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This document is the 2023 Decadal Management Review Marine Protected Area Petition 
Evaluation Companion Document (Companion Document). The Companion Document 
and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Transmittal Memo should be 
read in advance of the 2023 Bin 2 Petition Evaluations as it includes supplemental 
information and additional context for the evaluations. 

INTRODUCTION 
At its February 14-15, 2024, meeting, the California Fish and Game Commission (CFGC) 
referred 20 Marine Protected Area (MPA) petitions to CDFW for review, evaluation, and 
recommendation. These petitions were sorted into Bin 1 and Bin 2 petitions. The Marine 
Resources Committee (MRC) considered CDFW’s recommendations on 5 Bin 1 petitions 
at the November 6-7, 2024 MRC meeting and CFGC adopted the MRC’s 

recommendations at the December 11-12, 2024 CFGC meeting.  

On August 14, 2025, the CFGC approved an evaluation framework (Framework) for the 15 
Bin 2 Petitions referred to the CDFW proposing changes to the MPA Network. CDFW 
developed the Framework, with support from staff at CFGC and Ocean Protection Council 
(OPC), based on the adaptive management process outlined in chapter 4 of the 2016 
Master Plan for MPAs. The 2016 Master Plan directs CDFW and CFGC to use the Marine Life 
Protection Act (MLPA) goals and mandates, MPA objectives, and design considerations 
as the primary basis for evaluating any action taken to make changes to the MPA 
Network. The 2016 Master Plan adaptive management process also includes 
consideration of emerging issues, such as changes to the MPA Network that would 
enhance climate resilience and/or help mitigate climate impacts. CDFW considered 
climate change effects throughout the evaluation, recognizing that the effects of climate 
change are overarching and climate resilience is an implicit goal of adaptive 
management of the MPA Network as a whole. The Framework also draws from the 
Decadal Management Review (DMR) and recommendations, and the MPA Regulation 
Change Petition Framework approved by CFGC at their August 2023 meeting, which is 
rooted in the DMR recommendation cornerstones of MPA Governance, MPA Management 
Program Activities, and MPA Network Performance.  

The Framework includes the following sections:  

I. Petition Summary  
II. CDFW Draft Recommendations with Brief Justifications 
III. Bin 2 Petition Grouping: Identify Tribally-led Petitions 
IV. CDFW 2023 MPA Bin 2 Petition Narrative and Evaluation 
V. Supplemental Analyses, Data and Information, and Citations  

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/collections/27e78c677dca484ebfb37120abc59d10?item=2
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=209209&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213055&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=216395&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=216395&inline
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CDFW used the Framework to transparently evaluate petitions and develop 
recommendations to CFGC for the 2023 MPA Bin 2 petitions. The evaluations were based 
on materials submitted in December 2023 and amendments received through March 
2025; subsequent changes, improvements, or stakeholder engagement undertaken by 
petitioners after March 2025 were not considered. CDFW recognizes that new information 
on these petitions may be available for CFGC consideration. 

The Bin 2 petitions and petition actions vary in complexity, and the Framework is 
designed to address this spectrum of complexity. In some cases, it was more 
appropriate to evaluate Bin 2 petitions as a whole and in other cases, it was more 
appropriate to evaluate the individual proposed actions or grouped proposed actions 
that were similar within a petition. Not all evaluation components in Section IV applied to 
every proposed action or petition as they were not all relevant to each proposed action 
or petition. CDFW applied the evaluation components as appropriate, and the level of 
detail varied based on factors such as applicability of the question or information 
available. Non-regulatory requests were not evaluated through the Framework. For some 
petitions, CDFW recommended an alternative pathway to achieving the desired 
outcome of the proposed change. 

The DMR indicated the MPA Network is meeting expectations and functioning effectively 
to achieve the goals of the MLPA. Therefore, significant regulatory changes to the MPA 
Network should meet a high threshold of demonstrated conservation value and need, as 
well as clear, science-supported benefit.  

This evaluation is not the only process by which regulatory changes have been 
considered as part of the adaptive management of the MPA Network. Since 
implementation of California’s MPA Network, targeted legislative and regulatory 
refinements have been identified to align MPAs with their original intent, clarify or correct 
provisions, or address priority management and enforcement issues. Since 2013, four 
legislative amendments and seven regulatory packages have been enacted to 
strengthen and support the adaptive management of the MPA Network and 
Management Program. The regulatory amendments: 

• 2014 –  Clarified and corrected provisions, including general provisions, definitions, 
take, and boundaries 

• 2015 –  Clarified and corrected provisions, including general provisions, definitions, 
take, and boundaries. This includes refining and correcting boundary 
coordinates for 106 MPAs. 

• 2016 –  Added provisions for tribal take in north coast MPAs 
• 2018 –  Repealed a special closure due to conflict with private property 



Attachment 1: Companion Document 

March 20, 2026  
4 

• 2018 –  Added provisions for tribal take in south coast MPAs and amended 
boundaries to better align with historical subsistence and cultural use 

• 2022 –   Cleaned up State Marine Recreational Management Area language 
• 2023 –   Provided a mechanism for operation and maintenance of pre-existing 

artificial structures in MPAs 

The legislative amendments include Senate Bill 96 (2013), Assembly Bill 298 (2015), 
Assembly Bill 2369 (2018), and Assembly Bill 63 (2021). See Appendix G of the Decadal 
Management Review for more information about regulatory packages and legislative 
amendments that apply to MPA Network management implemented since 2012. All 
amendments were deliberately and carefully constructed to preserve the integrity of the 
MPA Network.  

The Department remains committed to adaptive management through regulatory and 
non-regulatory pathways and will continue to work with tribes and partners to advance 
the recommendations of the DMR through a science-based inclusive statewide process 
consistent with the requirements of the MLPA and MPA Master Plan.  

 

SUPPLEMENTAL EVALUATION INFORMATION 
CDFW compiled supplemental information and additional context for the Tribally-led 
petitions, the responses to Evaluation Questions 1, 2a, 9, 10a, and 14, and Section V. 
Supplemental Analyses, Data and Information, And Citations. CFGC staff conducted the 
analysis and prepared the responses for Questions 16 and 17 and provided additional 
context for their evaluations below. The information provided here was common across 
the evaluations and is included here to prevent having to repeat it in each evaluation. 

TRIBALLY-LED PETITIONS  
This Companion Document includes a summary of the process for identifying Tribally-
led petitions, CDFW’s outreach to all California Native American tribes throughout the 
petitions process, and a summary of outreach and engagement with Tribally-led 
petitioners (Attachment A below). As directed by CFGC, CDFW evaluated the Tribally-led 
petitions with the CDFW 2023 MPA Bin 2 Petition Evaluation Framework. Tribally-led 
petitions, per CFGC direction, will next be discussed at the April 14, 2026, CFGC Tribal 
Committee Meeting. Note: California Native American tribe is the preferred term to use 
per the Governor's Office of Tribal Affairs when generally mentioning tribes of California, 
both federally and non-federally recognized. 

 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=207757&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=207757&inline
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The following petitions were identified by CFGC as Tribally-led petitions: 

• Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation: Remove Recreational Take of Smelt and Change the 
Boundary at Pyramid Point SMCA (2023-21MPA) 

• Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (SYBCI): Designate a new Chitqawi SMCA in 
Morro Bay with a Tribal Exemption for SYBCI (2023-19MPA) 

• Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians: Change the Take and Add a Tribal 
Exemption at Point Buchon SMCA, Change the Boundary at Point Buchon SMR 
(2023-20MPA) 

• Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians: Designate a new SMCA near 
Mishopshno/Carpinteria with a Tribal Exemption for SYBCI (2023-29MPA) 

• Northern Chumash Tribal Council: Designate a new SMCA at Point Sal (Santa 
Barbara Co.) With Allowance for Recreational Take of Finfish by Hook and Line 
From Shore (2023-28MPA) 

Summary of Tribal Outreach and Engagement with California 
Native American Tribes for the 2023 MPA Petitions   

In late 2023, CFGC received 20 petitions from California Native American tribes (tribes) 
and the public requesting changes to California's Marine Protected Area (MPA) Network. 
The CFGC referred the 2023 MPA Petitions to CDFW to evaluate in early 2024. This 
document provides a summary of tribal outreach and engagement with California 
Native Tribes for the 20 MPA petitions, including five Tribally-led petitions, proposing 
approximately 70 changes to the MPA regulations for MPAs from southern California to 
the Oregon border (2023 MPA petitions). 

Summary of CDFW tribal outreach for all 2023 MPA petitions 

Since receiving the petitions, CDFW has provided regular updates on the status of the 
2023 MPA petitions and petition evaluation process through email communications and 
mailed letters to the CDFW tribal contact list. The CDFW tribal contact list includes over 
400 individuals across the state who represent and/or work for a California Native 
American tribe. The statewide list is maintained by CDFW’s Tribal Liaison and includes 
people on the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) contact list and others who 
have elected to receive updates from CDFW related to tribes. These updates included 
offers for consultation and meetings between tribes and CDFW. In October 2025, CFGC 
and CDFW sent letters via email and postal mail to the CDFW tribal contact list to 
specifically offer formal consultation or informal meetings on the 2023 MPA Petitions. 
CDFW also presented written and verbal updates at meetings of the CFGC’s Tribal 
Committee. These outreach efforts to tribes are summarized in Table 1. 
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Summary of additional outreach and engagement with tribes for Tribally-led petitions   

At the August 12, 2025, CFGC’s Tribal Committee meeting, the Tribal Committee identified 
four of the 2023 MPA petitions as Tribally-led petitions, which are petitions that were 
submitted by a tribe, representative designated by a tribe, or tribal organization, or have 
a tribal co-sponsor. These included:  

o 2023-19MPA submitted by Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians  
o 2023-20MPA submitted by Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians  
o 2023-21MPA submitted by Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation  
o 2023-29MPA submitted by Natural Resource Defense Council and co-sponsored 

by Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians  

At the May 7, 2025, meeting, the Tribal Committee requested CDFW send additional offers 
to all tribes for consultation on the remaining 2023 MPA Petitions and to reach out to offer 
to meet with tribes associated with the Tribally-led petitions. 

On October 16, 2025, CDFW distributed to the CDFW statewide tribal contact list a letter 
offering joint tribal consultation with CDFW and CFGC on any 2023 MPA petition. This letter 
was also included in the fall quarterly CDFW Tribal Updates email. 

On November 24, 2025, CFGC received a letter from Northern Chumash  
Tribal Council and Natural Resources Defense Council indicating that Northern Chumash 
Tribal Council was a formal co-sponsor for petition 2023-28MPA, and requested CFGC 
consider the petition a Tribally-led petition. 

At the December 9, 2025, Tribal Committee Meeting, the Tribal Committee reconsidered 
this petition and recommended CFGC designate it as a Tribally-led petition. At the 
December 11, 2025, CFGC Meeting, CFGC designated petition 2023-28MPA as a Tribally-
led petition. 

At the February 11, 2026, CFGC meeting, CFGC approved the addition of an update and 
discussion on the Tribally-led petitions at the April 14, 2026, Tribal Committee Meeting.  

Between September 2025 and February 2026, CDFW participated in several discussions 
with representatives of tribes regarding the Tribally-led petitions. 
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Table 1. Summary of CDFW tribal outreach and engagement to-date related to the 2023 
MPA petitions and petition process, including communication method and type of 
content. Unless otherwise specified, all tribal outreach communications included tribes 
listed on the CDFW tribal contact list maintained by CDFW’s Department Tribal Liaison, 
which includes 400 people from the NAHC Contact List and additional tribal 
representatives. 
Date   Method  Content  

5/31/2024  Email  Released Blog Post: Seeking Your Feedback to Help Manage California’s 
Marine Protected Area Network  
  

10/4/2024  Email  CDFW Informational MPA DMR Petition Process Update: Background, DMR 
petition process, next steps, upcoming meetings  
  

10/25/2024  Email  Released Blog Post: MPA Day   
  

11/22/2024  Email  CDFW Informational MPA DMR Petition Process Update: Background, DMR 
petition process, next steps, upcoming meetings  
  

4/11/2025  Email  CDFW Tribal Liaison provided Department update email, including CDFW 
Informational MPA DMR Petition Process Update  
  

5/7/2025  Tribal 
Committee: 
Meeting 
Materials  

Written Informational Update: California’s Marine Protected Area Network 
Decadal Management Review and Subsequent Marine Protected Area 
Regulation Amendment Petition Process (pg. 99 of 129)  
Verbal update on the 2023 MPA petitions and draft evaluation framework 
by Susan Ashcraft, Commission Marine Advisor  
  

8/14/2025  Tribal 
Committee: 
Meeting 
Presentation  
  

Presentation by Craig Shuman, CDFW Marine Region Manager, on 2023 
MPA petitions and draft evaluation framework. Tribal Committee 
identified four Tribally-led petitions.  

    9/2025  Email  CDFW invitation to meet to discuss petitions sent to petitioners for the 
four Tribally-led petitions  
  

10/16/2025  Mail  Invitation Letter for joint tribal consultation with CDFW and CFGC on any 
2023 MPA petition  
  

10/17/2025  Email  CDFW Tribal Liaison - Department update email, including CDFW 
Informational MPA DMR Petition Process Update and Invitation Letter for 
Joint Tribal Consultation  

10/20/2025 – 
2/27/26  

Meetings  Discuss Tribally-led petitions with tribal petitioners  
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CDFW 2023 MPA BIN 2 PETITION EVALUATION 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
Question 1: Does the proposed change support the MPA Network in meeting one or 
more of the MLPA Goals and align with MPA Master Plan adaptive management 
objectives?  

The MLPA goals and Master Plan objectives are inextricably linked and act as the 
foundational tools that CDFW utilizes for effective adaptive management of the MPA 
Network. Individual MPAs in the Network were not necessarily designed to address all six 
goals of the MLPA but instead act as an important component of a functioning Network 
that was designed to holistically address the MLPA goals. As such, CDFW has evaluated 
the proposed actions within the broader adaptive management framework and how 
the proposed action may or may not align with the MLPA Goals/Master Plan objectives 
and advance MPA Network management. 

MLPA Goals 

1. Protect the natural diversity and abundance of marine life, and the structure, 
function and integrity of marine ecosystems. 

2. Help sustain, conserve and protect marine life populations, including those of 
economic value, and rebuild those that are depleted. 

3. Improve recreational, educational and study opportunities provided by marine 
ecosystems that are subject to minimal human disturbance, and to manage these 
uses in a manner consistent with protecting biodiversity. 

4. Protect marine natural heritage, including protection of representative and unique 
marine life habitats in CA waters for their intrinsic values. 

5. Ensure California’s MPAs have clearly defined objectives, effective management 
measures and adequate enforcement and are based in sound science guidelines. 

6. Ensure the State’s MPAs are designed and managed, to the extent possible, as a 
network. 

Master Plan Adaptive Management Objectives 

• Protect the structure and function of marine ecosystems 

• Improve native marine life populations, including those of economic value 

• Ensure minimal disturbance while allowing for sustainable opportunities for 
recreation, education and research 

• Ensure comprehensive representation of all key habitats, including unique 
habitats 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Marine/MPAs/MLPA
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=133535&inline
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• Use learning acquired through administration of the MPA Management Program 
to adaptively manage the objectives, management measures, enforcement 
efforts, and scientific guidelines to inform management decisions 

• MPAs function as a cohesive statewide network 

Question 2a: Does the proposed change advance adaptive management 
recommendations in the Decadal Management Review?  

Decadal Management Review  
Adaptive Management Recommendations  

Question 9: Does the proposed change improve individual MPA or MPA Network 
design so that it better aligns with or meets the MPA science guidelines?  

To ensure consistency across petition evaluations, CDFW developed a decision tree to 
evaluate if a proposed action would improve individual MPA or MPA Network design 
and/or improve alignment with the Science Guidelines (Figure 1). The decision tree 
includes considerations such as whether the proposed change has the potential to 
affect the MPA’s size or level of protection and other questions to respond to the 
question. The Science Guidelines were developed by the Science Advisory Team during 
the MLPA Initiative planning process to provide quantitative, science-based guidance 
for achieving network-scale ecological objectives (e.g., North Coast Study Region 
guidance Executive Summary from the North Coast SAT Methods Used to Evaluate MPA 
Proposals). While there were slight deviations between planning regions in the amount 
of individual habitat types necessary to meet habitat representation and replication 
targets, key design elements were consistent statewide. In particular, MPAs intended to 
contribute to ecological goals were required to be at least 9 square miles in size and 
meet one of the three highest levels of protection (Very High, High, or Moderate-High). 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=209209&&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213055&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213055&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=241393&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=241393&inline
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Figure 1. Decision tree framework used to formulate responses for Question 9 for each 
proposed action. The starting point, at the upper left corner, is based on whether the 
proposed change has the potential to affect the MPA’s size or level of protection. The rest 
of the questions help to identify the effects such a change may have on the design of the 
individual MPA and the MPA Network. Based on this decision tree, the effects of a 
proposed action were determined to belong to one of the following groups:  

A. Not applicable because the proposed action does not affect MPA size or LOP. 
Proposed action does not improve the design of the individual MPA or the MPA 
Network, nor does it enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines.  

B. New MPA meets minimum size and LOP requirements. Proposed action would 
improve Network design and enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines.  

C. New MPA does not meet minimum size and/or LOP requirement. Proposed action 
does not improve Network design, nor does it enhance alignment with the Science 
Guidelines.  

D. Not applicable because the Science Guidelines do not apply to special closures. 
Proposed action does not improve Network design, nor does it enhance alignment 
with the Science Guidelines.  
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E. Neither existing MPA nor as proposed meets minimum size and/or LOP 
requirement. Proposed action does not improve the design of the individual MPA 
or the MPA Network, nor does it enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines. 

F. Existing MPA does not meet minimum size and/or LOP requirement, but would 
meet both as proposed. Proposed action improves the design of the individual 
MPA and the MPA Network, and enhances alignment with the Science Guidelines. 

G. Existing MPA does not meet minimum size and/or LOP requirement. Proposed 
change improves individual MPA design, but does not improve MPA Network 
design or enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines.  

H. Existing MPA meets minimum size and LOP requirements, but no longer would as 
proposed. Proposed action does not improve the design of the individual MPA or 
the MPA Network, nor does it enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines. 

I. Existing MPA meets minimum size and LOP requirements. MPA as proposed meets 
both criteria but no longer meets one or more Science Guidelines. Proposed 
action does not improve the design of the individual MPA or the MPA Network, nor 
does it enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines. 

J. Existing MPA meets minimum size and LOP requirements. Proposed action results 
in meeting additional Science Guideline(s). Proposed action improves design of 
individual MPA and MPA Network, and enhances alignment with the Science 
Guidelines. 

K. Existing MPA meets minimum size and LOP requirements. Proposed action 
increases the amount of habitat(s) protected but additional Science Guidelines 
are not met. Proposed action improves the design of the individual MPA but not of 
the MPA Network, and does not enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines. 

L. Both existing MPA and as proposed meet minimum size and LOP requirements. 
Proposed action does not improve the design of the individual MPA or the MPA 
Network, nor does it enhance alignment with the Science Guidelines. 

Question 10a: Does the proposed change align with CDFW Feasibility Guidelines?   
CDFW Feasibility Guidelines 

Question 14: Does the proposed change provide more equitable access 
opportunities (e.g., fishing, educational, and/or other recreational opportunities) 
for traditionally underserved or marginalized communities?  

CDFW is committed to improving access to marine resources in California for 
traditionally underserved and marginalized communities. This question was included in 
the evaluation framework because of that commitment, as well as input from partners 
to prioritize improvement of accessibility and recommendations from the Decadal 
Management Review (DMR) to integrate justice, equity, diversity, and inclusion 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=225966&inline
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principles into MPA management. However, after exploration of the available 
information and methods that could be used to address this question for each 
proposed action, CDFW determined that providing the level of evaluation this question 
and the relevant communities deserve was not possible within the scope of the petition 
evaluations. Most of the petitions did not include sufficient information to accurately 
assess benefits and/or impacts to historically marginalized and underserved 
communities. Additional details and outreach are needed by petitioners to support this 
portion of the analysis. 

Additionally, in evaluating this question, CDFW reviewed multiple information sources, 
and found there are many different approaches to defining and identifying 
“traditionally underserved or marginalized communities.” CDFW reviewed the definition 
of disadvantaged communities (DACs) in Senate Bill 535; which is based on pollution 
burden and federally recognized tribal status (a map of DACs per this definition is 
available here, data used to determine community status is available through the 
CalEnviroScreen tool). Using excess pollution burden to define and identify 
disadvantaged communities has some applicability to the MPA Network, such as 
concerns related to water quality. However, it did not seem like the most appropriate 
approach for defining and identifying “traditionally underserved or marginalized 
communities” or evaluating issues related to accessing fishing, recreation, or 
educational opportunities in the context of the MPA Network. 

CDFW considered the definition of DACs utilized by the California Department of Water 
Resources, where DACs are areas where median annual household income is 80% or 
less of the statewide median annual household income (a map of those communities 
is available here). However, when examined spatially, this definition covers much of the 
area of the state, making it difficult to identify discrete communities. 

CDFW found the data and information in the California Governor’s Office of Land Use 
and Climate Innovation’s Vulnerable Communities Platform would likely be the best to 
help understand access issues related to the MPA Network. The Vulnerable 
Communities Platform provides information on more specific and potentially 
applicable metrics, such as food insecurity and linguistic isolation, which could be used 
to better understand access issues (e.g., subsistence fishing, language access for 
outreach materials, individual indicators data is available here). However, using this 
information would require a determination of the most appropriate criteria to identify 
objective thresholds to define traditionally underserved or marginalized communities. 

Given that lack of sufficient information on benefits to historically marginalized and 
underserved communities in the petitions as filed, CDFW will continue to work with 
tribes and other partners on a broader approach outside of the narrow scope of this 
petition process to assess access and equity issues across the entire MPA Network. This 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/1c21c53da8de48f1b946f3402fbae55c/page/SB-535-Disadvantaged-Communities
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/11d2f52282a54ceebcac7428e6184203/page/CalEnviroScreen-4_0
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/dacs/
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/dacs/
https://vcp.lci.ca.gov/
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/652c6def7040429bafe23c38966f8f73/page/Individual-Indicators
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includes working on DMR Recommendation 8, to “Evaluate the accessibility of MPAs to 
various community groups.” Through this separate process, CDFW could work 
collaboratively with communities and partners, including to align on:  

• A definition of “traditionally underserved or marginalized communities” in the 
context of the MPA Network or access to marine resources, developed with and for 
communities,  

• Barriers to access experienced by these communities related to access to marine 
resources and/or MPAs, and  

• Methods by which those barriers may be mitigated. 

Question 16: Is the proposed change consistent with the CFGC Justice, Equity, 
Diversity and Inclusion Policy? 

California Fish and Game Commission (CFGC) staff conducted this analysis and 
prepared the response to Question 16.   

Justice, Equity, Diversity and Inclusion Policy Overview 

The California Fish and Game Commission’s (CFGC) Justice, Equity, Diversity and 
Inclusion Policy (JEDI Policy) reflects CFGC’s deep commitment and responsibility to 
support safe and equitable access to California’s thriving native wildlife and natural 
habitats, supported by inclusive decision‑making that reflects the needs and values of 
the state’s diverse communities. The policy acknowledges the significant past 
injustices experienced by historically marginalized and underserved communities and 
seeks to correct the burdens these communities have faced in accessing nature, 
participating in regulatory decision-making, and the privilege often associated with 
outdoor access. The JEDI Policy also considers and seeks to correct the 
disproportionate burdens on California Native American tribes and recognizes their 
interwoven stewardship relationships with the environment.  

The JEDI Policy identifies 13 individual commitments referred to as “actions” that guide 
how CFGC advances its JEDI commitments. Implementation of the policy has been an 
ongoing priority of CFGC since its adoption in February 2022 and CFGC staff are 
continuing to explore meaningful ways to meet its commitments. Inclusion of the JEDI 
Policy in the evaluation framework was intended to highlight this commitment.   

Evaluation of MPA Petitions 

Evaluating MPA petitions for their consistency with CFGC’s JEDI Policy marked the first 
time CFGC staff attempted to systematically apply the policy’s principles to inform 
CFGC decision-making. Through the process of evaluating MPA petitions against the 
JEDI Policy, CFGC staff found it was unable to make determinations about whether, or to 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=199236&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=199236&inline
https://fgc.ca.gov/About/JEDI
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what extent, any specific petition advances or conflicts with the JEDI Policy. The findings 
are described in detail here, along with next steps to resolve these limitations moving 
forward. 

CFGC staff reviewed the pending MPA petitions to identify conceptual intersections with 
JEDI principles. Of the 13 commitments in the policy, 7 are not relevant to the evaluation 
because they focus on internal operations, partnerships, and governance processes. 
The remaining 6 are directly applicable to the MPA petitions: 

• Considering and correcting for disproportionate burdens on historically 
marginalized communities,  

•  Improving responsiveness to the needs of marginalized fish and wildlife users;   

• Amplifying tribal voices and issues,  

• Considering the implications of decisions on subsistence activities, 

• Improving and championing safe and equitable access to abundant and healthy 
fish and wildlife populations, and  

• Promoting cultural, community, and economic opportunities related to fish and 
wildlife that CFGC regulates.  

In seeking to apply the six applicable commitments, staff identified several knowledge 
gaps that limited its ability to provide consistent or objective petition-level JEDI 
determinations. Ultimately, CFGC staff concluded that there is insufficient information 
available to meaningfully assess potential JEDI-related implications of petitions in a 
manner that reflects the intent of the policy.  

Key concepts such as subsistence activities, equitable access to abundant fish and 
wildlife populations, and cultural, community and economic opportunities do not have 
Commission-adopted definitions, metrics, or measurable criteria. Without clearly 
articulated definitions, datasets, or rubrics, petition-specific JEDI assessments would be 
inherently speculative. Staff has, however, gained a clearer understanding of these 
gaps, which will be important to address in future policy implementation. 

Tribally-Led Petitions 

One area that CFGC has already recognized is the distinct role of petitions that amplify 
tribal voices, which is reflected in how CFGC has grouped these petitions for discussion. 
Five petitions were submitted either by a tribe or with tribal participation as co-
sponsors for petitions submitted by non-tribal proponents; CFGC has grouped these as 
“Tribally-led,” which includes tribally cosponsored petitions. Some of these petitions 
advance tribally identified MPA names and, in some cases, include recommendations 
related to pursuing co-management or co-stewardship. Collectively, they reflect the 
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interests of federally recognized tribes as well as non-federally recognized tribal 
communities with enduring relationships to California’s coast. Many of these proposals 
have the potential to foster long-term partnerships or shared leadership with California 
Native American tribes, which are considered marginalized and/or underserved 
communities, supporting the broader intent of CFGC’s JEDI Policy.   

Petitioner Intent 

CFGC staff acknowledges that several petitions explicitly reference, within their petition 
rationale(s), goals related to equitable access, subsistence activities, long-term 
abundance of fish and wildlife, or other JEDI‑related intentions. While the stated 
intentions are important context, the previously-described evaluation limitations 
prevent staff from assessing the degree to which these intentions may achieve the 
goals. CFGC staff acknowledges that changes to harvest or non‑consumptive access 
may relate to subsistence or equity considerations, but cannot reliably characterize the 
nature or extent of those relationships without risking over‑generalization or 
speculation.  

Current and Future Focus 

In the absence of the tools needed for petition‑level JEDI analysis, and because many 
JEDI commitments were intended primarily to guide CFGC processes, CFGC staff has 
begun to focus on the overall petition process, including planning for regional MPA 
petition meetings. CFGC staff efforts have included: consulting with partners to inform 
development of approaches to support safe and inclusive participation; selecting 
meeting locations near affected communities to reduce travel barriers; elevating tribal 
voices; increasing transparency about meeting format and expectations; and 
exploring additional ways to provide accessible engagement opportunities. The 
regional meetings are an opportunity for CFGC to engage with local communities 
regarding MPA petitions. Proposals that reflect community knowledge, lived experience, 
and local needs align more closely with the inclusive decision-making envisioned by 
the JEDI Policy. Public comments emphasizing the level of community engagement, or 
lack thereof, were not considered when conducting the petition evaluations. 

Evaluation of the MPA petitions has highlighted critical next steps needed to strengthen 
CFGC’s ability to apply the JEDI Policy in future evaluations. Consistent with the intent of 
Recommendation 8 in CDFW’s Marine Protected Area Network Decadal Management 
Review — a mid-term priority focused on evaluating the accessibility of MPAs to various 
community groups — staff recognizes that broader collaborative efforts with various 
partners will be needed to establish the foundational elements for integrating JEDI 
considerations across the MPA Network. Advancing this work will support both the 
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CFGC’s JEDI Policy goals and more meaningful future evaluations, beyond what is 
possible within the limited scope of this petition process. 

Links 

JEDI Policy:  California Fish and Game Commission Justice, Equity, Diversity, and 
Inclusion Policy, approved February 16, 2022 

JEDI Policy Definitions: California Fish and Game Commission JEDI Definitions 

Question 17: Is the proposed change consistent with the CFGC Coastal Fishing 
Communities Policy? 

CFGC staff conducted this analysis and prepared the responses to Question 17 for the 
proposed actions in the evaluations. CFGC staff provided this additional context for 
their evaluations of Question 17. 

Coastal Fishing Communities Policy Overview  

The CFGC Coastal Fishing Communities (CFC) Policy guides CFGC, in partnership with 
CDFW, in supporting the long-term needs, social well-being, and economic health of 
California’s coastal fishing communities while upholding the conservation and 
management goals central to both agencies’ missions and mandates. The CFC Policy 
defines coastal fishing communities broadly as: (a) social, cultural, economic, and/or 
place-based groups whose members are dependent upon, engaged in, or benefit from 
local, wild-capture, commercial, recreational, or subsistence marine harvest or 
processing to meet the social and economic needs of the community; (b) include, but 
are not limited to, the businesses and organizations that depend upon or support those 
activities; and (c) may be a subset or member of larger or associated coastal 
communities. Adopted in February 2024, the CFC Policy formalizes a vision for how 
CFGC engages with fishing communities, incorporates their needs into decision-
making, and contributes to their resilience.  

Evaluation of MPA Petitions  

Evaluating MPA petitions for their consistency with CFGC’s CFC Policy marked the first 
time CFGC staff has attempted to apply the policy’s principles to inform CFGC 
decision-making. Through the process of evaluating MPA petitions against the policy, 
CFGC staff found it was unable to make determinations about whether, or to what 
extent, any specific petition advances or conflicts with the goals of the CFC Policy. The 
findings are described in detail here, along with next steps to resolve these limitations 
moving forward. 

https://fgc.ca.gov/About/JEDI
https://fgc.ca.gov/About/JEDI
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=199237&inline
https://fgc.ca.gov/About/Policies/Fisheries#Communities
https://fgc.ca.gov/About/Policies/Fisheries#Communities
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The goal of Question 17 is to identify where petitioned actions may conceptually 
intersect with the CFC Policy—not to evaluate biological outcomes addressed 
elsewhere in the petition evaluation framework or provide a full socioeconomic 
analysis.  

As CFGC staff applied the CFC Policy to each petition and its proposed actions, it 
became clear that only limited information is currently available to assess potential 
implications for coastal fishing communities. The policy encompasses broad aims, 
such as maintaining or enhancing fishing opportunities, supporting community 
resilience and adaptive capacity, and ensuring coastal fishing community interests are 
meaningfully factored into CFGC decision-making.   

However, CFGC does not yet have detailed economic, demographic, or cultural data to 
determine how proposed regulatory changes may affect specific coastal fishing 
communities. Existing statewide information—primarily the Ocean Sport Fishing web 
application and community profiles from FishingCommunities.net, last updated in 2023 
using 2021 data—provides useful general context on ports, landings, and community 
characteristics. CFGC staff expertise and experience also contributed to the 
understanding of impacts of petitioned actions on nearby coastal fishing communities. 
These sources of information do not provide the level of resolution necessary to draw 
conclusions about individual community dependence, vulnerability, or long-term 
resilience.  

Given the limitations, CFGC staff focused the evaluation on three elements that could 
be consistently and objectively applied across all petitions:   

• Describes the nature of the proposed regulatory change,   

• Identifies whether a petition action would increase, decrease, or have no direct 
effect on commercial or recreational fishing opportunity within or near the 
affected MPA, and  

• Identifies the coastal fishing communities most geographically-proximate to the 
affected area, by identifying the nearest ports or harbors and travel distance 
between them, although these do not necessarily reflect smaller coastal fishing 
communities that may be affected.   

Some petition actions were given “not applicable” responses, reflecting that those 
actions are not subject to evaluation as they are either not regulatory change requests 
or they are proposals outside of the regulatory framework for MPA management.   

Some petitions propose increasing fishing opportunities, which could conceptually 
support short- or long-term community resilience within the context of California’s 
existing fishing regulations and the broader fisheries management goals, and other 
petitions propose strengthening or expanding MPAs, which may confer long-term 
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ecological benefits that indirectly support fishing communities. However, CFGC staff 
cannot evaluate the proposed changes on biological, stock-related, or long-term 
effects relative to supporting fishing opportunities under this question.  

A full understanding of potential benefits or impacts to coastal fishing communities 
requires meaningful input from the community members themselves—commercial, 
recreational, and subsistence harvesters, as well as the businesses and organizations 
that support local fishing economies. CFGC staff view this evaluation as an initial step 
based on the information currently available, and not as a comprehensive assessment 
of the lived experience, priorities, or needs of individual communities. Public comments 
that provide such feedback have not been directly considered in the evaluation. While 
CFGC has received a wealth of public comments to inform its understanding of the 
range of views thus far, CFGC’s upcoming regional MPA petition review meetings will 
provide an important opportunity for commenters to further supplement CFGC staff’s 
analysis with direct feedback from those most connected to the affected areas. 
Continued dialogue with coastal fishing communities will help strengthen the 
foundation for applying the CFC Policy in future decision-making and improve CFGC’s 
ability to better understand and support the adaptive capacity and long-term 
resilience of California’s fishing communities over time.  

Possible next steps in policy implementation and pathways to begin filling data gaps is 
anticipated for discussion at a future CFGC Marine Resources Committee meeting. This 
discussion ideally would lead to developing options and needs to enable integrating 
consideration of the CFC policy into CFGC's decision-making.  

Links  

CFC Policy: California Fish and Game Commission Coastal Fishing Communities Policy, 
adopted February 14, 2024 (also included on the following page) 

Current Regulations Map: Ocean Sport Fishing Web App  

Partner website, California Fishing Communities, providing profiles of the history, 
economics, and culture of California's fishing communities (last updated in 2023 with 
2021 data): FishingCommunities.net   

SUMMARY OF OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
After completing the evaluations, none of the petition evaluations had information to 
include in this section beyond what was provided in the other five sections of the 
evaluation. Consequently, this section was removed from the evaluations. 

https://fgc.ca.gov/About/Policies/Fisheries#Communities
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/ff600a0249fe42f6aba0a0c30cc52eed
https://fishingcommunities.net/
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