meetings/2025

e 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

What do you think? What do you want?
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

......
-


mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov
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Get involved and help support our
community access to our coastline!

Save Duxbury Access!

Thank you!

......
-




Save Duxbury Access!!!
Reject Petition No.(2023-32MPA) by EAC!

Please include this image in all

doc

Thank you!

ion of this col

Save Duxbury Access!!!
Reject Petition No.(2023-32MF

Please include this image in al
documentation of this correspt
Thank you!

Save Duxbury Access'!

Reject Petition No.(2

Save Duxbury Access!!!

023-32MPA) |

Reject Petition No.(2023-32MPA) by EAC!

Save Duxbury Access!!!
\ Reject Petition No.(2023-32MPA) by E

\ Please include this image in all
documentation of this correspondenc:
Thank vou!
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Save Duxbury Access!!!

Reject Petition No.(2023-32MPA) by EAC!

Please include this image in all
documentation of this correspondence.

Thank you!
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SAVE DUXBURY ACCESS

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

Duxbury Reef Petition Fact Sheet

In 2023, the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin submitted a petition to the Fish & Game
Cemmission to redesignate the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR), and expand its boundaries to include currently unprotected contiguous reef habitat in the
north and south. This page explains current regulations and what would change if the petition is approved.

Proposed Redesignation to State Marine Reserve (SMR)

Current Rules: Duxbury Reef is currently designated as a type of Marine Protected Area (MPA) ealled an SMCA. Its border
extends 1,000 ft seaward from lower low tide. It is unlawful to Injure, damage, take, or possess any living, geological, or
cultural marine resource, except for the recreational take of finfish from shore, and abalone. The abalone fishery is closed.

Current State: Duxbury experiences high visitation levels and poaching of reef organisms. Allowance of fishing (partial take)
causes confusion for many visitors who think all take is allowed when they see shorefishing, poke pole fishing, or fisherpeople
with buckets of bait, or when they read signage or information online that suggests some take is allowed.

Proposed Change: Convert the current SMCA and the proposed extensions inte an SMR, which would not allow any take.
This does not impact access for nen-consumptive uses, like visitation, tidepooling, educational, surfing, beating, or research
access. This is NOT a Special Clasure. -

Proposed Northern Expansion (‘) e

Proposed Southern Expansion
2

Current Rules: Boating is prohibited 1,000 ft around - ‘-3

Double Point/Stormy Stack Special Closure. Recreational ™=+ §8
and commercial motorboats and ALL commercial enterprises
prohibited within % mi. from shore from Sculpture Beach to
Duxbury Reef due to the Phillip Burton Wilderness designation.

Current Rules: This area is currently unprotected
even though it is contiguous with protected reef
habitat,

Current State: This area contains many rare reef
species and an important marine mammal haul out and
colony that is disturbed by people getting too close.
Visitors to the SMCA are confused when seeing people
fishing in the unprotected area, or walking through the
SMCA from the unprotected area with buckets or their
catch,

Proposed Change: Extend the southern boundary of
the current MPA to the most southerly tip of Duxbury
Reef exposed at mean lower low water, or to about
37°5307.9"N, 122°41'45.3"W. This would become a
no take SMR. This does not impact access for non-
consumptive uses, like boating (more examples listed
below).

Current State: Contains relatively pristine reefl habitat.
Visitation rare but increasing. Special Closure contains crucial
seabird nesting areas, but boats have been seen violating buffers
and disturbing these animals. Double Point has one of the largest
breeding harbor seal colonies in California.

Proposed Change: Extend the northern boundary to the
Double Point/Stormy Stack Speeial Closures. This weuld
become a no take SMR. Given exlsting regulations (above),
functionally, the only change would be restricting take from
shore. This does NOT impact access for non-consumptive uses
that are not already affected by the restrictions imposed by the
existing Wilderness or Special Closure.

. + The petition only proposes to restrict take (e.g., fishing or harvest) within the

Questions? protected area. It will NOT RESTRICT “non-consumptive” uses, like visitation,

Contact EAC at tidepooling, education, surfing, boating, or research access.

415-663-9312 or + The petition is NOT requesting Duxbury Reef become a Special Closure.

ashley@eacmarin.org We support continued public access for non-consumptive uses.

* The petition is NOT seeking to restrict fishing in all of Bolinas Bay or in

Bolinas Lagoon.

ot [m] « Duxbury Reef is one of the smallest Marine Protected Areas in the state,
=] even with the proposed expansion. However, it is one of the largest shale reefs in

North America, providing habitat for rare yet vulnerable intertidal species,

marine mammals, and birds. Many rocky intertidal habitats across California

are already fully protected as SMRs.

isabel@eacmarin.org

(=]

Learn more at www.eacmarin.org/duxburypetition

Scan for Info




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

Duxbury Reef Petition Fact Sheet

In 2023, the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin submitted a petition to the Fish & Game
Commission to redesignate the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR), and expand its boundaries to include currently unprotected contiguous reef habitat in the
north and south, This page explains current regulations and what would change if the petition is approved. €18

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.

Proposed Redesignation to State Marine Reserve (SMR)

Current Rules: Duxbury Reef is currently designated as a type of Marine Protected Area (MPA) called an SMCA, Its border
extends 1,000 ft seaward from lower low tide, It is unlawful to injure, damage, take, or possess any living, geologleal, ar
cultural marine resource, except for the recreational take of finfish from shore, and abalone. The abalone fishery is closed.

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

Current State: Duxbury experiences high visitation levels and poaching of reef organisms. Allowance of fishing (partial take)
causes confusion for many visitors who think all take is allowed when they see shorefishing, poke pole fishing, or fisherpeople
with buckets of bait, or when they read signage or information online that suggests some take is allowed.

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?

Proposed Change: Convert the current SMCA and the proposed extensions inte an SMR, which would not allow any take.
This does not impact access for non-consumptive uses, like visitation, tidepooling, educational, surfing, boating, or research
access. This is NOT a Special Closure., .-_fm

i

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

Proposed Northern Expansion

Current Rules: Boating is prohibited 1,000 ft around % |
Double Point/Stormy Stack Special Closure. Recreational
and commercial motorboats and ALL commercial enterprises
prohibited within Ya mi, from shore from Sculpture Beach to
Duxbury Reef due to the Phillip Burton Wilderness designation.

Current State; Contains relatively pristine reefl habitat.

Visitation rare but increasing. Special Closure contains crucial

seablird nesting areas, but boats have been seen violating buffers

and disturbing these animals. Double Point has one of the largest

breeding harbor seal colonies in Califarnia.
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
|mprove understandlng and compllance with existing regulatlons'7

Owas%20establlshed,from%20human%20d|sturbances%20year%2Dround

Proposed Change: Extend the northern boundary to the
Double Paint/Starmy Stack Special Clasures. This would
become a no take SMR. Given existing regulations (above),
functionally, the only change would be restricting take from
shore. This does NOT impact access for non-consumptive uses
that are not already affected by the restrictions imposed by the
existing Wilderness or Special Closure.

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
lations an ndaries without tantiated rationale is arbitr n rici

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?

T )

Proposed Southern Expansion

-
) Current Rules: This area is currently unprotected
B even though it is contiguous with protected reef
habitat.

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/

Current State; This area contains many rare reef

species and an important marine mammal haul out and

colony that is disturbed by people getting too close.

Visitors to the SMCA are confused when seeing people

fishing In the unprotected area, or walking through the

SMCA from the unprotecled area with buckets or their

catch,
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

Proposed Change: Extend the southern boundary of
the current MPA to the most southerly tip of Duxbury
Reef exposed at mean lower low water, or to about
37°53'07 9N, 122°41'45.3"W. This would become a
no take SMR. This does not impact access for non-
consumptive uses, like boating (more examples listed
below).



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?

* The petition only proposes to restrict take (e.q., fishing or harvest) within the

protected area. It will NOT RESTRICT "non-consumptive” uses, like visitation,

tidepooling, education, surfing, boating, or research access.
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?

* The petition is NOT requesting Duxbury Reef become a Special Closure.
We support continued public access for non-consumptive uses.

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

s The petition is NOT seeking to restrict fishing in all of Bolinas Bay or in
Bolinas Lagoon.

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 one of the smallest Marine Protected Areas in the state,
even with the proposed expansion. However, it is one of the largest shale reefs in
Nerth America, providing habitat for rare yet vulnerable intertidal species, &
marine mammals, and birds. Many rocky intertidal habitats across California
are already fully protected as SMRs.

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

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

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

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

e consider implications of our decisions on subsistence activities
e 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

SAVE DUXBURY ACCESS

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

nomic an [tural t r tlin t 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

5 ¥

“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

Written Request for Withdrawal
of Signature from EAC Petition

(Mote: this request must be mailed to the address below)

California Fish and Game Commission
PO, Box 544204
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Dear California Fish and Game Commissioners,

This is a formal request to withdrawal my signature from the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to
you by the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (*EAC™) dated Aprdil 5, 2023
regarding the changa of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area to a “State Marine
Reserve" as well as an expansion of its northemn and southern borders. Whike | am in full
support of "preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment. education and
inspiration of current and future generations”, | believe that my signature was gathered in bad
faith by circulators who intenticnally misrepresented the patifion's purpose and contant by
leaving out key information,

| do NOT believe that changing the designation of Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation
Ared to a "State Marine Eezerve" az well az an expansion of its northern and southern borders
is nacassary ta protact the reef, We simply need better signage, public education, and
enforcemant to uphold the current requlations already in place. Thank you for your
consideration,

Sinceraly,

"WET" SIGMA]
FULL MNAME
RESIDEMCE -

Poptones (A 7978¢

(Please include full name, residance, and “wet” signature)



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

Dear California Fish and Game Commissioners,

This is a formal request to withdrawal my signature from the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to
you by the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (“EAC") dated April 8, 2023
regarding the change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area to a "State Marine
Reserve" as well as an expansion of its northern and southemn borders, While | am in full
support of "preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations™, | believe that my signature was gathered in bad
faith by circulators who intentionally misrepresented the petition’s purpose and content by
leaving out key information.

| do NOT believe that changing the designation of Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservaticn
Area to a "State Marine Reserve” as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders
is necessary to protect the reef. We simply need better signage, public education, and

enforcement to uphold the current regulations already in place. Thank you for your
consideration,

Sincerely,

NOANeSSa, 'ﬁ. Lu;n ( {cﬁ'ﬂl‘:ﬁ

!

'imli"iﬁ \ "U':'.L-Wl : 0 |‘—Il\ -.,’__';. I'»{{':lz 1\_[

(Flease Include full name, residence, and “wet” signature)



California Fish and Game Commission

F.C. Box 944208 Sacramento,

CA 94244-2080

Sent via Email: foci@foc.ca gov
Re. Opposition to Patiion Na, (2023-32MPA) to Change Duxbury Reef from a S’tgtet; Mﬂ;’\nl&
Conservation Area (SMCA) to & State Marine Reserve (SMR) by Ashley Eagle-Gibbs o
Envirenmental Action Committes (EAC) of West Marin datad April 6, 2023

Dear President Sklar and Com missioners,

We, the undersigned, ara Opposed fo the 2023-32MPa Petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC") datad April B, 2023 regarding the

Support of preserving the scosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, ad ucation and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we balieve that this can be accam plished
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nterference” as wall, |y begs the question, what is the EAC's
Ultimate gas| in this reclassification?



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA, status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational fishing that aligns with California’s Coastal Access and Sustainable Management

values,
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California Fish and Game Commission
F.C. Box 944209 Sacrameanto,

CA B4244-2080

Sent via Email: focdfgc.ca.gov

Re. Oppasition 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
Envirenmental Action Committee (EAC) of West Marin dated April 6, 2023

Daar President Sklar and Commissioners,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA, petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Acticn Committee of West Marin ("EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Consarvation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Resarve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northem and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reaf for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful ta
take ANYTHING from the reaf EXCEPT finfish and abalona (which is currently closed). The
haok and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwak. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is alzo not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic changa.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical compaonents to the State Marine Resarve
{SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE". “Intarfearence” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could tauching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that. walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the guastion, what is the EAC's
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Resf safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us learned haw to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
childran, hang on the beach, and traverse the shoreline ta catch & wave. It's also where we
honor and connect with the generations of thase who came before by continuing their very
same traditions, Presernving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensures that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to presarve the curment SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by

accredited California Figh and Game

employeas, and to protect respansible, low-impact

racreational and commaercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable

Management values,
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Califarnia Fish and Game Commission
PO. Box 844209 Sacramento,
CA 94244-2080

Sent via Emall: fgc@fge.ca.gov

Re. Oppositien 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 af
Environmental Action Committee (EAC) of West Marin dated April 6, 2023

Dear Prasident Sklar and Commissionars,

We, the undersigned, are oppased to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Emviranmental Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC™ dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southem borders. \We are in full
suppart of presarving the ecosystam of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of cumrent and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The currant regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHIMNG from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). Thea
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out gritical componants to the State Marine Reserva
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed "to protect the
ecosystem in its entiraty, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFEREMCE", “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be sean that walking across
the sandy part of the beach Is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC’s
ultimata goal in this reclassification’?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reaf safa and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us leamed how to fish and still catch fish! 1t's where we explore the tide pools with aur
children, hang on the beach, and traversa the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
honar and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Preserving Duxbury can be accomplishad under the current ragulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensures that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



Wia urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
racreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable

Management values.
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Califormia Fizh and Game Commission
F.O. Box 944200 Sacramenta,

CA 84244-2090

Sent via Email; foci@fge.ca.gov

Fe. Opposition to Pefition Mo, (2023-32MPA) to Change Duxbury Reef from a State Manne
Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine Reserve (SMR) by Ashley Eagle-Gibbs of
Ervirenmeantal Action Committes (EACY of West Marin dated April &, 2023

Dear Prasident Sklar and Commissionars,

W, the undarsignad, are opposad to the 2023-32MPA patition submitted to you by the
Ervironmental Action Committee of West Marin ["EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Consarvation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its narthem and southern borders. \We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we balieve that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently clesed), The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early az 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
Itis alzo not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC patition has left out critical componants to the State Marine Reserve
{3MR) classification that include the sfrict protection that SMREs are designed "o protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to ocour WITHOLUT HUMAN
INTERFEREMCE". “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaaing the acosystam,
as could touching the water, or spaaking too loudly. It could even ba seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC's
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us leamead how ta fish and still cateh fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on tha beach, and traverse the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
honor and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Praserving Duxbury can ba accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, MOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensuras that our children will also nurture a connaction with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responzible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accradited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact

recreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable
Management values.
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California Fish and Game Commission
F.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,
CA 94244-2000

Sent via Email: faci@fac.ca.qov

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 Commissionars,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Actlon Committee of West Marin ("EAC™) dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its narthern and sauthern borders. \We are in full
suppart of preserving the ecosystam of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of cumrent and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations, The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEFT finfish and abalone (which is currently closad). Tha
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia baginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical componeants to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFEREMCE". “Interference’ can have very broad interpratations with major implications.
Far example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly, It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC's
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us leamed how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explare the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
hanar and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
apen ansuras that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve

the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, 1o facus

Instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against ilegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable

Management values.
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California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,

CA 94244-2090

Sent via Email: fgc@fgc.ca.qov

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,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (“EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical components to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to accur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE”. “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC’s
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us learned how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
honor and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensures that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable

Management values.
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California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,
CA 94244-2090

Sent via Email; fgc@fgc.ca.qov

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

" e -

Dear President Sk[ai’ and 'Co'mmissiohers, o S N

v\ AT - 2
We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023 32MPA petition submitted to you by, the
Environmental Action Comimittee of West Maris (‘EAC*) dated April 6, 2023 regarding the.
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical components to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE". “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC’s
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us learned how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse to catch a wave. It's also where we honor and
connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very same traditions.
Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations through improved
enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access open ensures that
our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all call home, and continue our
shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable Management
values.
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California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,
CA 94244-2080

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,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical components to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE". “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC’s
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us learned how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
honor and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensures that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable

Management values.

Name:

Residence:

:-_;.%U\k;;\E)S e

dina. P \ips
Drypd /%@/éf&c/

/

D olores Me &H/fy

DA e (e
/
( (¢

(1

G e K055

Oariond (A AHL1S

'ﬂ\\f) L N\‘\\W

Concecd, (A a2\

SC/LL\ KO N3 m,c«\. o

JZ(“?/M/ '(%/%é Z 56’*(1
: )

Cloabr B 14 57/7

/)/f’///\ﬂf //4( d/—qﬁ%

H‘,W‘%Lv\. O\S%v

Ofi\ 74924

B

Q )LWJ C(Z Li--}/]

/ Mﬁ{-}/ féf/“‘

) SArA Lovy

2 230



California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,

CA 94244-2090

Sent via Email: fac@fac.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,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical components to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE". “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC’s
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us learned how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
honor and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensures that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable
Management values.
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California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,

CA 94244-2090

Sent via Email: fgc@fgc.ca.gov

Re. Oppasition 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,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin ("EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical components to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE”. ‘“Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC’s
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us learned how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
honor and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensures that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by

accredited California Fish and Game

employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact

recreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable

Management values.
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California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,
CA 94244-2090

Sent via Email: fgc@fgc.ca.qov

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,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (“‘EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical components to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE”. “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC'’s
ultimate goal in this reclassification? :

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. ‘This is where
many of us learned how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse to catch a wave. It's also where we honor and
connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very same traditions.
Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations through improved
enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access open ensures that
our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all call home, and continue our
shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable Management

values.
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California Fish and Game Commission
P.O. Box 944209 Sacramento,

CA 94244-2090

Sent via Email: fac@fgc.ca.gov

Re. Oppaosition 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,

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the 2023-32MPA petition submitted to you by the
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (“EAC") dated April 6, 2023 regarding the
change of the Duxbury Reef State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA) to a State Marine
Reserve (SMR) as well as an expansion of its northern and southern borders. We are in full
support of preserving the ecosystem of Duxbury Reef for the enjoyment, education and
inspiration of current and future generations, and we believe that this can be accomplished
under the current SMCA regulations. The current regulations are very clear: It is unlawful to
take ANYTHING from the reef EXCEPT finfish and abalone (which is currently closed). The
hook and line fishing and poke poling tradition at Duxbury Reef is a sustainable fishing practice
that dates back millennia beginning as early as 800 BCE by the Coastal Miwok. Terminating
these traditions just to simplify public messaging is absolutely absurd and downright offensive.
It is also not backed by any verifiable science that could necessitate such a drastic change.

Additionally, the EAC petition has left out critical components to the State Marine Reserve
(SMR) classification that include the strict protection that SMRs are designed “to protect the
ecosystem in its entirety, allowing natural processes to occur WITHOUT HUMAN
INTERFERENCE”. “Interference” can have very broad interpretations with major implications.
For example, walking across the surface of the reef could be seen as damaging the ecosystem,
as could touching the water, or speaking too loudly. It could even be seen that walking across
the sandy part of the beach is “interference” as well. It begs the question, what is the EAC’s
ultimate goal in this reclassification?

We all want to keep Duxbury Reef safe and thriving for generations to come. This is where
many of us learned how to fish and still catch fish! It's where we explore the tide pools with our
children, hang on the beach, and traverse the shoreline to catch a wave. It's also where we
honor and connect with the generations of those who came before by continuing their very
same traditions. Preserving Duxbury can be accomplished under the current regulations
through improved enforcement and education, NOT by shutting people out. Keeping access
open ensures that our children will also nurture a connection with the place we all love, and
continue our shared tradition of responsible stewardship.



We urge the Commission to preserve the current SMCA status at Duxbury Reef, to focus
instead on education, signage for take regulations, targeted enforcement against illegal take by
accredited California Fish and Game employees, and to protect responsible, low-impact
recreational and commercial fishing that aligns with California's Coastal Access and Sustainable

Management values.
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LIGHT

A mariner from Bolinas once set me up with a rod and reel and left me at Duxbury Reef. I cast out
into the wind and stood under a late sun, face to face with as raw a force as I ever faced. I didn’t
catch anything, but it did not matter. The cold and the sharp, the rushing and churning, the filling
and emptying of black, living rock: I feel that ocean now, indifferent, vast, and overpowering.
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9425/25,2:21 PM Gmuil - Point Reyes Light, August 7, 2025
Fishing delivers a visceral knowing of our atomic presence on earth. As a way to commune, to come
back to zero, it is a thing worth preserving. One place we can is at Duxbury. Sophia explains the
new debate.

Today’s edition brings news from Caltrans, about a redwood slated for removal no longer; from
health officials readying for the school year; from scientists who have tracked salmon to their
feeding grounds and found not only a boom in anchovy but the crippling absence of a chemical that
links those fish; and from Marin Water, which extended the comment deadline on its proposal for
the Nicasio dam through the year.

It also brings many letters, with many more already in the wings, in large part spurred by last
week’s news of the closure of Molly Myerson’s farm. Never has your voice been louder on an issue.

Thank you for reading, writing, and eontributing to our commeon future,

Tess

Click to read the August 7, 2025 edition

ss where you received this

The login for your account at ptreyeslight.com is probably the email addre
email

If you do not know your password, it can be reset here: hitps://www. ptreyeslight.com/log-in/?rcp_action=
lostpassword

If you need more help, write tc
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NEWS

Anglers say EAC goes too far on Duxbury

by Sophia Grace Carter
August 6, 2025

Visitation at Duxbury Reef in Bolinas has exploded in recent years, bringing with it disruptions to
delicate intertidal life. Now, a local environmental group has asked the state to expand protections
there. Fishermen say a ban of their sport would be overreach. (David Briggs / Point Reyes Light)

hittps://www.ptreyeslight com/news/anglers-say-cac-goes-too-far-on-duxbury/
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For generations, Bolinas residents have fished the waters off Duxbury Reef, casting
lines from its shale ledges, diving for red abalone in in its silty shallows and poke-

poling for monkeyface eel in its tidepools.

Now, a proposal to ban all fishing around the reef has struck a nerve in the coastal

village, where commercial and recreational fishing are woven into the local way of
life.

“Bolinas is a fishing town,” said Rudi Ferris, a lifelong angler and vice-president of
the Bolinas Rod and Boat Club. “We love the reef deeply, and we’re all for the
protection of its invertebrates. But banning the take of finfish doesn’t get to the heart
of the problem.”

The proposal, submitted by the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin as
part of the state’s 10-year review of marine protected areas, asks the California Fish
and Game Commission to reclassify Duxbury Reef—the largest exposed shale reef
along the Pacific Coast and a trove of biodiversity—from a “state marine
conservation area” to the more restrictive “state marine reserve” designation. The
popular Agate Beach falls within the area.

The change would outlaw all fishing along an eight-mile stretch that would expand
northward to Double Point, a harbor seal rookery, and southward to include a

currently unprotected section of the intertidal zone that is exposed at low tide.

California’s marine protected areas, established 15 years ago under the Marine Life
Protection Act, form a network of underwater canyons, sandy sea floors, kelp forests
and rocky reefs designed to safeguard ocean biodiversity. The petition for Duxbury,
submitted in 2023, garnered 150 signatures, 67 of which came from the Bolinas
community, according to the E.A.C.

Over the decades he’s visited Duxbury Reef, Bolinas attorney and conservationist
Kent Khtikian has seen firsthand the ruinous damage visitors can cause: prying up
purple sea urchins with crowbars, smashing rocks with sledgehammers to extract
fossils and collecting live specimen in five-gallon buckets to stock home aquariums.

https:/fwww ptreyeslight com/news/anglers-say-eac-goes-too-far-on-duxbury/
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“Most of the violations are pretty de minimus, but in the aggregate, they're not,” he
said. Mr. Khtikian supports the E.A.C.’s push to eliminate all take, arguing that a clear
and simple prohibition would reduce the cumulative damage.

Currently, hook-and-line and poke-pole fishing are allowed from the shore, while
harvesting other marine life—snails, clams, urchins, mussels and seaweed—is
considered poaching and is punishable by fines. Abalone fishing, once common here,

has been suspended statewide since 2017.

Ashley Eagle-Gibbs, the executive director of the E.A.C., said allowing some take
while banning others contributes to violations. “If you can hook-and-line fish from
the shore and you can poke-pole in the tidepools, that leads to confusion,” she said.

“That is the crux of our concern—not that fin fishing itself is so harmful.”

Game wardens are just too scarce to adequately monitor the area, she said. Only nine
state wardens cover Marin and 12 other counties. “We have a strong relationship with
our local warden, but they are stretched over this large geographical area with many
competing priorities,” Ms. Eagle-Gibbs said. “They can’t always be present on the

reef.”

Docents with Marin MPA Watch—a volunteer monitoring program led by the E.A.C.
with support from the Point Reyes National Seashore and the California Academy of
Sciences—recorded 132 potential violations at Duxbury last year. Sixty-five of those
were related to the hand collection of marine life.

Joe Mueller, a marine ecology professor at the College of Marin since the 1980s, said
the decline in biodiversity at the reef in recent years has been stark. “T used to turn
over a rock and see hundreds of crabs—four or five different species,” he said.

“Today, you’re lucky to find any.”

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 proposed for

expanded protections.

https://www ptreyeslight.com/news/anglers-say-eac- goes-too-far-on-duxbury/
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“All of a sudden, people are thinking that their rights are being eliminated, but we
need as much protection out on the reef as possible, even if it inconveniences the
fisherfolks,” Mr. Mueller said.

Yet many in Bolinas believe conservation and responsible fishing can coexist.

“There’s broad support for protecting the reef and stopping these violations,” said
Chris Martinelli, a recreational angler and a battalion chief with the Marin County

Fire Department who lives in town. “But shutting fishing down isn’t the solution.”

Mr. Martinelli learned to fish and dive for abalone at Duxbury as a child, and he later
taught his own children. He said most of the infractions at the reef—people collecting
marine life or letting dogs run off-leash—aren’t even fishing-related. “This is really
an enforcement and signage problem,” he said. “T have the fortunate ability to boat
elsewhere. But for a lot of people, shore fishing is their only option. This feels
exclusionary.”

A new group, Save Duxbury Access, recently hosted a letter-writing event outside the
Bolinas Library, offering templates for residents to submit comments to the Fish and
Game Commission and request to withdraw their signatures from the E.A.C.’s
petition. The group has collected 220 signatures for a letter opposing the petition.

Meanwhile, commercial fishermen say the reef is one of the last areas open to them,
and they are girding for hardship if the proposed prohibition goes into effect. They
say the proposal mischaracterizes the economic and recreational impacts, unfairly
penalizes them for damage caused by unregulated visitation, and was drafted with

minimal public engagement.

“To make fishermen take the brunt of this, it’s just absolutely unfair,” said Jeremy
Dierks, one of a handful of men who make a living fishing out of Bolinas. “We’re

barely hanging on as it is. This could be the final nail in the coffin.”

With salmon fishing shut down for three consecutive years and increasingly strict
limits on crab harvest, Mr. Dierks relies heavily on halibut caught just off Duxbury
Reef. He sells all his catch to local restaurants and to the Palace Market.

https://www.ptreyeslight .com/news/anglers-say-eac- goes-too-far-on-duxbury/
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“The E.A.C. thinks there’s going to be no economic impact. That’s a bunch of

baloney,” he said. “There’s a huge impact. They just haven’t done their research.”

Josh Churchman, another longtime Bolinas fisherman, agrees that the focus is
misplaced. “I’ve seen people walk off with gunny sacks full of turban snails—that has
to stop,” he said. “But the shore fishermen are low impact. A guy catches one or two
fish, but mostly he’s out there to breathe in the open ocean air and cast his line out,

and maybe he catches something and maybe he doesn’t.”

Of the 20 petitions received by the commission during this review cycle, 15,

including the Duxbury proposal, led to scientific analysis and public engagement.

“These are complex management decisions,” said Sara Worden, an environmental
scientist with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. “At Duxbury, they’re
asking for a large expansion and a redesignation to a state marine reserve, which we
take very seriously. We want to take the time to be thoughtful and thorough.”

© 2025 Point Reyes Light.

https://www ptreyeslight com/news/anglers-say-cac-goes-too-far-on-duxbury/
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NEWS

EAC should drop Duxbury bid

by Rudi Ferris
September 17, 2025

Bolinas and its Rod and Boat Club were among those instrumental in the
establishment of the Duxbury State Marine Conservation Area in 2009. Sixteen years
later, the designation successfully protects the area today. We should know: We were
here when gunny sacks were filled with mussels and urchins, and rock-boring
piddocks were mined out with bars and picks. We were there when thick bunker oil
coated the reef and cormorants flopped on the beach.

Thankfully, the conservation area strictly prohibited all take of invertebrates, marine
algae and even stones and shells. The only allowable take consists of traditional
shore-based hook-and-line fin fishing and abalone when in season. This allowance
represents minimal angler effort and a miniscule take over a very large and difficult

terrain.

The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin is correct in its admission that
existing fishing is sustainable and non-damaging. Yet it is less correct about other
things. The group cites anecdotal evidence of invertebrate decline, but species always

naturally wax and wane, whether vertebrates, invertebrates or kelp.

https:/fwww ptreyeslight com/news/eac-should-drop-duxbury-bid/
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Those with far longer and broader experience know this—precisely because they are
anglers who can examine the stomach contents of their captured fish. 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.

The present marine conservation area has worked well, and its allowance of fishing
for legal license-holders, in obeyance of tackle and bag limits, is an example of
intelligent and responsible management. So why is the E.A.C. busily attempting to
impose the ultimate closure of non-destructive hook-and-line shore-fishing, with a
reserve expanded almost three times to include over eight miles of rocky and sandy
beaches?

With respect, it appears that the E.A.C has a weak grasp of the human value of simple
fishing. Executive Director Ashley Eagle-Gibbs told this newspaper: “It is not our
intent to have a significant impact on the commercial fishing community.” Yet her
organization has every intent to drastically impact non-commercial fishing in our
community by eliminating a treasured and traditional, non-damaging pursuit.

Fortunately, the California Fish and Game Commission has a fuller understanding of
commonly held resources and deep human values. As a result, it has banned
commercial take for many species while permitting a democratic allowance for
regular, non-commercial anglers.

The Fish and Game Commission respects non-commercial shore-based angling. The
E.A.C. could use a page out of their book. The nonprofit cites “simplification of
management” as the ostensible reason for its overreaching and unnecessary proposal.
But the town of Bolinas and an original stakeholder of this resource—the 71-year-old
Bolinas Rod and Boat Club—does not want its natural and cultural heritage
“simplified” out of existence.

As a Bolinas resident of 62 years, a lifelong environmentalist and angler, an officer of
the Rod and Boat Club and a longstanding member of the Bolinas Lagoon Advisory

https://www ptreyeslight com/news/eac-should-drop-duxbury-bid/
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Letters

Shakespeare in Inverness

For those that come our play to see
Ome word | would explain to thee
For when 1 say “solemnity™

It marks not a solemn occasion
Rather one of celebration.

Lewell Levinger
Inwerness

I might have a possible solution to the
raven problem at the lighthouse. A few
years back, 2 small bird was pecking his
reflection in our bathroom window dor-
ing mating season. 1 eventually came up
with an idea. | dug up an old wildlife book
in the basement and found a picture of a
hawk—wings spread, talons out, in full at-
tack mode. I cut it cut and scorch-taped it
o the window. The result was a very angry
lirtle bird who alighted on a nearby branch
and tweeted out his fury until he saw itwas

petition bans everyone—not just Bolinas
folks— from fishing on the reef, and it bans
fishing on eight miles of beaches, both
rocky and sandy ones, north to Double
Point. That includes all from shore
and small boars within 1,000 feet of shore.

request them to deny the petition (2023-
32MPA) and 10 support EA.C. 1o expand
hdunmmmtdum
ageEAC rescnd T

mﬂmﬁﬂrdﬁﬁmﬂw
Such action will get everyone on board 1o~

10 10 svail and firally gave o, ward a common and worthy purpose.

Ralph Camiccia
John Aucoin

Point Reyes Station Baliay

Birth of a new Gestapo
EAC petition is unneeded fn 0 Sukian Rerrow wo e G Hanhiar
mm:mnmm'sa- mmmmwim
shibsit fishi sDux- | ‘Doulrlhumpsmh!:mui:
bury Reef and eight miles northwards ex-  tribution plans as rep din the latest

The EAC director states, “If you can
hook-and-line fish from the shore and
you can poke-pole in the tidepools, that
lJeads to confusion. That is the crux of our
concern—not that fin fishing itself is so
harmful” Fin fishing is not harmful, so
why penalize the fishers for the damage
tide poolers and visivors cause? Fishing
for eel and other species is not so much a
tide pool activity as it is a quiet focus on
surge channels and undercut baniks. 1f this
isn't damaging the reef, wiry prohibit eight
‘miles of shore fishing? Damage to the reef
by tide poolers and visitors will continue
long after the fishers are gone.

The real crux of the problem is educa-
tion, signage and enforcement. EAC. has

WEEKDAY BREAK FAST

BREAFAST wtllusrlt 1
LUNCH & CINNER ALL DAYS 118

cLOSED TuEsoaT ﬂﬁg

weerw sicdestreelpracom 0

OO0 FREENDL T PATIO SEATING

legisiation rubber-stamped by Congress.
He suggests that we mighr all work to re-
werse the intent of this bill by using any tax
savings to assist those left high and dry.
Laudable, but 1 fear that the tax code
changes arc simply a Estraction. What is
truly alarming is the amoun: of funding
(billions) dedicated to putting an armed
and dangerous force on our streets under
the guise of Immigration and Customs
Enforcement. 1 do not hesitate to refer w
these peopile as Gestapo (Geheim Staatspo-
lizei, or secret state police) because that's
exactly what they are. Wack-jobs with weap-
o to “bring the b down.™
And you'd better believe they are doing it.
In the 19308, according to my history

West Marin 'sPast
By Elia Haworth

OIL WELLS IN BOLINAS! Inthe 18004, fisthermen and ranchers observed thick rar,
gas and oil seeping on the coast of Boldinas, especially berween Duxbury and Double
Points and on the Big Mesa, sparking excitement about the riches to be made. Compa-
rles including the Balinas Petroleum Company, Arroyo Hondo Petroleum Company,
ing an oil boom, one of the town's inns was even renamed the Petroleum Hotel. The
first well was drilled in 1855, but despite decades of exploration, little ofl was ever
found, and by the 1950s, drilling sites were sbandoned. In 1948, the National Explora-
thon Company leased part of the RCA starion’s land, where Commonweal is locazed
today. This photograph shows the kayers of history there. An oil well and an oid dairy
b.nu:mﬂrﬁrq!md.wﬂttnmmmhbcmﬂ[aﬁxdmudtlm
Marconi building, where cutting edge technology produced the first wirek
sions across the Pacific. The specter of drilling arose again in the early 1970s, this time
with government proposals for offshore drilling along California’s coast. Communi-
ties had already experienced the devastating impact of crude ofl accidents: in 1969,
Union Oi's drilling platform blew out near Sants Barbara, and in 1971, two Standard
Oil rankers collided outside the Golden Gate, smothering the shores and wildlife with
are temporary. Wie muost always be vigilant. Phofograph courtesy of Richand Niefsem.

books (while they last), the Gestapo was
able to “disappear” citizens of Germany
at will. Habeas corpus was not a thing. My
guess, given the direction of the supremes
of late, is that it will not be “a thing™ in the

U.S. much longer.

If you want to get a glimpse of a pos-
sible furure for this country and the world,

Contrued on page &
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Letters
Fishing is our way of life

As 3 longrime West Marin resident, an
organic gardener and 8 part-time com-
miercial fisherwoman, | have & deep, living
connection to our lands and waters. My
hashand practices hook-and-line fishing,
a method as sustainable gs it is time-hon-
ared, For us, these waters are nat merehy a
liveliboad; they are the very foundation of
oar way of life.

The proposal to ban fishing at Daxbury
Reef threatens the entire culture of West
Marin, & community built on smabl-scale
farms, ranches, squaculture and fsherics
where residents work in close, respectful
relationship with nature, These practices
@re essential not only to oer economy hut
ales to our identity and sense of place.

It is crucial to distinguish between small
aperstions and |arger-scale recreational
and party bosts that can cximact sygnifi-
cantly more marine life in a single outing.
Wi fish mindfully, supplying our neighbors
rather than mass markets, To regulace us
s if we couse the same borm i misguided.
In truth, we are part of the solution.

Indigenous people have fished these
waters for generations, forming @ sacred
connection with the acean long before any
Juumu‘l.'lblﬂi:‘!nﬂ'th:nn-sm!b

wdm:mdm
and erasure.

Moreover, these shores are essential
for the well-being of our community, Lo-
cal elders walk the beaches for pence and
learn about marine life, and families surd,

e for the wiho live here, who care

Come swim in September

Pve just returned from a swim at
Heart's Desire Beach with Wiest Marnn Se-
mior Services and am so inspired to write!
Pm grateful for the program, which bring
seniors to beach swims on Tuesdays from
12 till 2 pom. during our Indian summers in
September. Our fun-loving group enjoys
huidﬂmt,jnhﬂ and even crossword .
zles at picnic tables in plenty of shade with
world-clags views.

Tomales Rq' WAE rpol‘lrﬂl and serene
today; bay colors varied from emerald o
azure. The view of Shallow Beach around
the bend was filmable: pristine golden
sand untouched by human feet, with a lush
green forest as 2 backdrop. With parking
passes and snacls in tow, our host, Angela,
oould not hrve been more graciows. Wish-
ing we could do it every day; | encourage
locals to join us?

Carolyn Lowes
Forest Knolls

Turkeys make comeback

In recent yeass, I've enjoyed seeing
wild turkeys around Point Reyes Station,
a5 they've hrought to West Marin delight
ful cobors and curious courtship behavior.
Presumably the bobeats and coyotes are
pleased as well.

This spring, v heard turkeys for the
first time in Ioverness, and carly this sum
mer, a flock of adults with their
young were making themselves ot home
around Pierce Point Ranch. Presumably,
they’ll goan be well-established in appropri.
ate hahitats in the seashore and state parke.

The question of whether we should
welcome or oppose their arrival is a tricky
but interesting cne. Although wild turkeys

diu--hnmr_rmuhmﬁmeem-

our farm n)n-du'lﬁlq:llupulm-nh
oy father-in-low sbour sail prac-
tices and with my hushand shout oar fish.
eries. He was inspired that the food cn our

tions grow uachecked. If this wrend contin-
ues, we will bose our sustainebility end our
food will increasingly come from distant
sources. West Marin is oot just a region;
it & a living example of what commumnity-
based land snd sea stewardship can kook
like. Let's invest in education rsther than

restrictive regulation, and preserve ac-

have been maligned as a spe
cies "non-mative” to Californis, broadly
speaking, turkeys sctually have o very long
history here. In fact, California once bad
its own. endemic Californian turkey, which

H.MnSquvkhnklpprw«l

fni

Iuhlu Is lloll'yul on
Martinelli Farm plan;
More local A-60 zones

LR RE

DEVELOPER PULLS OUT OF MARTINELLI FARMS
OWNERS RECEPTIVE TO ALTERNATE PROPOSALS

West Marin's Past
By Dewey Livingston

WHEN “MARTINELLI FARMS™ THREATENED POINT REYES OPEN SPACE,
Elmer Martinelli was 3 beloved character in West Marin as he presided aver the
local dump, bat he elicited 1 big dose of controversy in 1972 when Inverness de-
veloper Lawrence ). Walters and other investors prapesed a major housing and
recreationsl development on his property near Point Reyes Smation, Called Mar-
tinclli Farms and overlooking the south end of Tomales Bay, the land would be
divided into up to 63 “mnchettes” and feature a golf course, polo field, gas station,
motel and restuurant. Newer residents were sppalled by the idea, while many of
the old-timers supported the econamic growth it could bring. The plan was first
approved and then rejected by the county planning commission ss it asked for
revisions and more open space, and Bolinas attorney Poul Kayfetz smed aver an
incomplete plan. Inverness resident and planning commissioner John West fought
the proposal and its geted roads, saying in o public meeting, *1 just don't like the
smatky, nose-thumbing sspect of this private enclave.” After more than 2 yeer and
up to §60,000—almaost half a million today—in cxpenses, Martinelli's developer
dropped the plan in 1973 and eventually seld the land to the National Park Service,
Now part af Golden Gate National Recreation Area, the once-threatened land is
traversed by the popular Tomales Bry Trail. Headlines from the Pomt Reyes Light
1573 t0 1973

is among the most ebundant bird remaing

found in the La Brea tar pits in Los Angeles. @ recent scientific

ghie. Conmistent with this historical record,
of thear habitat

Now extinet, that |pe1:|ﬂ wus nH)I.ll'nﬂ“’
quite closely related and similar in size o
the wild tarkeys we see today over most of
.\'r.l'thmri(n.

Along with the better knavwn megafauna
saber-toothed cats, dire wohes, cte—the
Californinn turkeys also disappeared after
the arrival of humans, lkely doe to their
being both easily hunted end extremely od

Frrfcrl:nnﬂ found that wald rndnq'I and/or
Californian turieys were licely widespread
throughout much of the stote.

Given their deep history here, ruther
than fearing the arrival of wild torkeys in
West Marin, there is a credible scentific
cuse for welcoming them back sfter their
10,000-plus-year absence. Along with the

Continued an page &







9/18 COMMUNITY MEETING Recap™

80+ in attendance - paciked house' Standing room with overfiow into the hallway. One-hour long
presentation - nobody left. One-hour + discussion and the house remained packed and engaged

% 8 Y shared p | s1cries of how the petition changes of ekminating g e
shallow near shore fishing would impact their ives including loss of velhoods, food sources, culture, etc

EAC exp thair for add: | regul neaded at Duxbury but did not provide verified
scentfic data to substantiate their clams "

Community members asked EAC 1o withdraw thes petition

A ity Q 8 public vote of how many attendees would ke the EAC to withdraw their
pettion. Vole: nearly all community members voted for the EAC to withdraw their patiton (approx. 55+
votes)

- EALC said that they wouid not withdraw their petition

- EAC said that the redesignation as a Reserve didn't have to be highly restrictive on genesal coastal access
but community members said that it couid be restrictive af any ftime.

Community members expressed that the Reserve status would be permanent and subject 1o junsdicton
beyond the EAC so any promises by them do not preserve access to Duxbury.

Commaunity b o frust 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 saxd that there was no ecological data 1o prove a need for this change and cited the
long term study out of UC Santa Cnuz as refiable evidence that Duxbury Reef was not in decline

- A community who rep the EAC - this UC Santa Cruz study as unreiiable science
insisting that his own personal ebservations were 10 be trusted instead. He expiained that the Reef was
actually in great deciine and would be completely "decimated” in ten years if this pelition did not pass. This
attencee did not present any verified studes to justify his claim

A Ty 0P f that the EAC was ungemining science within 3 national poktical
climate whare science is already under attack .

- munwmmsmmmmmymmmmcm' thiadr | & " data to
2 1o justify redesignation. EAC denied thesa claims but provided no verified data as a
counter

= Acommunity member asked EAC what they were trying to accomplish at Duxbury and the EAC said “heip
the animals™. A community member said that the reef already had lots of protections, including the marine

- ions and migy y birds p . Mpa, elc. and that there wasn't a problem that
necessitated a solution

- G ity agan that the EAC withdraw their petition

“Discigamer Immm@mwm‘#asmaﬁ'mwwﬂymammdmmm
general sentiments during ihe discussion. Please see sides for more SpEcic informaton et was coverad dunng he presentation.

Opposition Letter Template PDF Letters due: 9/25 5pm
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Marin activists seek fishing ban
at Bolinas reef

Adrian Rodriguez
PUBLISHED: September 13, 2025 at 5:00 PM PDT
Environment, Latest Headlines, Local News, News

BOLINAS, CA - March 24: Duxbury Reef is exposed by a low tide at Agate Beach

County Park in Bolinas, Calif., Wednesday, March 24, 2021.(Karl Mondon/Bay Area
News Group)



The western shore of Bolinas, a state marine conservation area of less than a square

mile, boasts more than 200 species of invertebrates, seaweeds and marine plants.

An environmental group wants to strengthen regulations of the coastal waters of
Duxbury Reef — one of the larger shale reefs in North America, which received
protected status in 2009 — to ban fishing. Some locals see the proposal as a threat to

their deep-rooted traditions as a fishing community.

Today, hook-and-line and poke-pole fishing are allowed from the reef, but
beachgoers are prohibited from taking urchins, snails and other sea creatures from

tidepools.
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A purple sea urchin sits in the tide pools of Duxbury Reef at Agate Beach County
Park in Bolinas, Calif., Wednesday, March 24, 2021. (Karl Mondon/Bay Area News

Group)

The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin says existing regulations are
confusing to many visitors and violations have risen over the past decade.
Additionally, the entire reef is not within the boundary of the conservation area.
Both issues demonstrate that existing protections are not adequate, the organization

says.

Now, the nonprofit is petitioning to redesignate the reef as a state marine reserve,
which would ban all fishing in the area. It also requests the protected area be
expanded from its 2.8 miles of shoreline, which includes Agate Beach, to encompass

nearly an 8-mile stretch. The new area would reach northward to Double Point,



which is a harbor seal rookery, to the southerly tip of the reef exposed at low tide.

“We wanted to increase, strengthen protections and also make sure the whole
continuous reef habitat is protected,” said Ashley Eagle-Gibbs, executive director of
the nonprofit. “From our perspective, it’s such a special place that we feel that it

should have a really strong level of protection.”
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The petition was submitted to the California Fish and Game Commission as part of
the state’s 10-year review of marine protected areas in 2023. Though not required to,
the nonprofit submitted it with 150 signatures, including 67 from residents of

Bolinas.

Staff at the California Department of Fish and Wildlife have been reviewing the
Duxbury petition along with a batch of other petitions. Twenty petitions were
submitted as part of the decadal review of marine protected areas. Fifteen, including

Duxbury, still under review.

“CDFW is working in close coordination with commission staff and Ocean Protection
Council staff on the evaluations,” said Sara Worden, an environmental scientist for

the wildlife agency.



Worden said she is unable to provide specific information on pending applications,
but the Fish and Game Commission is expected to discuss next steps at its meeting in

October.

Kent Khtikian, a Bolinas naturalist and environmental activist who helped develop a
docent program at Duxbury Reef, is one of the supporters of the petition. Khtikian

said he’s observed suspected poaching at the reef.

Last year alone, docents with the volunteer Marin Marine Protected Area Watch,
which was formed in 2013, recorded 132 potential violations at Duxbury. Since its
formation, 1,606 potential violations have been observed, disproportionately higher
than neighboring protected areas in Point Reyes and the Corte Madera marsh,

according to the report filed with the Fish and Game Commission.
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“I think that the petition is reasonable and on balance,” Khtikian said. “It’s quite
equitable in terms of what limitations it would place on people’s activities and the

benefits to visitors.”

For decades, though, the reef has been a go-to site for locals to teach their children
how to fish.

Additionally, anglers argue that the fishing industry has been challenged recently.
For the past three years, salmon fishing has been shut down, and abalone fishing has

been suspended across the state since 2017.
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“This is an unnecessary new classification,” said Rudi Ferris, vice president of the



Bolinas Rod and Boat Club. “We think what they’re proposing is an elimination of an
important part of our natural and cultural heritage. There has been generations and

generations of fishing out there.”

Patrick Sullivan, manager of the Coast Cafe in Bolinas, said his restaurant, other
West Marin eateries and their patrons value locally sourced fish. Sullivan supports a

competing effort called Save Duxbury Access.

“I definitely feel like the petition to change the category of the MPA (marine
protected area) is unnecessary and detrimental to the town of hundreds in Bolinas
who have a reverence for nature and living in harmony with nature,” Sullivan said.

“It would impact the town in a huge way. There are protections already in place.”

TALK TO US

Memaoer FOIC

Sullivan said he believes there is a way to amplify enforcement of the existing
regulations, which could include adding more adequate signs detailing the rules and
potential fines. He said volunteers could help educate potential violators to try to

stop illegal poaching.

Enforcement is the responsibility of the state’s game wardens, but they cover a large

area and are not always nearby, Eagle-Gibbs said.



Volunteers sometimes feel comfortable educating visitors they suspect may be

violating the rules, but the confrontation is a challenging task, proponents say.
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Community members have asked the county parks department to help, but that’s

another hurdle.

“Marin County Parks has no jurisdiction over the State Conservation Area in
question,” Samantha Haimovitch, the county parks superintendent, said in an email.
“Parks owns and provides permits for the Agate Beach parking lot and pathway
down to the beach, but our enforcement abilities end there. We have no jurisdiction

or ability to enforce regulations on the beach or within the water.”

Eagle-Gibbs said the Environmental Action Committee’s petition does not ask to ban

recreational activity such as tidepooling, kayaking or surfing in the coastal water.
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She said the expansion north to Double Point covers water that is part of the Phillip
Burton Wilderness Area, a preserve regulated by the National Park Service, and
boating is already banned in there.

Eagle-Gibbs said a study showed that the most effective way to protect a marine area

is through designations such as state marine reserves.

“It is not our intent to significantly impact commercial fishing with this petition,”
Eagle-Gibbs said. “We need signage, we need enforcement, we need education. Qur
view is, we would like to see the regulation strengthened because our docents see a

lot of confusion from people.”

555 E. Francisco Blvd 711} City-Carpets.com
—— San Rafael — — 415.454.4200 —
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BOLINAS, CA - March 24: Duxbury Reef is exposed by a low tide at Agate Beach

County Park in Bolinas, Calif., Wednesday, March 24, 2021.(Karl Mondon/Bay Area
News Group)
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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

Sentvia 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 proposalis 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, l.e., proper sighage 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

Sentvia 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 | 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. |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.

| 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

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


mailto:fgc@fgc.ca.gov

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 CIVUSN 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.

VI/r,
Jessica
Jessica Curran | Navy Region Southwest Marine Biologist

office: 619.705.5405

San Diego, CA 92132



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
COMMANDER NAVY REGION SOUTHWEST
750 PACIFIC HIGHWAY

SAN DIEGO CA 92132-0058 P ——

5090
Ser N40
August 13, 2025

Dr. Erika Zavaleta

California Fish and Game Commission
President

715 P Street, 16™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Dr. Zavaleta:

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT OF NAVY OPPOSITION TO EXPANSION OF CABRILLO STATE MARINE
RESERVE (PETITION 2023-33MPA_AM]1)

This letter concerns petition 2023-33MPA_AM1, submitted by Ms. Laura Deehan, which would expand the
Cabrillo State Marine Reserve (SMR) westward and northward by approximately 9.9 square miles. This expansion
would encroach into Navy-owned waters adjacent to Naval Base Point Loma (Navy owns waters out to 300 yards
from mean lower low water line) and into areas off the Point Loma peninsula that are crucial to Navy testing and
training to meet mission requirements. I am writing to you in my capacity as the Department of Navy (DoN)
Regional Environmental Coordinator; the DoN is opposed to the proposed expansion of the Cabrillo SMR.

In your upcoming evaluation of this petition, we ask that you carefully consider, consistent with the California
Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA) framework, the potential impacts to military readiness. Should the Commission
decide to proceed with granting this expansion, we wouid like to work with you on the SMR language to ensure that
it does not subject any DoN or greater Department of Defense (DoD) activities to state regulation or inadvertently
restrict current or future military readiness activities. Additionally, a Memorandum of Understanding between DoD
and the State may be necessary to recognize continued military readiness activities while reflecting our mutual
cooperative conservation goals.

I would like to reemphasize that DoN is opposed to the expansion of the Cabrillo SMR as it would adversely
affect national defense considerations in the nearshore waters of Point Loma. These offshore waters are central
features of a large network of land, air, and sea ranges that are vital to national security, including training, testing,
research, and development. Designation or expansion of any such marine protected area in these waters will create
future operational constraints, which would compromise DoD’s ability to carry out its national defense mission.

My staff point of contact for this matter is Ms. Jessica Curran. She can be reached at

CICCL CUVIIVIIICIHILIEL LI CULUL
By direction
of the Commander

Copy to: Dr. Craig Shuman, CDFW




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 allis 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 | am disappointed to see in the
original letter on Petition2023-15MPA. | 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/NMES 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-
1SMPA

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
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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 2023-1SMPA - 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,’ 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.

% 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
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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. '’

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
MPAss 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.”" 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
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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).

! California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2022). Decadal Management Review: Appendix G Supplemental
Tables.
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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.
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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.'? 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,’®” 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
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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.

Metric Tons
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Figure 3. Annual swordfish catches {metric tons) by source.
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Figure 4. Annual Pacific bluefin tuna catches (metric tons) by source.
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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.
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2. Maintaining Trophic Balance (Top-Down Control)

e 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.'*'

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))

e 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).

e 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.

e 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 |, 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.
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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'® 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'® used in Figure 2. '7 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).

'8 See Figure 1 for reference to the fishing blocks used in the analysis.

" 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
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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/AIl 0.660% 0.946%
Petition/CINMS *** 28.980% 45.962%

Table 2.'® 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)

'® Note “confidential” is data withheld by CDFW.
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Block ID Total Total Value
Pounds

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/AI 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).
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Figure 2. Comparison of Pre-MPA (Jan 1%, 1998- Dec 31%, 2002) and Post-MPA (Jan 1%, 2020- Dec 31%, 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
gilinet (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 vyields 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.'” A
2024 survey® 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
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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/
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I1. 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,

Signatures crossed out as this is not their direct comment.

[End of Original Comment]
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[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
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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.

50,000

40,000 4
30,000 1
. Albacore
Bluefin Tuna
. Swordfish
20,000 4

- .
0 “- I : I
A

}'?.9 + éa:‘s NE

Wetric Tons

Figure 1. Annual average catch (metric tons) by species and country.
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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.

MNorth Pacific Albacore

60,000 1

. Canada
B usa

. Other Mations

40,000

Metric Tons

20,000 +

2015 208 2T 2018 28 20200 2021 2022 2023 2024

Figure 2. Annual albacore catches (metric tons) by country.
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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.

North Pacific Swordfish
12,000 A

I Uss. (inside EEZ)
B us. (Outside EEZ)
. Other Mations

Metric Tons

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Figure 3. Annual swordfish catches (metric tons) by source.

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.
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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.

Pacific Bluefin Tuna

I Uss. (inside EEZ)
B us. (Outside EEZ)
. Other Mations

Metric Tons

2015 2016 2T 20ME 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Figure 4. Annual Pacific bluefin tuna catches (metric tons) by source.

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 | live in Lompoc CA 10+ years, | am an avid fisherman that likes
to fish the area, and | was looking into the surf beach location to fish since that would be
my local beach. Currently | 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. | think it would only be fair to let
the locals use the 2 mile strip of beach for local fishing.

Above | attached the petition that was submitted by our old city manager. and | 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

2022-04

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

Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change:

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 lI: Optional Information

5.

6.

Date of Petition: Originally on 1/22/2020 — Reiterated on 2/8/2022.

Category of Proposed Change
X Sport Fishing

O Commercial Fishing

1 Hunting

O Other, please specify:

The proposal is to: (To determine section number(s), see current year regulation booklet or
https.//qovt. westlaw.com/calregs)

[0 Amend Title 14 Section(s):

(0 Add New Title 14 Section(s):

[ Repeal Title 14 Section(s):

If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify
the tracking number of the previously submitted petition
Or X Not applicable.
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January 22, 2020

Mr. Chariton H. Bonham, Director
California Department of Fish & Wildlife
P.O. Box 944209

Sacramento, CA 84244-2090

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 formally request a minor modification
fo 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 untit 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 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 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.

100 CIVIC CENTER PLAZA, LOMPOC, CA 93436
PHONE: 805-736-1261 FAX: 805-736-5347
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May 4, 2020

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

CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director -
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SUBJECT: Response to Request for Amending Vandenberg State Marine Reserve

Area Regulations

Dear Mr. Throop:

Thank you for your inquiry regarding the Vandenberg State Marine Reserve, | 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