Item No. 16
Staff Summary for December 10-11, 2025

16. 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

o Received Petition 2025-14 October 8-9, 2025

o Today potentially act on petition December 10-11, 2025
(B) New Petitions for Regulation Change - Receipt

o Today receive new petitions December 10-11, 2025

o Potentially act on new petitions February 11-12, 2026

(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 or information gathering. Referred petitions are
scheduled for action once a recommendation is received.

Today, one petition is scheduled for action:
l. Petition 2025-14: Request to reduce Pismo clam bag limit (Exhibit A1)

(B) New 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 delivered in person to 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
regulation change generally follow a two-meeting cycle of receipt and decision. The
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Commission will act on petitions received at today’s meeting at the next regularly-
scheduled Commission meeting (February 11-12, 2026) following staff evaluation, unless
the petition is rejected under the 10-day staff review as prescribed in subsection 662(b).

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

(C) Comments Received on Referred Petitions

This sub-item is for receiving public comments for 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.

Significant Public Comments
(C) Comments on Referred MPA Petitions
Comment on six MPA petitions (Santa Barbara Channel and Islands)

The Santa Barbara County Fish and Wildlife Commission outlines its positions and
recommendations on six MPA petitions with proposed actions potentially affecting its
region (Exhibit C1), citing insights gained from numerous meetings to better understand
the petitions and local public sentiments.

e Support

- Petition 2023-14MPA (Naples State Marine Conservation Area [SMCA]): The
commission states a belief that the proposal facilitates kelp forest regrowth and
is considered reasonable and beneficial for ecosystem recovery.

- Petition 2023-15MPA_AM1 (Footprint, Gull Island, and Santa Barbara Island
state marine reserves [SMRs]): The commission recommends selecting one of
the proposed “options” that best integrates with the existing network,
acknowledging repeated public interest in allowing pelagic take in certain island
MPAs.

- Petition 2023-18MPA (Vandenberg and Point Conception SMRs, Kashtayit
and Campus Point SMCAs): The commission states a belief that all proposed
actions address practical enforcement issues, improve public clarity, and/or
promote equity.

e Oppose

- Petition 2023-28MPA_AM1 (new SMCA at Point Sal): Despite allowing shore-
based fishing, concerns remain about negative impacts on Avila’s local
economy and fisheries.
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- Petition 2023-29MPA_AM1 (new “Mishnopshno SMCA” at Carpinteria):
Opposition is due to existing tribal co-management opportunities in other
MPAs, prior rejection of similar proposals, potential loss of one of the last
accessible fishing reefs in the area, anticipated impacts on local fishers, strong
opposition from kayak and small-boat anglers, and reduced access to
California halibut trawl grounds.

- Petition 2023-33MPA_AM1 (Point Conception, Gull Island, and South Point
SMRs): Kelp restoration is already underway without restricting fishing; the
commission contends that environmental factors, rather than fishing, are the
primary cause of kelp loss, that restrictions could hinder active kelp restoration
projects, and that there is strong local opposition.

Requests for MPA Petition Amendments

Two petitioners have requested amendments — formally or informally — to their MPA
petitions in response to emerging issues identified through engagement of tribes, a
federal military installation, and/or mapping discrepancies.

o Petition 2023-28MPA (new SMCA at Point Sal)

Tribal co-sponsorship added: A joint letter from a tribal council and the original
petitioning organization notifies the Commission that the tribe is now a formal co-
sponsor. The petition is requested to be reclassified as a “tribal petition.” The co-
petitioners provide an updated petition form and narrative, reflecting goals of advancing
tribal co-stewardship and identifying a Chumash place name through further
consultation. (Exhibits C2 and C3)

Boundary modification: The co-petitioners also request a southern boundary
modification to avoid conflicts with mission-critical operations at Vandenberg Space
Force Base, providing rationale and a map displaying the desired boundary change
(Exhibit C3).

e Petition 2023-32MPA (Duxbury Reef SMCA)

The petitioner requests minor amendments and submits additional supporting
materials (exhibits C5 through C7).

Southern boundary correction: The petitioner states that the southern boundary
extension was mapped larger than intended in SeaSketch and Department displays
— extending approximately 0.37 miles further offshore — and, if adopted as drawn,
could affect commercial and recreational fishing access and enforcement. A
corrected map and coordinates are provided, which the petitioner requests be used in
the evaluation.

Northern boundary clarification: The petitioner notes that the offshore portion
overlaps a federally-protected marine wilderness, reducing the need for additional
protection in the area further from shore; the petitioner emphasizes the focus on
intertidal protection, not restricting non-motorized offshore fishing.
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Supporting materials and documentation: The petitioner also provides documentation
of all petition-supporting materials, tribal outreach, and non-tribal community
engagement (2023 through 2025).

Other Comments on MPA Petitions
e Petition 2023-24MPA_AM1 (Laguna no-take SMCA expansion)

A Dana Point resident is opposed to this proposal, citing reduced coastal access for
local shore fishers, divers, and youth; displacement of fishing effort to already-limited
offshore areas; and concerns over statements regarding potential increases in property
values. They plan to stay engaged and encourage broader community participation.
(Exhibit C4)

o Petition 2023-32MPA (Duxbury Reef SMCA)

Save Duxbury Access submits a letter and 50 individual postcards on behalf of the
Bolinas community. They oppose the petition, citing: a lack of scientific evidence of
harm to the reef; a belief that the petition mischaracterizes educational handling of
marine life as poaching (and state that the interpretation is not supported by
enforcement records); public access concerns; and a threat to a sustainable, historic
local fishery. They believe that the proposal emphasizes expanded restrictions, while
overlooking the fishery’s importance to the community and alternative solutions (such
as improved signage and education). (Exhibit C8)

Recommendation

Commission staff:
(A)  Refer Petition 2025-14 to the Department for review and recommendation.

(C) Consistent with prior Commission direction on tribal co-sponsorship and amendments:

e Petition 2023-28MPA (Point Sal): Accept the addition of the tribal co-sponsor and
associated updates to the submitted narrative reflecting tribal co-sponsorship and
co-stewardship goals.

e Petitions 2023-28MPA and 2023-32MPA: Defer consideration of additional non-
tribal-related boundary amendments (and all other requests for amendments) until
the Commission receives and begins discussions around the MPA petition
evaluations.

Exhibits

A1. Petition 2025-14, received October 3, 2025

C1. Letter from Teresa Castro, Secretary, on behalf of the Santa Barbara County Fish and
Wildlife Commission, received October 24, 2025

C2. Letter from Violet Sage Walker, Chairwoman, Northern Chumash Tribal Council,
received October 13, 2025

C3. Letter from Violet Sage Walker, Chairwoman, Northern Chumash Tribal Council and
Sandy Avlesworth, Director, Pacific Initiative, Nature, Natural Resources Defense
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Council, and proposed amended Petition 2023-28MPA, revised narrative, and map,
received November 24, 2025

C4. Email from Cadyn Zeutenhorst, Third Officer, USNS Guam, received October 10,2025

C5. Letter from Ashley Eagle-Gibbs, Esq., Executive Director, Environmental Action
Committee of West Marin, received November 26, 2025

C6. Attachments 28.1 through 28.3 to letter in Exhibit C5, received November 26, 2025
C7. Attachment 28.4 to letter in Exhibit C5, received November 26, 2025

C8. Letter from Save Duxbury Access and 50 individual postcards, received November 30,
2025

Motion

Moved by and seconded by that the Commission adopts the
staff recommendations for items 14 through 17 on the consent calendar.
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Tracking Number: (_ 2025-14 )

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: Jorge Garcia, City Manager
Address: City of Pismo Beach, 760 Mattie Road, Pismo Beach, CA 93449
Telephone number: 805.773.4657
Email address: jgarcia@pismobeach.org

2. Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory or constitutional authority of
the Commission to take the action requested: California Fish and Game Code Sections 205 and
219.

3. Overview (Required) - Summarize the proposed changes to regulations: Request to amend Title

14, Sec 29.40(a) to include the City of Pismo Beach with the Counties of Santa Cruz and Monterey and
request to amend Title 14, Sec 29.40(b) by reducing ten (10) to a lower number to be determined.

4, Rationale (Required) - Describe the problem and the reason for the proposed change: The
problem is the Pismo Clam population is dwindling with no known scientific data to support why or how.
Recently a perceived increase in the number of mature Pismo Clams created a false sense of security that
the Pismo Clam population is thriving to the point of never having to worry about the catastrophic decline
that the City of Pismo Beach, witnessed before the 1980’s. Amending the regulations is the core basis to
protect, preserve, and provide a sustainable Pismo Clam population in the future.

The reason for the proposed change, which is championed by the City Council of the City of Pismo Beach,
is to ensure that Pismo Clams will never face extinction and be available for responsible clamming for
future generations. By limiting the clamming season and reducing the number of clams that may be held
per person, per day, the City Council seeks to protect the existing population to:

1. Preserve the population so that clams may be clammed responsibly and reasonably,


mailto:jgarcia@pismobeach.org

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

2. Create an established baseline of Pismo Clams for scientific research, monitoring and protecting, and

3. Provide a family-oriented activity that will be sustainable for generations to come.

SECTION II: Optional Information

5.

6.

10.

Date of Petition: October 3, 2025.

Category of Proposed Change

[] Sport Fishing

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)

Amend Title 14 Section(s):29.40(a) and 29.40(b).

[ 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: July 1, 2026.

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

City of Pismo Beach Staff Report 2025.06.18 Pismo Clamming Education and Outreach
a. City Council directed staff to increase education and outreach activities for responsible clamming
in the City.

City of Pismo Beach Staff Report 2025.09.02 Pismo Clam Regulations Discussion
a. City Council directed staff to submit a petition requesting to amend Title 14 Sections 29.40(a) and
(b) by including the City of Pismo Beach in a limited clamming season and reducing the number
of Pismo Clams that may be taken per person per day.

Marquardt Et Al Aquatic Biology Pismo Clam Age Spawning 2022
a. Research project that focused on reproduction, age and growth of Pismo Clams which estimated
that it takes at least 11 years for a Pismo Clam to reach a mature age/size.
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11. Economic or Fiscal Impacts: Identify any known impacts of the proposed regulation change
on revenues to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, individuals, businesses, jobs,
other state agencies, local agencies, schools, or housing: Historically, Pismo Clams were harvested
in the millions on Pismo Beach and supported various commercial and recreational fisheries for decades.

Since the 1980’s, the Pismo Clam populations on the Central Coast, most notably in Pismo Beach has
declined and a legal sized Pismo Clam (at least 4.5’) has not been found in Pismo Beach since 1993.
While the commercial fishery industry ended in 1947, recreational fisheries remained active for nearly
another half century. Currently, many clamming activities are performed by individuals/families that
intend to consume the Pismo Clams and not sell them. For that reason, the City of Pismo Beach is not
aware of any negative impact to CDFW, individuals, businesses, jobs, state agencies, local agencies,
schools or housing from the proposed regulation changes.

12. Forms: If applicable, list any forms to be created, amended or repealed: There are no known forms
to be created, amended or repealed if this petition is approved.

SECTION 3: FGC Staff Only
Date received: 10/3/2025

FGC staff action:
M Accept - complete
[ Reject - incomplete

[1 Reject - outside scope of FGC authority
Tracking Number
Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:

Meeting date for FGC consideration:

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

Tracking Number
[1 Granted for consideration of regulation change
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Dear Ms. Miller-Henson,

As Secretary of the Santa Barbara County Fish and Wildlife Commission, | am submitting the attached
letter containing formal comments regarding the current Marine Protected Area (MPA) petitions under
consideration. This letter reflects the collective position of the full Commission, which includes signatures
from all nine appointed members, representing diverse stakeholder groups within Santa Barbara County.

Our Commission has thoroughly reviewed the details of Petitions 2023-14MPA, 2023-15MPA-AM, 2023-
18MPA, 2023-28MPA-AM, 2023-29MPA-AM, and 2023-33MPA-AM. As outlined in the attached
document, our positions and recommendations were developed through numerous public meetings and
extensive local input, based on decades of combined experience in fish and wildlife matters across the
county.

We appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the discussion surrounding MPA management and thank
the California Fish and Game Commission for its continued commitment to public engagement and
science-informed decision-making. Should you or your staff require any further clarification or supporting
materials, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Sincerely,

Torvon (5200

Secretary, Santa Barbara County Fish and Wildlife Commission
Phone: 805-934-6297
Email: castrot@countyofsb.org

0
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October 20, 2025

To: Ms. Melissa Miller-Henson
Executive Director
California Fish and Game Commission

715 "P" St. 16th Floor Sacramento, CA 95814

From: Santa Barbara County Fish and Wildlife Commission
c/o Santa Barbara County Planning and Development

624 W. Foster Road. Santa Maria, CA 93455

Dear Ms. Miller-Henson,

The Santa Barbara Fish and Wildlife Commission is a county commission consisting of nine
members appointed by the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors. The commission, among
other things, aids the county board on active fish and wildlife related matters with our combined
hundreds of years of local fish and wildlife experience between our fellow commissioners.

This comment letter serves to provide our input regarding the current MPA petitions requesting
changes be made to the MPA network specifically around the Santa Barbara Channel and Channel
Islands. We feel our county fish and wildlife commission's input on the MPA petition process may
prove especially valuable due to our local experiences and local understanding of the ecosystem,
as well as our variety of backgrounds, consisting of non-consumptive users, fishermen, and
biological scientists. This letter serves as a culmination of many public meetings learning about
the MPA petitions that have been proposed as well as fellow commissioners observations being
involved in local discussions about the petitions outside of official meetings to gauge public input
and sentiment. This county commission appreciates the opportunity to provide the following
feedback on these local MPA petitions.

6 )
Petition2023-14MPA requests changes to several State Marine Conservation Areas (SMCAs), one of which,
the Naples SMCA, is within the County. Generally, SMCAs already allow for some form of limited take, this

petition requests adding commercial take of sea urchins to the allowable methods list inside of the SMCAs
in the petition.
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Sea urchins are primarily taken commercially and are a core part of the County's commercial fishing
sector. Urchins, and their tendency to graze on the root systems of local kelp forests, have recently posed
problems with kelp rebuilding efforts after El Ninos in the 2010's reduced kelp forest size noticeably. Local
fishermen cite urchin barrens inside of MPAs that cannot be touched and continue to spread to the
surrounding area with no possible measures existing to remove the main mass from the MPA.

Recommendation: While cases may vary across different MPAs and counties, for the above reasons, this
commission finds it reasonable to allow the proposed change and supports the petition for allowed sea
urchin take at the Naples SMCA to help facilitate kelp forest regrowth. We kindly recommend this change
be allowed at Naples.

Petition2023-15SMPA-AM

Petition2023-15MPA requests changes to three joint State and Federal Marine Reserves (SMRs/FMRs), alll
of which, the Footprint SMR/FMR, Gull Island SMR/FMR, and Santa Barbara Island SMR/FMR, border the
county. These MPAs, and others around the Channel Islands, are unique to the State network in that they
were established through a joint process between State and Federal agencies before the coastal MLPA
under the CINMS. The resulting network was a series of state and federal MPAs at the Channel Islands
that covers federal water up to 6 nautical miles from the islands. All SMRs and FMRs the petition addresses
are currently no-take areas.

The petition requests changing these areas to joint State and Federal Marine Conservation Areas, SMCAs
and FMCAs, and proposes several options that allow for various forms of the limited take of pelagic finfish
or highly migratory species recreationally and commercially. In addition, the petition provides possible
sub-divisions of the Gull Island and Santa Barbara Island State MPAs into nearshore and offshore areas,
similar to other State MPAs elsewhere. The primary arguments of the petition are the minimal impact
pelagic fishing effort has on the local MPA ecosystem and goals, and the support of pelagic areas in the
State's MPA Master Plans and other documents seen in the broader coastal network but apparent lack
thereof in the pre-Master Plan Channel Islands network.

Several members of this commission were part of the original process at the Channel Islands over 20 years
ago and the southern MLPA in 2012. We all understand that the primary factor for the MPA
implementation at these island sites offshore was to originally protect species like groundfish and
structure groundfish live on to rebuild overfished populations at the time. While MPA goals have changed
since the 2000s, this fact is still key to understanding why these areas are the way they are today.

Pelagic fish, and the methods used to target them, are predominantly fished near the surface of the water
column, offshore, and off the bottom. This type of effort avoids the nearshore or offshore rocky-bottom
ecosystems local nearshore species or groundfish are predominantly found in. In addition, the pelagic
species that would be taken in these areas are significantly less affected by these MPAs and the broader
network due to them being very mobile, their relative abundance is not concentrated in an MPA compared
to out of one. The MPA Master Plans from 2008 and 2016 discuss this, citing the lower effects that MPAs
have on pelagic species and the need to have areas that allow for some form of limited pelagic take,
aligning the petitioner's arguments with the Master Plans. In addition, the petition does point out an
imbalance in pelagic allowed areas between the MLPA's coastal implementation phases that came after
the first MPA Master Planin 2008 and the Channel Islands Network implementation that came well before
the first MPA Master Plan in the early 2000's.

Outside the Channel Islands, in the coastal network that came afterwards, most MPAs that overlap deeper
waters pelagic species pass through allow for some form of take of pelagic finfish. Observing the Channel
Islands, we can see a significantly higher overlap with offshore waters, namely due to the federal sections
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of these MPAs. However, even with this significantly larger offshore encroachment, almost no pelagic
allowed areas exist. Whether this difference was due to the Channel Islands process pre-dating the coastal
process and the 2008 MPA Master Plan's outlook on pelagic species is up to debate, but the fact of the
matter is the difference is noticeably present, and for no abundantly clear reason.

Recommendation: The subject of island MPAs allowing pelagic take, specifically these three, has been
raised by the public several times prior at our meetings, and local MPA collaboratives our commissioners
have attended. For these reasons, and those above, this commission supports this petition, and believes
it should be accepted by the State Commission through one of the proposed "options" the petition lists
that best fits the existing network.

Petition2023-18MPA requests multiple changes to a variety of coastal and island MPAs within the county.
Some of the changes are listed as "non-regulatory requests" by the Department while others make
modifications to, or remove existing MPAs. All but one of the MPAs in the petition are within the County,
they are the: Vandenberg SMR, Point Conception SMR, Kashtayit SMCA, Campus Point SMCA, and San
Miguel Island Special Closure.

Of the changes, the proposal at Vandenberg SMR and San Miguel Island Special Closure are the two MPAs
that would have the largest regulatory changes. At Vandenberg the petition requests a coastal SMCA be
made that allows for only shore-based fishing by hook-and-line, citing an equity and enforcement concern
between military base personnel and members of the public. Because military personnel are allowed to
fish the shore of the SMR while members of the public outside the base cannot due to the SMR, both the
equity and enforcement concerns are certainly present and should be addressed. The proposed solution
of a shore based SMCA does seem to be a reasonable way to correct this problem.

At San Miguel and Anacapa (outside of the county) the petition requests the Special Closure(s) be removed
in its entirety citing its original goal being to reduce disturbance to pinniped rookeries and seabird
populations has been far exceeded and better methods have been developed on-site.

The remaining MPA requests are non-regulatory and include supported use for M2 radar monitoring at
Point Conception SMR for better enforcement, a refined regulatory language for allowances at the
Kashtayit SMCA, and using the color red instead of purple for distinguishing the Campus Point No-Take
SMCA.

Recommendation; This commission finds all of the above modifications and requests more than
reasonable, gives its support for them all. We recommend the FGC accept the petition in full.

Petition2023-28MPA requests to create a new MPA around Point Sal, designating it the Point Sal SMCA or
a Tribally named SMCA, and listing it as a limited-take area with only an exception of a shore based finfish
take allowance and tribal take allowance. The petitions driving reasons for the new MPA are that the area
is ecologically significant in terms of local upwelling and relative to the landings that occur there the area
is a small fraction of the State's commercial output, under 1%. The petition also cites tribal inclusivity and
significance in the area as justification for its closure.

While the petition is accurate in the broader economic analysis, locally Point Sal is a very important area
for both recreational and commercial operations out of Port San Luis (Avila), the local port to Point Sal.
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Point Sal, and its surrounding waters, are essential for year-round and seasonal fisheries such as salmon,
dungeness crab, groundfish, and halibut. This new MPA in addition to the existing network will
significantly affect the local port's economic health due to Point Sal's being a significant fishing area for
local commercial and recreational anglers. Namely, crab and groundfish boats out of Avila would be
significantly affected by this change as per their testimony, over half their time is spent in the proposed
area.

Recommendation: While the shore-based allowance is a welcome allowance, we believe this is still too

costly onthe local economy of Avila and its recreational and commercial fisheries to warrant its allowance.
For this reason this commission has decided to be against this petition, and recommends the FGC deny it.

Petition2023-29MPA-AM

Petition2023-29MPA requests to create a new MPA around Carpinteria, designating it the Mishopshno
SMCA. The petition asks to make take regulations for the area the same as the Point Sal petition, with an
allowance of shore fishing of finfish and a tribal exception forthose in the federally recognized Santa Ynez
Band of Chumash Indians which would be able to still use tribal take methods inside of the SMCA. The
proposed area's size was reduced when the petition was amended to include the shore allowance.

The petition's primary reasons for this MPA include this tribal allowance and co-management model along
with the added reasons of MPA connectivity, spacing, and protecting juvenile great white shark nursery
grounds. While this commission does agree that Tribal inclusion is a warranted piece of MPA and coastal
management, we do not believe that a new MPA altogether is needed to accomplish this. MPAs across
the coast can be modified themselves to allow for such co-management but the existing area offshore
Carpinteria is currently open to the entire public, Tribes included.

Carpinteria's coast has been the subject of several MPA proposals over the years. During the MLPA the
same area was looked into but was ultimately not selected, trading off two other SMCAs instead of
establishing one at Carpinteria in a separate MLPA planning alternative. In 2020 this commission also
followed a similar MPA petition in a smaller area to the current proposal that similarly advocated to
protect juvenile great white sharks. That petition was ultimately rejected by CDFW due to the larger
footprint white sharks, a pelagic species, covered relative to the coast of Carpinteria/California in general,
and we believe the same reasons from 2020 are still relevant in 2024 against the petitioner's arguments.

Additionally, it should be said that Carpinteria Reef, the reef that would be almost entirely inside the MPA,
is one of the last open reef areas to the fishing community. Removing this reef will see the end of local
fishing access to coastal reefs, forcing anglers to travel further, coastally or to the islands, and burning
more fuel to have similar opportunities. Commercial members of this commission are concerned for the
areas of the proposed MPA that overlap the state halibut trawl grounds. These grounds are minimal
already and have been reduced continuously over the years. This proposed MPA would cut a significant
portion of the current open trawl area harming this unique fishery that the commission has repeatedly
stated is well managed. Lastly, there is an overwhelming amount of public outcry on this petition
specifically citing lost access to one of the last open reefs on the coast by boat and especially kayak.

Recommendation: For all of these reasons this commission has decided to be against this petition, and
requests the FGC deny it.
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Petition2023-33MPA requests for multiple MPA expansions and one MPA creation throughout the
California coast, of which, three MPA expansions are within Santa Barbara at the Point Conception SMR,
the Gull Island SMR, and the South Point SMR. Of the three expansions the South Point SMR expansion
would be the largest, including all of the southwest side of Santa Rosa Island in the MPA and adding over
27.5 square miles to the SMR. This is followed by Point Conception SMR's expansion eastward adding over
14 more square miles to the SMR, and lastly by Gull Island SMR's smaller northward expansion adding
over 1.5 square miles to the closure.

The driving force behind Petition2023-33MPA is kelp restoration. The petition claims growing these MPAs
would allow for the now protected areas to rebuild their kelp forests under no fishing pressure which
would also mean less traffic in general. Kelp restoration is a very important subject in Santa Barbara
County as several sectors, consumptive and non-consumptive, depend on healthy levels of kelp for
commercial and recreational use. That being said, this commission believes removing fishing access in
these areas will do little to nothing to promote kelp regrowth and more-likely prevent kelp rebuilding
projects (seeding, artificial reefs, and sea urchin removal programs) from directly assisting in the
rebuilding of our kelp forests. Besides fishing, factors such as water quality, water temperature, storms,
and swell need to be considered as larger drivers of kelp loss, not larger closed areas. There are several
active projects locally and statewide dedicated to kelp rebuilding, none of which remove fishing access
from areas in order to rebuild the kelp because there is no reason to. We believe the same applies in the
areas this petition looks at. There are no reasons these specific areas need a fishing closure to help kelp
forests regrow; therefore, there is no justification for their expansion, especially into waters
predominantly too deep for kelp to root and grow. Similar to petition 29, there has been specific public
outcry against this petition for all of the above reasons at MPA collaboratives, and public meetings.

Recommendation: For these reasons this commission has decided to be against this petition and
recommends the FGC deny it.

Signed, the Santa Barbara County Fish and Wildlife Commission,
Phil Beguhl (Chair) - 2nd District

Scott Cooper (Vice Chair) - 3rd District

Frank Abatemarco - 1st District

Chad Thomas - 4th District

David Morgan - 5th District

Jeff Landers - Santa Maria Sportsman's Association Representative
Whitney Uyeda - Santa Barbara Sport Fishing Representative

Jeff Maassen - Commercial Fisherman Representative

Steve Adam - Santa Ynez Valley Pistol and Bow Club Representative
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Northern Chumash Tribal Council

northernchumash.org chumashsanctuary.org CHUMASH HERITAGE

National Marine Sanctuary

October 13, 2025
Dear Fish and Game Commission and CDFW staff,

I am writing to notify you that the Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) is in the process of finalizing formal
co-sponsorship of Petition 2023-28MPA with the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC). Petition 2023-28
MPA would create a new State Marine Conservation Area off of Point Sal in state waters within the Chumash
Heritage National Marine Sanctuary (CHNMS). NRDC initially contacted us in the fall of 2023 before the petition
was written, however we did not have the capacity to be involved at that time due to the designation process of
CHNMS. Now that the CHNMS has been designated, | am eager to continue garnering strong protections to the
sacred and culturally important waters of Point Sal, as part of NCTC’s ongoing leadership in Chumash stewardship
of California’s marine resources.

We are in the final stages of formalizing the co-sponsorship agreement and will submit an amended petition form
and narrative that details our Chumash collaborative co-stewardship approach and goals as a Tribally co-sponsored
petition within the next couple of weeks. We would like Petition 2023-28MPA to be reclassified as a Tribal petition.
We recognize that this is a significant change during the review process and appreciate your understanding that we
had limited capacity to engage earlier. Please let us know if you have any questions or would like to schedule a
meeting to discuss this addition in sponsorship.

Sincerely,

Violet Sage Walker
Nominator, Chumash Heritage National Marine Sanctuary
Chairwoman, Northern Chumash Tribal Council

ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND-USE CONSULTING
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TEACHING NATURE, NATIVE CULTURES & FARMING
PO Box 6533, Los Osos, CA 93412 (805) 356-6149



From: Northern Chumash Tribal Council <info@northernchumash.org>
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2025 9:42 AM

To: Mason, Erica@Wildlife < >; Waggoner, Claire@Wildlife
< >; Shuman, Craig@Wildlife
< >: Miller-Henson, Melissa@FGC <

>: Ashcraft, Susan@FGC < > FGC
<FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
Cc: isullivan@nrdc.org; Aylesworth, Sandy <saylesworth@nrdc.org>; Violet Sage Walker
< >; amy@northernchumash.org; Violet Sage Walker

<violet@northernchumash.org>; Callie Liephardt <callie@northernchumash.org>
Subject: NCTC Tribal Co-Sponsorship Pt Sal

Dear Fish and Game Commission and CDFW staff,

| am writing to notify you that the Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) is in the process
of finalizing formal co-sponsorship of Petition 2023-28MPA with the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC). Petition 2023-28 MPA would create a new State Marine
Conservation Area off of Point Sal in state waters within the Chumash Heritage National
Marine Sanctuary (CHNMS). NRDC initially contacted us in the fall of 2023 before the petition
was written, however we did not have the capacity to be involved at that time due to the
designation process of CHNMS. Now that the CHNMS has been designated, | am eager to
continue garnering strong protections to the sacred and culturally important waters of Point
Sal, as part of NCTC’s ongoing leadership in Chumash stewardship of California’s marine
resources.

We are in the final stages of formalizing the co-sponsorship agreement and will submit an
amended petition form and narrative that details our Chumash collaborative co-stewardship
approach and goals as a Tribally co-sponsored petition within the next couple of weeks. We
would like Petition 2023-28MPA to be reclassified as a Tribal petition. We recognize that this is
a significant change during the review process and appreciate your understanding that we had
limited capacity to engage earlier. Please let us know if you have any questions or would like
to schedule a meeting to discuss this addition in sponsorship.

Sincerely,

Violet Sage Walker
Northern Chumash Tribal Council | northernchumash.orq
Chumash Heritage National Marine Sanctuary | chumashsanctuary.orq

CHUMASH HERITAGE

National Marine Sanctuary



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fnorthernchumash.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Csusan.ashcraft%40fgc.ca.gov%7Cc26a935f3b464584c00408de0a777531%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C1%7C638959705541330831%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C80000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DmJvc3YFvjWGV%2B3J4yl1L20fZZf7xipZIhuhKWCklO8%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fchumashsanctuary.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Csusan.ashcraft%40fgc.ca.gov%7Cc26a935f3b464584c00408de0a777531%7C4b633c25efbf40069f1507442ba7aa0b%7C0%7C1%7C638959705541350615%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C80000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=uyNsItBzRder%2BiL8F0Ca%2BhzyqtT0P5Bp3XGKum6OOyk%3D&reserved=0

Northern Chumash Tribal Council

northernchumash.org chumashsanctuary.org CHUMASH HERITAGE

National Marine Sanctuary

October 13, 2025
Dear Fish and Game Commission and CDFW staff,

I am writing to notify you that the Northern Chumash Tribal Council (NCTC) is in the process of finalizing formal
co-sponsorship of Petition 2023-28MPA with the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC). Petition 2023-28
MPA would create a new State Marine Conservation Area off of Point Sal in state waters within the Chumash
Heritage National Marine Sanctuary (CHNMS). NRDC initially contacted us in the fall of 2023 before the petition
was written, however we did not have the capacity to be involved at that time due to the designation process of
CHNMS. Now that the CHNMS has been designated, | am eager to continue garnering strong protections to the
sacred and culturally important waters of Point Sal, as part of NCTC’s ongoing leadership in Chumash stewardship
of California’s marine resources.

We are in the final stages of formalizing the co-sponsorship agreement and will submit an amended petition form
and narrative that details our Chumash collaborative co-stewardship approach and goals as a Tribally co-sponsored
petition within the next couple of weeks. We would like Petition 2023-28MPA to be reclassified as a Tribal petition.
We recognize that this is a significant change during the review process and appreciate your understanding that we
had limited capacity to engage earlier. Please let us know if you have any questions or would like to schedule a
meeting to discuss this addition in sponsorship.

Sincerely,

Viotet Sage Watker

Violet Sage Walker
Nominator, Chumash Heritage National Marine Sanctuary
Chairwoman, Northern Chumash Tribal Council

ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND-USE CONSULTING
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES TEACHING NATURE, NATIVE CULTURES & FARMING
PO Box 6533, Los Osos, CA 93412 (805) 356-6149


NCTC
Violet Sage Walker


From: Cadyn Zeutenhorst

Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 02:50 AM
To: FGC <EGC@fgc.ca.gov>

Subject: Petition 2023-24MPA-AM

Good Evening,

| just wanted to relay the following comments | sent to the Laguna Bluebelt Coalition
regarding petition 2023-24MPA-AM, expanding the Laguna MPA:

Hi there,

My name is Cadyn and | live in Dana Point. | would like to voice some serious concerns
regarding your pending petition to expand the Laguna Beach MPA. As someone who
has grown up fishing, diving, and working on boats in these areas, the idea that even
more of our coastline could be closed is pretty frustrating to say the least. Don't get me
wrong | am all for sustainability, but let me tell you why shutting down our coastline is
unnecessary, unfair, and dismissive of the local community.

First and foremost, | seriously think you guys are approaching this in the wrong way.
Continuously expanding protected areas simply puts more pressure on other regions. |
read in your petition that fishing boats including Dana Wharf have plenty of other fishing
grounds including Catalina and San Clemente island. Do you realize that miles of the
Catalina coastline are also closed? Or that your average recreational fisherman can't
just drive on out 60+ miles offshore to SCI when they want to fish? That island is always
closed anyways because of Navy exercises! Closing miles and miles of coastline simply
adds way more boat traffic and pressure to areas that need a break. Seriously, it's rare
to show up to a spot at Catalina or even off the coast of Dana Point and not see a
dozen other boats there. Why not rotate MPA's? If they work as well as you all say they
do, then open Laguna after ten years and close San Clemente. Is that even being
considered? Why wouldn't it work?

Many of the arguments in the petition were vague or just irrelevant. It was mentioned
that lobster traps would likely interfere with whale migration along the coast. Has it
happened? Were there any local, documented entanglements? | would love to see
evidence. | rarely see anyone fish for lobster in deeper than 150 feet of water, so is this
really a major problem? The petition mainly mentions Dana Wharf and sportfishing


mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov

boats in general, and how they have plenty of areas to operate. What about the free-
divers? Beach fishermen? Private boaters? 6-pack charters? Kids who want to ride
bikes down to the beach and make a few casts? These people will lose access to
valuable coastline which provide local caught seafood and exciting recreational
activities. The majority of fishermen | know spend most of their time fishing from shore,
so why is one company the primary subject? Not everyone can afford to go on those
trips all the time...

Additionally, please don't say that the purpose behind this is strictly for conservation. |
noticed how you conveniently had included that "estimated resident property values
gain an increase of 20% from proximity to a fully protected MPA." This is completely
irrelevant to public access or conservation and just is super unnecessary. People
that actually care about sustainability shouldn't even be thinking about financial gain.

| grew up fishing and diving in many of these places that you people want to shut down.
It is still very productive and an area | love to go to regularly. Closing more of our coast
to responsible recreational and commercial use is deeply frustrating and unfair to the
people who depend on it for both livelihood and enjoyment. | urge the commision to give
more transparency and also include people who get outside and use these areas
responsibly.

Myself along with many of my friends, family, and members of the fishing community will
be continuing to stay updated on this petition and will also reach out to Fish and Wildlife
regularly. Please take these concerns seriously.

If there is any opportunity to comment or give feedback regarding this please let me
know. | know many people who are passionately against this and would love to
participate.

Respectfully,

Cadyn Zeutenhorst
Third Officer - USNS Guam



November 26, 2025

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

Sacramento, CA 94244-2090
Via Electronic Mail: fgc@fgc.ca.gov

RE: Agenda Item 25: General public comment for items not on the agenda -
Petition 2023-32 Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area

Dear President Zavaleta and Commissioners,

Established in 1971, the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin (EAC)’s
mission is to protect and sustain West Marin’s lands, waters, and biodiversity. We
represent approximately 1,200 community members, primarily in West Marin. On
November 30, 2023, we submitted Petition 2023-32 for Duxbury State Marine
Conservation Area (SMCA) to be reclassified as a State Marine Reserve (SMR) and
for a boundary expansion of the existing SMCA.

We submiit this letter to provide additional information about our petition, including
an updated Index of Attachments’ (to replace the one submitted on July 3, 2025),
arecord of Tribal and community outreach, as well as a clarification of the
Southern Boundary Extension and a request for further review of the offshore
Northern Boundary Extension. While we understand the time for official petition
amendments concluded earlier this year, the release of Seasketch California
(Seasketch), which allowed us to more deeply analyze the mapping of our petition,
and additional community outreach and input, has informed our request to submit
an informal amendment for consideration in pending California Department of Fish
& Wildlife (CDFW) recommendations.

The proposed petition originally requested that Duxbury Reef SMCA be
redesignated to an SMR to more effectively protect its special intertidal habitat and
vulnerable reef species, while also requesting that the northern and southern
boundaries of Duxbury Reef be expanded to include connected habitat types that

' See Attachment 28.1.

Environmental Action Committee of West Marin, PO Box 609 | 65 Third Street, Suite 12, Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

www.eacmarin.org | 415-663-9312



EAC Comments re. Agenda Item 25: Petition 2023-32 Duxbury Reef
Page 2 of 6

were not included in the original SMCA. At this time, we are still asking for Duxbury Reef and its requested
extensions to become an SMR. However, we request 1.) to clarify the boundaries of the requested Southern
Boundary Extension, which we believe was mapped larger than originally requested, and 2.) that CDFW
review the necessity of the Northern Boundary Extension’s offshore component, due to the existence
protections. We strongly urge that these requests, which have been developed after hearing additional
community input and reviewing Seasketch mapping data, be considered in CDFW’s staff recommendation and
Commissioner decisions about this petition. Before discussing these requests, we provide a summary of the
Tribal and community outreach conducted, which has helped inform this letter.

1.  Tribal Outreach Conducted for Petition 2023-32

The following information was sent to CDFW and Commission staff via email on September 12, 2025,
encouraging staff to conduct direct Tribal outreach for petitions, as most Tribal entities prefer
government-to-government consultation. We strongly recommend that CDFW and/or the Commission conduct
formal outreach to federally and non-federally recognized Tribes in petition areas, if it has not already done so.

Appropriate Tribal outreach was a topic of discussion at the August Fish and Game Commission meeting, and
we seek to document the Tribal outreach we have conducted for our petition thus far.

We have documented Tribal support from the Coast Miwok Tribal Council of Marin’s nonprofit, Huukuiko,
Inc.” There is also a letter from Colleen Hicks, a Bolinas resident of Cherokee and Lakota lineage who is the
former Executive Director of the Museum of the American Indian in Novato.’

Additionally, we have reached out to the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR) in person and via
phone, email, and U.S. Mail regarding this petition. Specifically, a packet containing this petition and
attachments was sent via U.S. Mail to FIGR, and receipt was confirmed on June 18, 2024. We also followed up
via email on the same day, inviting FIGR’s input on this petition. This followed our previous email outreach on
April 2, 2024, inviting a conversation on our work around Marine Protected Areas. We have also requested
introductions to FIGR and the sharing of petition information via local non-governmental organizations, the
National Park Service, and a Fish and Game Commissioner.* On September 20, 2025, EAC’s Executive Director
met Buffy McQuillen of FIGR in the Point Reyes area and then subsequently followed up with her via email on
September 25, 2025, about the petition.’

As we have stated, we are unsure whether FIGR has been contacted formally as part of the public process, and
we hope that FIGR can share their perspective on this petition.

We are happy to provide introductions for any of the Tribal groups during the petition evaluation process. We
are also open to additional recommendations for Tribal outreach.

2 See Index Document 17.3 and 18: Letter from NGOs, including Huukuiko Inc.
3 See Index Attachment 17.2 and Document 26: Letters from Colleen Hicks.

4 See Attachment 28.2.

> See Attachment 28.2.
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II. Community Outreach Conducted for Petition 2023-32

A variety of outreach efforts have been conducted both before and after the petition was submitted, by both
EAC staff and a local community member on behalf of EAC and the petition. We continue to conduct outreach
to hear local and stakeholder perspectives and receive input on the petition, and have reached out to community
members, recreational fishers, commercial fishers, scientists, organizations, and other individuals.

Please see Attachment 28.3 for a non-exhaustive summary of non-Tribal/community outreach that has been
conducted directly by EAC for the petition thus far. This does not include all of the outreach that has been
conducted by local community members, which may be submitted at a later date.

III.  Clarifying the Requested Southern Offshore Extension

Some of the following information was sent to CDFW staff via email on August 6, 2025, requesting counsel on
the best way to clarify the Southern Boundary Extension. While staff encouraged us to formally submit the
information at the time, we wanted to conduct additional community outreach first. We now include
information about a requested boundary clarification for the record.

With the release of Seasketch earlier this year, we were able to analyze CDFW’s mapping of our petition in
greater detail for the first time. Storymap, which had previously been the only available visualization of petition
requests, did not provide a means to compare the map against what we had submitted, and we were unable to
confirm the exact area size and GPS points.

Using Seasketch, we discovered a discrepancy between how the Southern Boundary Extension is described in
our petition submission and supplemental letters versus how it is presented on Storymap and Seasketch.
Crucially, CDFW’s mapping of the Southern Boundary Extension is much larger than what we requested
and intended.

We are concerned that this over-mapping could potentially impact commercial and recreational fishing that
occurs off the southern portion of the reef—impacts we never intended with this petition. While we have
confirmed with a commercial salmon fisher that the current Seasketch-mapped boundaries of the southern
portion are too shallow for commercial salmon fishing, other commercial fisheries or recreational fishing may
still be impacted.

We also believe that if the extension were adopted as currently mapped, the highly irregular shape would
lead to confusion and enforcement issues. Notably, there is a small section of the reef that is still exposed and
another section that juts out into Bolinas Bay and does not align with the existing boundary.® One goal of our
petition is to increase regulatory clarity, and this irregular boundary and the confusion it could generate could be
detrimental to the reef’s protection and the success of enforcement.

Due to these concerns, and considering community feedback, we are requesting that the Southern
Boundary Extension be refined to the extent detailed in Attachment 28.4, which would still fully protect the

¢ See Attachment 28.4.
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intertidal while allowing for easier enforcement, more intuitive public understanding of the boundaries, and
continued offshore fishing opportunities for both commercial and recreational fishers.

IV. Reviewing the Requested Northern Offshore Extension

Upon receiving additional community feedback, we also ask the Commission to closely review the Northern
Boundary Extension. We would like to point out that the offshore aspect of the Northern Boundary Extension is
currently part of a Potential Marine Wilderness (1/4 mile from shore), as detailed in a letter from the National
Park Service (NPS).” This Wilderness area already provides offshore protections and limits potentially harmful
activities. With these existing federal protections, the offshore protections originally requested in the
Northern Boundary Extension may not be as necessary compared to the critical intertidal protections that
would be included in the requested Northern Boundary Extension.

We highlight this existing Wilderness protection after receiving extensive community feedback about the
petition from numerous stakeholders. The primary focus of our petition is protection of the intertidal, and we do
not believe the restriction of offshore recreational fishing from non-motorized boats or kayaks in this area would
enhance that protection. Thus, to maintain access for these uses, we urge CDFW staff to consider this
information in their recommendations to the Commission.

V.  Conclusion

While we understand that the time for official petition amendments has passed, much of this information came
to light after the amendment period ended. We believe that our requested modification to the Southern
Boundary Extension and review of the Northern Boundary Extension are important to avoid adverse
economic impacts to the local economy, provide intuitive regulatory clarity, aid in ease of enforcement,
and maintain access for offshore commercial and recreational fishing. It was never our intent to have a
significant impact on commercial fishing, but to provide appropriate adaptive management boundary
adjustments to better manage vulnerable reef habitat. We continue to conduct outreach with stakeholders in the
community, including participation at a planned Bolinas Civic Group meeting.

We appreciate CDFW’s large undertaking in assessing these petitions, and eagerly await staff recommendations
next year. In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions. Duxbury Reef is a truly
unique and special place teeming with biodiversity, and we reiterate the invitation to any Commissioner
or CDFW staff person who would like to join us for a reef field trip. As ocean conditions and visitation
trends continue to change, this extraordinary place deserves full protection to ensure its best chance for
long-term health and biodiversity. Thank you for your careful consideration of this additional information.

Sincerely,

Ashley Eagle-Gibbs, Esq.

7 See Index Original Attachment 3: National Park Service letter.
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Executive Director
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin

cc:
Susan Ashcraft, Senior Environmental Scientist and Marine Advisor, California Fish and Game Commission
Erica Mason, Senior Environmental Scientist, Supervisor, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Melissa A. Miller-Henson, Executive Director, California Fish and Game Commission

Craig Shuman, Marine Region Manager, California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Claire Waggoner, Marine Region Habitat Conservation Program Manager, California Department of Fish and
Wildlife

Sara Worden, Environmental Scientist, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Attachment 28.1: Index of Documents & Attachments Submitted re. Support Petition 2023-32, November 30, 2023 - November 26, 2025

This index was created so that each document submitted in support of the Duxbury Reef petition has a unique # identifier. A decimal number is added if the submitted document
contains attachments (listed in number order).

Original Previously
Document | Attachment # Current Document Submitted to FGC Meeting Document
# As Submitted [ Attachment # Date Sender/Preparer Description FGC Link if Applicable
Prepared by
Environmental Action |Original Petition as submitted to the https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Committee of West California Fish and Game Commission gov/FileHandler.ashx?

N/A N/A N/A 11/30/23 Marin (EAC) for Regulation Change Yes DocumentlD=218218&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
DocumentlD=218218&inline

N/A N/A N/A 11/30/23 Prepared by EAC Original Petition submission Index Yes #page=8
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?

Maps depicting ASBS and proposed DocumentlD=218218&inline
N/A 1 N/A 11/30/23 Prepared by EAC changes (4 pages) Yes #page=10
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Summarized data from mpawatch.org gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Marin MPA Watch DocumentlD=218218&inline
N/A 2 N/A 11/30/23 Prepared by EAC (3 pages) Yes #page=15
EAC Comments to Fish and Game
Commission re. MRC Agenda Item 5:
MPA DMR Petition for Modification of
Duxbury Reef and Drakes Estero MPAs
including attachments 1 + 2 ((1) EAC
April 6, 2023, comments to Fish and
Game Commission including EAC
March 13, 2023 letter and November
14, 2022 letter from National Park
EAC including Service
attached letters from
Greater Farallones (2) Greater Farallones and Cordell
and Cordell Bank Bank National Marine Sanctuaries https://nrm.dfg.ca.
National Marine April 15, 2023, comments gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Sanctuaries and to Fish and Game Commission) DocumentlD=218218&inline
N/A 3 N/A 7/5/2023 National Park Service Yes #page=19
Support for Environmental Action
Committee (EAC) Petition to the https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Marin County California Fish and Game Commission gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Supervisor Dennis for regulation change at DocumentlD=218218&inline
N/A 4 N/A 11/21/23 Rodoni Duxbury Reef (2 pages) Yes #page=42
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https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=218218&inline#page=10
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https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=218218&inline#page=19
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=218218&inline#page=19
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Attachment 28.1: Index of Documents & Attachments Submitted re. Support Petition 2023-32, November 30, 2023 - November 26, 2025

This index was created so that each document submitted in support of the Duxbury Reef petition has a unique # identifier. A decimal number is added if the submitted document
contains attachments (listed in number order).

Document

#

Original
Attachment #
As Submitted

Current
Attachment #

Document
Date

Sender/Preparer

Description

Previously
Submitted to

FGC

FGC Meeting Document
Link if Applicable

N/A

N/A

November 2(

Max Korton, Marin
County Parks

Support for Environmental Action
Committee's Petition for Regulation
Change at Duxbury Reef (2 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.

gov/FileHandler.ashx?
DocumentlD=218218&inline

#page=45

N/A

N/A

11/25/23

Sarah G. Allen, PhD,
Retired Senior
Science Advisor
National Park Service

Decadal Review Recommendations for
the California North Central Marine
Protected Areas (3 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
DocumentlD=218218&inline

#page=48

N/A

N/A

11/29/23

Josh Churchman
(commerical
fisherman)

Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef
Marine Protected Area (2 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?

DocumentlD=218218&inline
#page=52

N/A

N/A

11/29/23

9 NGOs

Support for Environmental Action
Committee’s Petition for Regulation
Change at Duxbury Reef (2 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
DocumentlD=218218&inline

#page=55

N/A

N/A

713123

Kent Khtikian

Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef
Marine Protected Area (4 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?

DocumentlD=218218&inline
#page=58

N/A

10

N/A

713123

Joe Mueller, College
of Marin

Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef
Marine Protected Area (3 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
DocumentlD=218218&inline

#page=63

N/A

11

N/A

716123

Lily Rosenman

Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef
Marine Protected Area (2 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?

DocumentlD=218218&inline
#page=67

N/A

12

N/A

715123

Bridget Bartholome

Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef
Marine Protected Area (3 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
DocumentlD=218218&inline

#page=70

N/A

13

N/A

716123

Laura Lee Miller

Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef
Marine Protected Area (3 pages)

Yes

https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?

DocumentlD=218218&inline
#page=74




Attachment 28.1: Index of Documents & Attachments Submitted re. Support Petition 2023-32, November 30, 2023 - November 26, 2025

This index was created so that each document submitted in support of the Duxbury Reef petition has a unique # identifier. A decimal number is added if the submitted document
contains attachments (listed in number order).

Original Previously
Document | Attachment # Current Document Submitted to FGC Meeting Document
# As Submitted [ Attachment # Date Sender/Preparer Description FGC Link if Applicable
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Group letter supporting Duxbury Reef DocumentlD=218218&inline
N/A 14 N/A 7/1/23 150 individuals petition (30 pages) Yes #page=78
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef DocumentlD=218218&inline
N/A 15 N/A 716/23 Courtney Barend Marine Protected Area (2 pages) Yes #page=109
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Jeffrey R. Boehm, gov/FileHandler.ashx?
The Marine Mammal | Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef DocumentlD=218218&inline
N/A 16 N/A 11/30/23 Center Marine Protected Area Yes #page=112
EAC Supplemental Comments to
Support Petition for https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Modification/Regulation Change of gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area DocumentID=219990&inline
17 N/A N/A 2/1/24 Prepared by EAC (17 pages) Yes #page=1171
Support Petition for https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Modification/Regulation Change of gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area (3 DocumentID=219990&inline
N/A 1 17.1 1/27/24 Kent Khtikian pages) Yes #page=1178
Colleen Hicks (former | Support Petition for https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Executive Director of |Modification/Regulation Change of gov/FileHandler.ashx?
the Museum of the Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area (3 DocumentID=219990&inline
N/A 2 17.2 1/27/24 American Indian) pages) Yes #page=1182
Support Petition for https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Modification/Regulation Change of gov/FileHandler.ashx?
14 NGOs (including [Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area (3 DocumentID=219990&inline
N/A 3 17.3 2/1/24 original 9) pages) Yes #page=1186
23 NGOs (including
original 14) and Additional Support for Environmental https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Huukuiko, Inc., Coast |Action Committee’s Petition for gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Miwok Tribal non- Modification/Regulation Change at DocumentlD=224049&inline
18 N/A N/A 715124 profit Duxbury Reef (3 pages) Yes #page=5
Support Petition for https://nrm.dfg.ca.
9/9/24, Jeff Clapp Modification/Regulation Change of gov/FileHandler.ashx?
submitted | (recreational Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area (3 DocumentlD=225381&inline
19 N/A N/A 9/12/24 fishermen) pages) Yes #page=1193




Attachment 28.1: Index of Documents & Attachments Submitted re. Support Petition 2023-32, November 30, 2023 - November 26, 2025

This index was created so that each document submitted in support of the Duxbury Reef petition has a unique # identifier. A decimal number is added if the submitted document
contains attachments (listed in number order).

Original Previously
Document | Attachment # Current Document Submitted to FGC Meeting Document
# As Submitted [ Attachment # Date Sender/Preparer Description FGC Link if Applicable
4/8/25, District 2 Petition for Modification/Regulation
submitted |Congressman Jared |Change of Duxbury Reef Marine
20 N/A N/A 4/10/25 Huffman Protected Area (2 pages) Yes N/A
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
EAC Comments re: Agenda Item 10: gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Petition 2023-32 Duxbury Reef (6 DocumentlD=232566&inline
21 N/A N/A 713125 Prepared by EAC pages) Yes #page=39
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
DocumentID=232566&inline
N/A 21.1 N/A 713125 Prepared by EAC Index of Attachments as of 7/3/25 Yes #page=46
Group letter supporting https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Modification/Regulation Change of gov/FileHandler.ashx?
11 community Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area (2 DocumentID=232566&inline
N/A 21.2 N/A 12/7/24 members pages) Yes #page=50
Group letter supporting https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Modification/Regulation Change of gov/FileHandler.ashx?
11 community Duxbury Reef Marine Protected Area (3 DocumentlD=232566&inline
N/A 21.3 N/A 6/21/25 members pages) Yes #page=53
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
NOAA Habitat Area of Particular DocumentID=232566&inline
N/A 21.4 N/A 713125 Prepared by EAC Concern - Duxbury Reef (1 page) Yes #page=57
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
Seasketch Data and Google Earth gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Images of Duxbury Reef Petition (13 DocumentID=232566&inline
N/A 21.5 N/A 713125 Prepared by EAC pages) Yes #page=59
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
2024 Duxbury Reef MPA Watch Data (3 DocumentlD=232566&inline
N/A 21.6 N/A 713125 Prepared by EAC pages) Yes #page=73
Fitzgerald State Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef
22 N/A N/A 8/5/25 Marine Reserve Marine Protected Area (3 pages) Yes N/A
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef DocumentlD=233425&inline
23 N/A N/A 9/2/25 Dale Polissar Marine Protected Area (1 page) Yes #page=1002
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This index was created so that each document submitted in support of the Duxbury Reef petition has a unique # identifier. A decimal number is added if the submitted document
contains attachments (listed in number order).

Original Previously
Document | Attachment # Current Document Submitted to FGC Meeting Document
# As Submitted [ Attachment # Date Sender/Preparer Description FGC Link if Applicable
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef DocumentlD=233425&inline
24 N/A N/A 9/9/25 Joanna Moore Marine Protected Area (1 page) Yes #page=1001
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
James Sikes, gov/FileHandler.ashx?
University of San Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef DocumentlD=233425&inline
25 N/A N/A 9/14/25 Francisco Marine Protected Area (3 pages) Yes #page=1003
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef DocumentID=234649&inline
26 N/A N/A 10/14/25 Colleen Hicks Marine Protected Area (4 pages) Yes #page=133
https://nrm.dfg.ca.
gov/FileHandler.ashx?
Petition for Modification of Duxbury Reef DocumentlD=234649&inline
27 N/A N/A 10/23/25 Joanna Moore Marine Protected Area (1 page) Yes #page=137
EAC Comments re: Agenda Item 25:
Petition 2023-32 Duxbury Reef (5
28 N/A N/A 11/26/25 Prepared by EAC pages) No N/A
Index of Attachments as of 11/26/25
N/A N/A 28.1 11/26/25 Prepared by EAC (This Document) No N/A
Tribal Outreach Documentation for
Petition 2023-32 Duxbury Reef (4
N/A N/A 28.2 11/26/25 Prepared by EAC pages) No N/A
Non-Tribal Outreach Documentation for
N/A N/A 28.3 11/26/26 Prepared by EAC Duxbury Reef Petition (2 pages) No N/A
Southern Boundary Extension Mapping
Discrepancy - Duxbury Reef Petition (7
N/A N/A 28.4 11/26/25 Prepared by EAC pages) No N/A
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M Gma” $VKOH\ (DJOH *LEEV DVKOH\#

7KDQN \RX IRU WRXULQJ 'X[EXU\ DQG IROORZ XS
PHVVDJHV

$VKOH\ (DJOHDVEBW\#HDFPDULQ RUJ! 7KX 1RY DW
7R &RPPLVVLRQHI !
&F

'HDU 'DULXYV

7TKDQN \RX VR PXFK IRU EUDYLQJ WKH FROG ZHDWKHU DQG MRLQLQJ XV IR
SHWLWLRQ 03%$ <RX PHQWLRQHG WKDW \RX PLIJKW EH DEOH WR KHOS
&RPPLVVLRQHU -DFTXH +RVWOHU &DUPHVLQ , ZRXQGB JPHDWQRQHGFR KH Y
% XII\ OF4XLOOHQ YLD SKRQH HPDLO DQG PDLO UHODWHG WR WKLV SHWL
NQRZ WKDW VKH LV YHU\ EXV\

,Q DSSUHFLDWLRQ
$VKOH\

$VKOH\ (DJOH *LEEV (VT 6KH +HU

([HFXWLYH 'LUHFWRU /HJDO DQG 3ROLF\ 'LUHFWRU
(QYLURQPHQWDO $FWLRQ &RPPLWWHH RI :HVW 0DULQ ($&
32 %R] _ 7KLUG 6WUHHW B6XLWH

3RLQW 5H\HV 6WDWLRQ &$ _

DVKOH\#HDFPDULQ RUJ
SBURWHFWLQJ DQG 6XVWDLQLQJ WKH /DQGV :DWHUV DQG %LRGLYHUVLW\

-RLQ RXU OHPERU &LUFOH
5HQHZ \RXU $QQXDO 6XSSRUW

"HEVLWHFHERRANL WWHMWDJIJUDP

35,9,/(*( $1' &21),'(17,$/,7< 127,&(

7KLV PHVVDJH PD\ FRQWDLQ LQIRUPDWLRQ WKDW LV FRQILGHQWLDO SUL
RWKHU OHJDO UXOHV ,l1 \RX DUH QRW WKH LQWHQGHG UHFLSLHQW WR ZK
WKH DERYH QXPEHU DQG GHOHWH LW IURP \RXU V\VWHP $Q\ GLVVHPLQDW
RWKHU XVH RI D WUDQVPLVVLRQ UHFHLYKBQMN\RXURU LV VWULFWO\ SURK

&RPPLVVLRQHU $ ! 7KX 1RY DW
7R $VKOH\ (DJOH *LEEV DVKOH\#HDFPDULQ RUJ!

, IRUZDUGHG \RXU

*HWXWORRN IRU L26

&E}UMOo C Po DNKOM\#HDFPBULQ RUJ

AN VS HE. CU E}A u E idU Ti1d iiWiAWAR D

diWjuu]ee]}v E v RRARLD/VLRQHUGDULIRUDQEBREPVRQ#
WIKRVWOHUZWULQLGIM &kRDWEOKNHEWU ERREDGUDQFKHULD

Aui SVE vl Clu (JE SIHE]IVP pAE PEC v (}00}A p%o

>4XRWHG WH[W KLGGHQ@

KWwWSV PDLO JRRJOH FRP PDLO X "LN E E F YLHZ SW VHDUFK DOO SHUPWKLG WKUHDG D





















	Item 16. Regulation Change Petitions Marine (consent)
	16A.1_Pet 2025-14_Pismo Clam_Garcia, J_100325 
	16C.1_LTR_MPA Petition Cmts_Castro, Teresa_Santa Barbara FWC_102425
	16C.2_LTR_NCTC_Pet2023-28MPA_tribal_cosponsorship_Redacted
	16C.3_EML_LTR Sage-Walker,V_N. Chumash Trbl Cncl_Pet2023-28MPA Point Sal_101325_Redacted
	16C.4_EML_Zeutenhorst,C._Pet 2023-24MPA Laguna 101025 redacted
	16C.5_LTR_Eagle-Gibbs_Pet 2023-32 Duxbury_112625
	16C.6_Attachments 28.1-28.3_LTR_Eagle-Gibbs,A_EAC_Pet 2023-32 Duxbury_112625_Redacted

