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2. General Public Comment for Items Not on the Agenda

Today’s Item Information ☒ Action ☐ 

Receive public comment regarding topics within the Commission’s authority that are not 
included on either day of the August 12-13, 2026 meeting agenda.  

Summary of Previous/Future Actions (N/A) 

Background 

This item is to provide members of the public an opportunity to address the Commission on 
topics not on the agenda. Staff may include written materials and comments received prior to 
the meeting as exhibits in the meeting binder (if received by the written comment deadline), or 
as supplemental materials and comments at the meeting (if received by the supplemental 
comment deadline). 

General public comments are categorized as either: (1) requests for non-regulatory action or 
(2) informational-only. Under the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, the Commission cannot 
discuss or take action on any matter not included on the agenda, other than to schedule issues 
raised by the public for consideration at future meetings. Thus, non-regulatory requests 
generally follow a two-meeting cycle (receipt and direction). Any non-regulatory request 
received at today’s meeting will be evaluated by staff and considered by the Commission at its 
next regularly scheduled meeting (currently October 13-16, 2026) under “Non-regulatory 
requests from previous meetings.” 

Significant Public Comments  

1. New, non-regulatory requests are summarized in Exhibit 1; original written requests 
are provided as exhibits 2 through 4 

2. Informational comments are provided as exhibits 5 through 24 

3. Over 1,300 comments and form emails related to the proposed White Shark 
Emergency Gear Restriction regulation changes (representative sample emails in 
exhibits 2.6 – 2.8) 

Recommendation  

Commission staff: Consider whether to add any future agenda items to address issues that 
are raised during public comment.  

Exhibits 

1. Summary of new, non-regulatory requests received by July 30, 2026 

2. Tony Crosetti requests the Commission review the cumulative impact of charter and 
party boat fishing activity in San Francisco Bay and adjacent waters, and consider 
management measures that reduce concentrated fishing pressure while protecting the 
long-term health of the bay, received June 20, 2026 

3. Nathan Reiss, Grassy Bar Oyster Co., Inc., President and Co-owner; Diane Kim, 
Ph.D., CEO and Co-owner; and Nathan Churches, Ph.D., Secretary and Co-owner 
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request the renewal of California state water bottom leases M-614-01 (Parcel 1) and 
M-614-02 that will expire on June 29, 2027, received July 1, 2026 

4. Oliver Mikkelsen requests the Commission add to an agenda the status of Fish and 
Game Code Section 2000.6 regarding Senate Bill 395, known as the Wildlife Traffic 
Safety Act, for discussion and to provide a public explanation of the program, including 
any legal or administrative barriers and the steps needed to launch the pilot, received 
July 19, 2026 

5. Phoebe Lenhart, shares three links to articles highlighting western states facing rising 
environmental challenges, such as Oregon managing the spread of the New World 
screwworm, and Arizona’s San Carlos Lake suffering a near‑total fish kill from drought 

and dam‑related water stress, creating public health risks and economic impacts for 
affected communities, received between June 12 and June 22, 2026 

6. Four representative samples of 27 emails and letters from three environmental non-
governmental organizations and a Shark Week producer, expressing support for the 
emergency regulation changes regarding recreational gear restrictions for white 
sharks, received between June 16 and July 1, 2026 

7. A representative sample of 1,221 form emails supporting proposed recreational gear 
restrictions that would prohibit wire leaders and large hooks used to target white 
sharks, received between June 23 and July 7, 2026 

8. Three representative samples of 90 emails, form emails, and letters opposing 
recreational gear restrictions for white shark, received between June 18 and July 12, 
2026 

9. Layne Fajeau, Associate Organizer, Sierra Club California, encourages the 
Commission to engage in water-flow and diversion decisions affecting endangered 
species — such as Delta smelt and Chinook salmon — explaining that existing 
policies allow excessive freshwater diversion, driving a human‑caused ecological 
crisis, received June 18, 2026 

10. Tom Hafer, Secretary, Morro Bay Commercial Fisherman’s Association, forwards an 
email sent to the California Energy Commission concerning a recent notice of intent to 
sue the United States Department of the Interior over its alleged illegal buyout of the 
Golden State Wind LLC, offshore wind lease under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act, with referenced material included, received June 23, 2026 

11. Jerry Taggart shares a proposal to officially adopt the chumming flag, created to 
increase public awareness and reduce unwanted shark encounters, received June 23, 
2026 

12. Tom Hafer, Secretary, Morro Bay Commercial Fisherman’s Association, draws 
attention to an article outlining the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s 
new regional priorities to ease regulatory burdens on domestic fishing fleets, increase 
seafood production, and strengthen U.S. seafood competitiveness in line with a 
presidential executive order, received July 7, 2026 

13. Brooklyn shares insights and drawings from a 10-year-old ferret enthusiast on why 
ferrets should be legal to own in California, received between July 8 and July 30, 2026 

14. Cameron Smith supports Petition 2025-03, requesting the removal of the domestic 
ferret from California’s restricted species list, maintaining that ferrets pose no feral 
population, environmental or public health risks, received July 11, 2026 
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15. Gary Horne, asks the Commission to reopen salmon fishing on the Klamath River 
above the I-5 bridge, stating the restoration work that prompted the closure appears to 
be completed. They also note that keeping this section closed limits access and 
pushes anglers into more hazardous waters downstream, received July 23, 2026 

16. Victoria Waters supports strengthening protections against rodenticides, noting the 
harmful effects on birds of prey and other wildlife, and suggests expanded use of non-
toxic rodent control tools such as barn owl nest boxes, received July 26, 2026 

17. Tina Bennett and Kathy O’Connor, Shasta Konomihu community members, request 
Commission assistance in addressing concerns about Salmon River Restoration 
Council (SRRC) projects, citing lack of tribal oversight, inadequate consultation, and 
environmental and cultural impacts of specific restoration activities, and asks that all 
SRRC decisions, plans, and projects within ancestral homelands be subjected to 
approval by Shasta Konomihu descendants and long-term Forks of Salmon residents, 
received July 26, 2026 

18. Alison Rogers circulates a letter sent to the management of Thousand Trails 
describing several dangerous bear encounters during a Yosemite Lakes camping trip, 
received July 26, 2026 

19. Sean McMillan requests expanding the legal fall-run Chinook salmon fishing area on 
the Klamath River to its traditional location downstream of the old hatchery and Bogus 
Creek, noting that the restoration work in this area appears complete and reopening 
this area would benefit the economy and restore a long-standing angler tradition, 
received July 27, 2026 

20. Mike Beanan, Laguna Bluebelt Coalition, provides a flyer encouraging the public to 
visit the local marine reserve and a printed publication showcasing the 15th Annual 
Laguna Bluebelt Photo Contest winners, received July 29, 2026 

21. Richard Calkins documents decades of personal observation across multiple 
California trout fisheries and notes that hatchery practices have unintentionally 
harmed native trout species. They urge revising stocking strategies to adopt more 
sustainable approaches to protect declining wild and fertile trout populations, received 
July 29, 2026 

22. Kimberly Kelly forwards a letter to the Department questioning why fishing is allowed 
directly next to a protected sea lion haul-out area at Channel Islands Harbor in 
Oxnard, California and urges clearer enforcement and permanent wildlife protection 
measures to prevent harm, received July 30, 2026 

23. Lindsay Hildebrandt describes escalating bear activity in the Tahoe City area and 
recommends increasing bear tags as a practical response based on current activity 
and safety concerns, received July 30, 2026 

24. An anonymous letter describes attending a screening of Ocean with David 
Attenborough and urges continued science-based management, strong enforcement, 
and evidence-driven expansion of California’s marine protected area network, 
received July 30, 2026 

Motion (N/A) 

 



California Fish and Game Commission

Receipt List for Non-Regulatory Requests Received by 5:00 PM on July 30, 2026

Date 

Received

Name/Organization

of Requestor
Subject of Request Short Description

FGC Receipt 

Scheduled

FGC Action 

Scheduled

6/20/2026 Tony Crosetti
Charter Boats:

San Francisco Bay

Requests the Commission review the cumulative impact of charter and party boat 

fishing activity in San Francisco adjacent waters, and consider management 

measures that reduce concentrated fishing pressure while protecting the long-term 

health of the Bay.

8/12-13/2026 10/8-9/2026

7/1/2026

Nathan Reiss, President & 

Co-owner, Diane Kim, Ph.D., 

CEO & Co-owner, Nathan 

Churches, Ph.D., Secretary 

& Co-owner, Grassy Bar 

Oyster Co., Inc.

State Water Bottom Lease 

Renewal
Requests to renew State Water Bottom Leases M614-01 (Parcel 1) and M614-02 8/12-13/2027 10/8-9/2027

7/19/2026 Oliver Mikkelsen Fish and Game Code

Requests the Commission agendize the status of Fish and Game Code §2000.6, 

regarding Senate Bill 395, known as the Wildlife Traffic Safety Act, for discussion and 

provide a public explanation of the program, including any legal or administrative 

barriers and the steps needed to launch the pilot.

8/12-13/2028 10/8-9/2028



Outlook

SF Bay Party Boats

From a c 
Date Sat 06/20/2026 11:44 AM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

To the California Fish and Game Commission,

I am writing as a longtime fisherman and former participant in California’s
commercial fishing industry to express my concern about the level of charter and
party boat fishing pressure occurring in and around San Francisco Bay.

Over the years, California has imposed significant restrictions on commercial
fishermen through permit reductions, closures, quotas, and other regulations in the
name of conservation. Yet charter and party boat effort has continued to expand in
many fisheries. While these operations are often classified as part of the recreational
sector, they are still for-profit businesses that can fish the same areas day after day
throughout the season.

My concern is not with recreational anglers taking their families fishing on private
boats. My concern is with the concentrated and continuous fishing effort created by
large charter operations that repeatedly target the same fish stocks and fishing
grounds.

As someone who has spent many years fishing San Francisco Bay, I have personally
observed a significant decline in sevengill shark fishing compared to past decades.
Areas that once consistently produced sevengill sharks now often yield few or none.
While multiple factors may contribute to these changes, many longtime fishermen
believe the cumulative fishing pressure on Bay resources deserves much closer
examination.

I urge the Commission to evaluate:

• Limits on the number of charter and party boat permits.

• Restrictions on the number of operating days per week.
• Area rotation programs for heavily pressured fishing grounds.

• Enhanced monitoring of fishing effort and localized impacts.

• Conservation measures that apply fairly across all sectors.

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


Many fishermen believe that localized fishing pressure is not receiving sufficient
attention in current management discussions. Conservation efforts should consider
not only total harvest but also the intensity and frequency with which specific areas
are fished.

I respectfully request that the Commission review the cumulative impact of charter
and party boat fishing activity in San Francisco Bay and adjacent waters and
consider management measures that reduce concentrated fishing pressure while
protecting the long-term health of the resource.

The goal should not be to eliminate access to fishing, but to ensure that future
generations have the same opportunities and healthy fish populations that previous
generations enjoyed. Conservation measures should be applied fairly across all
sectors that place significant pressure on the resource.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Tony Crosetti



 
 

 

 

1215 Embarcadero, Morro Bay, CA 93442 
www.grassybaroyster.com | gboysterco@gmail.com | 503-688-8449 

 
 
July 1, 2026 
 
To: California Fish and Game Commission 
 
From: Grassy Bar Oyster Co., Inc. 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: On behalf of Grassy Bar Oyster Company, Inc., we 
respectfully request the renewal of California State Water Bottom Leases M614-
01 (Parcel 1) and M614-02, both of which are scheduled to expire on June 29, 
2027. 
 
We would appreciate your guidance on the renewal process to facilitate a timely 
renewal. 
 
Over the past 15 years, these leases have been instrumental in supporting 
sustainable shellfish aquaculture operations in Morro Bay, CA. We are grateful 
for the opportunity to steward these public resources responsibly and remain 
committed to producing high-quality local seafood while supporting the health of 
the bay and the local community. We look forward to continuing this work for 
another productive ten-year lease term. 
 
Thank you for your time and assistance. We look forward to your guidance on the 
renewal process. 
 
Best regards, 
 

 
 
Nathan Reiss  Diane Kim, Ph.D.  Nathan Churches, Ph.D. 
President & Co-Owner CEO & Co-Owner  Secretary & Co-Owner 
 

Grassy Bar Oyster Co., Inc. 
gboysterco@gmail.com 

mailto:gboysterco@gmail.com


Outlook

Petition Regarding Implementation of Fish and Game Code § 2000.6 (Wildlife Traffic Safety Act)

From Oliver Mikkelsen
Date Sun 07/19/2026 01:37 PM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

July 19, 2026

California Fish and Game Commission

RE: Petition Regarding Implementation of Fish and Game Code § 2000.6 (Wildlife Traffic Safety Act)

Dear Commissioners,

I respectfully submit this petition requesting that the California Fish and Game Commission publicly
address the status of Fish and Game Code § 2000.6, commonly known as the Wildlife Traffic Safety Act.

The Legislature enacted this statute to authorize a pilot program allowing the lawful salvage of certain
big game animals killed in vehicle collisions. Years after enactment, the program has not been
implemented, and members of the public continue to receive conflicting information regarding
whether the delay is due to funding, regulatory issues, administrative priorities, or other legal
considerations.

Accordingly, I respectfully request that the Commission:

1. Place the implementation of Fish and Game Code § 2000.6 on the agenda of a future
Commission meeting.

2. Provide a public explanation describing the current status of the program.

3. Identify any legal, fiscal, or administrative barriers preventing implementation.

4. Explain whether the Commission believes additional legislation or appropriations are necessary
before implementation may proceed.

5. If implementation remains possible under existing law, provide an estimated timeline for
completing the necessary regulations and launching the pilot program.

California residents have a legitimate interest in understanding why a law enacted by the Legislature
has not resulted in an operational program. A transparent explanation will benefit hunters,
conservationists, motorists, wildlife advocates, and the general public.
Thank you for your consideration. I respectfully request that this petition be included in the
Commission's public record and that I be notified of any meetings or actions concerning this matter.

Respectfully,

Oliver Mikkelsen

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


https://www.statesmanjournal.com/story/news/local/oregon/2026/06/11/oregon-acts-as-flesh-eating-parasite-spreads-beyond-texas/90480868007/


https://www.thecooldown.com/outdoors/san-carlos-lake-fishing-spot-closure-health-risks/


https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/klamath-river-parasite-invasion-fish-deaths-california-b3001497.html


Outlook

Public Comment IN SUPPORT of Emergency Regulations: White Sharks

From Kinga Philipps 
Date Tue 06/23/2026 07:01 PM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

To the Commissioners and Department Staff, 

I am writing as a California resident, diver, spear fisher and ocean/shark conservationist to express my
full and unreserved support for the emergency regulations passed unanimously on June 17, 2026,
which ban wire leaders and restrict hook sizes to a maximum of 1.5 inches inside measurement from
Pigeon Point south.

While certain recreational angling groups have publicly criticized these restrictions under the guise of
"animal welfare" and "constitutional rights," their arguments fundamentally misrepresent the reality of
land-based shark fishing, modern tackle engineering, and the original intent of California’s legal
framework. I urge the Commission to uphold these protective measures permanently and to address
critical omissions regarding modern technology.

I would like to submit the following points and scientific evidence for the official record:

1. Large Hooks and Wire Leaders Are Solely Necessary for Prohibited Apex Predators: 

Opponents argue that restricting hook size to 1.5 inches and banning wire leaders will cause incidental
harm to smaller, legally targeted species like leopard sharks (Triakis semifasciata). This argument is
technologically and biologically incorrect.  
Leopard sharks average 4 to 5 feet in length, possess small mouths, and feed primarily on benthic
invertebrates (crabs, clams) and small fish. They do not possess the broad, bone-hinged jaw structures
or razor-sharp, serrated teeth that require heavy wire leaders or hooks exceeding 1.5 inches. Anglers
sustainably targeting legitimate shore species can, and routinely do, safely catch them using smaller
circle hooks (such as sizes 1/0 to 5/0) and heavy monofilament or fluorocarbon leaders.
I am well-versed in this fishing technology as we utilize a variety of hooks and gear in our research
work. 

The only functional reason a shore-based angler utilizes an industrial wire leader and a massive hook
exceeding 1.5 inches is to handle the immense weight, shearing power, and abrasive skin of massive
apex predators, most notably juvenile and adult White Sharks (Carcharodon carcharias), which are fully
protected under California law (AB 2109). The restriction does not punish everyday surf fishers; it
deliberately removes the specialized toolkit required to pull apex predators into the surf line.

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


Mako sharks are apex, open-ocean predators that do not inhabit shallow beach surf zones; they are
targeted almost exclusively from offshore vessels, which are unaffected by this shore-based regulation.
Thresher sharks, whose populations are only recently recovering after decades of devastating historical
pressure from commercial drift gillnets, are open-water schooling fish feeders. They are not a resident
shoreline species. Invoking these species to defend land-based, heavy-tackle shark fishing is a logical
fallacy designed to obscure the fact that the only large sharks consistently accessible from the sand
are protected juvenile White Sharks and vulnerable nearshore Sevengills. 

2. The Physiological and Lethal Toll of Land-Based "Catch and Release." 

Opponents frame catch-and-release fishing as a harmless, conservation-neutral hobby. Peer-reviewed
marine science proves otherwise. Landing a heavy shark from the shore is vastly more detrimental to
the animal than boat-based angling due to unique physiological stressors:
Severe Metabolic Acidosis: Sharks are obligate ram ventilators or rely heavily on constant movement
to flush water through their gills. The prolonged, exhaustive struggle against heavy drag from the
shoreline causes a rapid, catastrophic accumulation of blood lactate and a sharp drop in blood pH. A
landmark study on shore-based shark fishing stress (Binstock et al., 2023) documented post-release
mortality (PRM) rates as high as 45% to 50% for sensitive species due to metabolic failure and
irreversible muscle damage (rhabdomyolysis) occurring hours after the shark is released.

 Internal Organ Crushing (Gravity Damage): Unlike bony fish, sharks have a cartilaginous skeleton and
lack a rigid rib cage. Their internal organs are supported entirely by the natural buoyancy of deep
water. When a large shark is dragged onto the hard sand or rocks of a beach, its immense body
weight collapses inward, crushing its liver, heart, and internal vasculature. This causes severe internal
hemorrhaging that is completely invisible to the angler taking a photograph, but lethal to the shark
post-release.

I am VERY well versed in how taxing such fishing methodology is on shark species, as we often utilize
boat fishing practices for the purpose of scientific tagging. When spear tagging is not an option, we
land sharks from boats to install satellite and acoustic transmitters. It's a very meticulous process that
requires extensive care to ensure the sharks do not suffer post-release mortality. While some species
and individuals are more resilient, others are not. It is my job to be in the water when sharks are
landed, and I often have to swim the sharks off by pushing them by the tail to revive them, or they
could potentially sink to the bottom and die. I find that I have to intervene in at least 30-40 percent of
situations, on average. These are the risks and precautions we take for the highly beneficial purpose of
gathering scientific data to study and protect shark species. Subjecting these animals to this kind of
physiological trauma purely for an Instagram photo or personal entertainment is an unjustifiable
ecological risk and arguably a moral conflict. 

3. Public Safety, Attraction, and the Coexistence Boundary: 

A primary driver of land-based shark fishing is social media validation, where anglers capture "trophy"
photos with distressed animals on the sand before releasing them. To achieve this, anglers frequently
deploy heavy chum lines and large baits directly from public beaches, piers, and jetties.
Chumming and baiting near shore actively draw large, predatory sharks into shallow water zones
heavily used by swimmers, surfers, and wading families. This creates an artificial overlap between apex
predators and human recreation, severely compromising public safety and risking negative human-
shark interactions that ultimately result in public backlash against shark conservation. Managing the
"coexistence boundary" requires keeping heavy attractants and heavy shark-fighting gear away from
public recreation beaches.



4. Historical Context: The 1910 Constitutional Amendment Was for Sustenance, Not Trophy
Hunting: 

Opponents frequently cite Article I, Section 25 of the California Constitution, claiming it protects their
absolute "right to fish" from public lands. This argument ignores the historical context and legal intent
of the 1910 amendment.
Voters passed Section 25 in the early 20th century as a direct reaction to wealthy private developers
monopolizing coastlines and cutting off public water access. The amendment was written to guarantee
subsistence fishing rights, ensuring that working-class citizens, immigrants, and their families had
uninterrupted access to public waters to harvest sustainable marine protein for survival.
It was never intended to provide constitutional protection for an industrialized recreational sport, nor
did it envision wrestling protected apex predators onto the sand for pure entertainment or digital
media exposure. Furthermore, Section 25 explicitly includes the caveat that the Legislature may
provide the "conditions under which the different species of fish may be taken." Restricting destructive
gear types falls entirely within this constitutional authority.

5.  Suggestion for Future Consideration for Restricting Use of Bait-Dropping Drones: 

The emergency regulation initially considered restrictions on drone-assisted baiting, which were
unfortunately removed. This omission undermines the efficacy of the gear restriction.
Recreational fishers do not utilize high-powered, GPS-guided drones to drop small baits into the surf
zone for 15-pound leopard sharks. Drones are deployed explicitly to carry massive, bloody baits (such
as whole rays or fish heads) hundreds of yards past the breaker line into the migratory corridors of
large pelagic sharks and protected White Sharks. Allowing drone-assisted baiting to continue
facilitates the intentional targeting of apex predators from public beaches. I strongly urge the
Department to reinstate the ban on drone baiting in the permanent rulemaking phase.

In conclusion, the emergency regulations enacted by the Commission are common-sense, scientifically
backed measures that close dangerous regulatory loopholes. Forcing an end to the use of heavy wire
leaders and oversized hooks from the shoreline protects vulnerable, ecologically vital apex predators
from lethal capture stress, aligns with the true historical intent of California's fishing laws, and protects
public safety on our shared beaches.

I strongly support these emergency restrictions and urge the Department to make them permanent,
while also reconsidering a future full ban on chumming and drone-assisted baiting from public
shorelines.

Thank you sincerely for your dedication to protecting California’s marine ecosystems. If I can be of any
future assistance in any way, please do not hesitate to reach out. 

Cheers, 
--
Kinga Philipps | Executive Producer and Host of Shark Week 
Emmy & Telly Winning Journalist | Producer | Writer 
Travel & Conservation News Correspondent 
National Geographic, Travel Channel, History Channel, Discovery, BBC
The Explorers Club FN'18  | www.sharkallies.com
www.kingaphilipps.com 



   

 
 

June 23, 2026 

 
 

 
 

TO: State of California Dept. of Fish And Wildlife 
Re: Support for Emergency Regulation – White Shark Fishing from Beaches and Piers 

 
We fully support the emergency regulation passed the Commission to enact an emergency regulation 
to strengthen fishing gear restrictions to improve public safety and reduce white shark catches for 
California beaches and piers. 
 
The restrictions are reasonable, considering that they represent a compromise and shouldn’t even be 
necessary. Great Whites are a protected species, but some water users decide their personal 
enjoyment and justification overrides any scientific determinations and law. 
 
The fundamental flaw in how sharks are managed is the fact that higher value is attributed to fishing 
income and fishing interests, whether that is for commercial or sport purposes, than benefits to any 
other stakeholders. Mostly, because the other stakeholders have never been clearly defined and the 
consequences they suffer are not quantified. The value of sharks to ecosystems is well understood. 
Ecosystem services alone will far outweigh the value of fishing of keystone species. The public’s 
stake in having healthy marine life is incalculable. Alternative industries, like whale watching, diving, 
kayaking, and even the entertainment industries that use sharks as their source for documentary and 
film productions, is never asked, never truly represented and rarely taken into consideration. Simply 
because it hasn’t been done. And the loudest voices are the ones that want to continue hunting. 
 
Please do not let the arguments of a small group of water users deter you from pursuing measures 
that support conservation and the interests of the vast majority of people. 
We encourage and fully support making this emergency regulation permanent, and to go 
further with additional actions, such as prohibiting chumming near shore and other purposeful 
recommendations made by the science and advocacy community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stefanie Brendl     

     
  
  

 
 

 



 

 
 
 

June 24, 2026 

California Fish and Game Commission​
Attn: Melissa Miller-Henson, Executive Director​
P.O. Box 944209​
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 

Sent via email to fgc@fgc.ca.gov 

RE: Support for Amendments to Title 14 CCR Sections 28.06 and 28.65 Regarding Recreational Gear 
Restrictions for White Shark (SCH No. 2026060900) 

 

Dear Commissioners: 

On behalf of the Greater Farallones Association, I am writing in strong support of the California Fish 
and Game Commission’s amendments to Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Sections 28.06 and 
28.65 regarding recreational gear restrictions and handling requirements for white sharks. 

Greater Farallones Association works to conserve the wildlife and habitats of California’s nationally 
significant Greater Farallones (GFNMS), Cordell Bank, and Monterey Bay (from Marin to Santa Cruz 
County) national marine sanctuaries through science, education, and restoration. We recognize that 
effective ocean stewardship requires adaptive management informed by emerging conditions and 
conservation needs. GFA supports the GFNMS-managed White Shark Stewardship Program, and the 
CDFW proposed action is consistent with this program and the sanctuary regulations related to 
attracting and approaching white sharks.  

White sharks play a critical role as apex predators in California’s marine ecosystems. Their presence 
helps maintain ecological balance and supports the health and resilience of coastal food webs. As 
protected species, white sharks warrant careful stewardship and management measures that minimize 
avoidable mortality and disturbance. 

The need for these protections is particularly important given reports of recent white shark deaths 
associated with recreational fishing activities and increasing observations of juvenile white sharks along 
California’s coast. As ocean conditions continue to shift and white shark distribution changes, proactive 
management measures are necessary to reduce harmful interactions between people and wildlife and 
to ensure that protected species remain protected in practice as well as in regulation. 

The proposed amendments also provide important public safety benefits. By discouraging the use of 
gear commonly associated with targeting large sharks in heavily used coastal recreation areas, the 
regulations help reduce the risk of dangerous interactions involving hooked sharks, anglers, swimmers, 
surfers, and other ocean users. 

Therefore we support the Commission’s proposed requirements to immediately release hooked white 
sharks, prohibit removing white sharks from the water, and restrict the use of fishing gear that can 
facilitate the intentional targeting of white sharks from shore-based locations. These measures 
 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__farallones.noaa.gov_eco_sharks_&d=DwMFaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=LdXwzhFK1IRaTpbwQFj97LpTOAwT_yRwTEsdDgbm568&m=2QkPY-6sTxD7Ksu5YPekoStTUQtv2GVc1LbPzqcCjwnkMcGsh9qjLEMx2Bb7HsI6&s=__6FKP2LblJ-A-BzA8TaxbP_9UPdjYcGuduXrMnBmVE&e=


represent a practical, science-based approach to reducing shark mortality while promoting responsible 
recreational fishing practices.The Commission’s proposed amendments demonstrate a commitment to 
protecting both marine ecosystems and the public. 

Thank you for your leadership in advancing these important protections for California’s marine wildlife. 
We respectfully urge the Commission to adopt and implement these amendments. 

Sincerely, 

 

Maria Brown 
Board Vice President​
Greater Farallones Association 
 

 



 

June 24, 2026 

Office of Administrative Law 
California Fish and Game Commission 
Att.: staff@oal.ca.gov and fgc@fgc.ca.gov 

Re: Emergency Regulations: Recreational Gear Restrictions for White Shark. 

Dear Commissioners and Staff, 

On behalf of Point Blue Conservation Science, I am writing in support of the proposed emergency 
regulations amending Sections 28.06 and 28.65 of Title 14 regarding recreational gear restrictions 
for white sharks. 

Point Blue has a long history of studying white sharks and the ecosystems they inhabit in central 
California. For decades, our scientists have conducted research and monitoring on Southeast 
Farallon Island, one of the most important white shark aggregation sites in the northeastern Pacific. 
Through long-term observations of marine predators, prey populations, and ocean conditions, we 
have documented the ecological importance of white sharks as apex predators and their role in 
maintaining healthy marine ecosystems. 

Point Blue scientists also participated in the scientific discussions and stakeholder processes that 
informed California's white shark conservation measures, including protections that prohibit the 
take of white sharks. We therefore recognize both the conservation value and practical importance 
of regulations that reduce shark mortality and discourage intentional targeting. 

We are particularly supportive of efforts to ensure that accidentally hooked white sharks can be 
released alive. These actions are consistent with current best practices for the handling and release 
of large sharks and are expected to improve post-release survival while reducing the likelihood of 
harmful interactions between hooked sharks and other ocean users. 

White sharks are an iconic component of California's marine ecosystem and a protected species 
whose recovery and conservation depend on effective management measures. The proposed 
emergency regulations represent a prudent step toward reducing avoidable mortality and enhancing 
public safety during a period when white shark presence in nearshore waters may increase. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal and for your continued commitment to 
science-based management of California's marine resources. 

Sincerely, 



Outlook

Emergency Regulations: Recreational Gear Restrictions for White Shark

From Jade Cook
Date Wed 07/01/2026 12:44 AM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>; OAL Reference Attorney@OAL <OALReferenceAttorney@oal.ca.gov>

California Fish & Game Commission,

I strongly support the proposed regulations to prohibit wire leaders and large hooks used to target white
sharks, as well as requiring this species to be kept fully submerged if incidentally caught.

For too long, our beloved great whites have been illegally targeted using this gear, caught and dragged
from the ocean for photoshoots, under the auspices of targeting other species.

As warm El Niño waters stir, bringing more sharks to California shores, these regulations are more than
warranted to protect California swimmers, surfers, and sharks alike.

Thank you

Sent from my iPhone
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Outlook

Dear Commissioners

From Alexander Everett 
Date Tue 06/23/2026 07:11 PM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>; OAL Reference Attorney@OAL <OALReferenceAttorney@oal.ca.gov>

Dear Commissioners, 

I respectfully oppose the proposed amendments to Section 28.65. While I support protecting white
sharks and enforcing existing regulations, a blanket prohibition on metallic leaders and hook-size
restrictions would have significant unintended consequences for legitimate fisheries that are not
targeting white sharks.

These regulations would negatively impact anglers targeting species such as mako, blue, sevengill,
soupfin, and leopard sharks, which are legal to pursue under California law. Wire leaders and
appropriately sized hooks are important tools that allow anglers to responsibly target, land, and
release these species. Rather than imposing broad gear restrictions on law-abiding anglers, focus on
enforcing existing laws against the illegal targeting of protected white sharks.

Metallic leaders are not used only for large sharks. They are also an important conservation tool in
legal California shark fisheries. Even sharp-toothed bony fishes and relatively small sharks can quickly
sever monofilament or fluorocarbon leaders. Species such as leopard sharks and soupfin sharks can
easily bite through conventional leaders, leaving fish swimming away with hooks and long lengths of
line attached. Prohibiting the use of metallic leaders will likely result in more hooks being embedded
in fish. Ironically, these proposed restrictions may increase harm to sharks and other marine life. When
sharks cut through monofilament leaders, they can swim away trailing hooks and line that may remain
embedded in the animal. Lost monofilament can persist in the marine environment for years, creating
entanglement hazards for marine mammals, sea turtles, seabirds, and fish. Properly selected wire
leaders often reduce gear loss and improve the likelihood that fish can be landed, handled
responsibly, and released without excessive tackle left behind. I am one of thousands of anglers who
contribute to California's coastal economy through recreational fishing tourism.

Regulations that unnecessarily restrict access to these fisheries will have economic consequences for
anglers, coastal communities, tackle shops, charter operators, hotels, restaurants, and other small
businesses that benefit from visiting fishermen.

Protecting white sharks is an important goal, but it should be accomplished through targeted
enforcement of existing regulations rather than broad restrictions that affect responsible anglers,
sustainable fisheries, and coastal economies while potentially creating unintended environmental
consequences.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Alexander Everett
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Outlook

Opposition to Emergency Amendment 28.06 & 28.65

From Marissa Sylvester
Date Fri 06/26/2026 09:28 AM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

Dear Office of Administrative Law,

I am writing to respectfully oppose the proposed emergency amendments to Title 14 CCR Sections 
28.06 and 28.65, which would restrict recreational fishing gear by banning metallic leaders and limiting 
hook size from shore and out to 1,000 feet off the beach.

Protecting white sharks is something I fully support. But a blanket ban on metallic leaders and a hook-
size restriction isn’t the right way to get there. A rule like this punishes every angler, including all of us 
who follow the current regulations and do our best to treat these fish and the ocean with respect. If the 
real goal is conservation, that’s far better served by strictly enforcing the rules already in place and by 
doing more to educate the public on how to safely handle protected species.

I’d also like to point out that wire leaders often reduce gear loss and make it more likely a fish can be 
landed, handled, and released cleanly, without tackle left behind in the animal or the water. When a 
shark cuts through a monofilament or fluorocarbon leader, it swims off trailing hooks and line that can 
negatively affect the fish and the environment. 

I also disagree with this emergency rule making process. It is not fair to the public to only allow us a 
short window to stress our concerns over email. Enforcing this restriction will affect thousands, some of 
which depend on this fishery. 

Please protect white sharks by enforcing the rules we already have, not by banning gear that is essential 
to target the species we are actively trying to catch. 

Thank you for your time. 

Marissa Sylvester 
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Outlook

Emergency Regulations: Recreational Gear Restrictions for White Shark

From Greg Haskins 
Date Sun 07/12/2026 02:12 PM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>; OAL Reference Attorney@OAL <OALReferenceAttorney@oal.ca.gov>

Hi,

My name is Greg Haskins.  I am a land based shark fishing(LBSF) guide.  I have been a member of the 
LBSF community for 26 years and I understand the community more intimately than any scientist, 
regulator or outsider ever could.  I am writing you today to inform you in no uncertain terms that a top 
down approach to LBSF regulations in California will unequivocally result in the creation of a target on 
the backs of California white sharks raising the likelihood of white shark mortality due to LBSF activities. 

Please take a moment to remind yourself of the lessons that we learned during prohibition about what 
happens when you take away something that is highly desired.  California has a highly desirable fishery 
for the LBSF community. 

In recent years, coinciding with the rise of social media influencers, inexperienced anglers have been 
attracted to LBSF doing what is dubbed in the community as “clout chasing”.  Influencers with very little 
to no experience will target large sharks with the intention of posting pictures and videos on social media 
for views, likes and monetary reasons and then copy-cat behavior follows. Due to the nature of social 
media, these influencers are always looking for an opportunity to do something more extreme or unique 
to stand out which leads to stupid behavior. 

As a long time member of the LBSF community, I can attest to the reality that a much larger percentage 
of LBSF community members are willing to break rules and regulations, specifically fishing bans, than 
members of other fishing communities.  In fact, this rebellious nature is something that most community 
members take great pride in.  If you took an anonymous survey asking LBSF community members if 
they have ever fish inside an area with a ban, you would be hard pressed to find a community member 
that has not.  I fished with a client in an area that has an existing ban last week.  This is an incredibly 
common practice and is viewed as a right of passage; you’re not truly a community member unless 
you’ve caught sharks where it’s banned. It’s similar to joining the mile high club, breaking the rules is 
part of the excitement. 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


A full ban, or regulations such as the inability to use large hooks and wire which essentially constitute a 
full ban, will simply move LBSF activity to the night.  Fishing at night is something the community is 
already accustomed to for multiple reasons, one of which is that wardens are never on the beach at 
3am.  

We have faced bans in every state that the sport is popular and when they pop up we rally and make a 
big fuss but if the ban goes through the reaction is “Whatever, we are going to fish at night anyway.  
Good luck enforcing it!”

If the intention of the proposed regulations is to reduce white shark mortality, a ban of LBSF will have the 
opposite effect.  It will create a scenario in which catching a “banned CA white” becomes a status symbol 
among the LBSF community making it a more desirable catch, particularly to the community members 
that are most likely to kill a white shark, the “clout chasers”.

A 2014 study of the Maldives’ shark sanctuary led by Khadeeja Ali found major problems stemming from 
both a lack of consultation of the local fishing community and monitoring.  The fishermen felt attacked 
and chose to ignore the regulations and they did not have the proper monitoring in place to enforce the 
regulations. The paper concluded that “without proper monitoring, the shark ban cannot be a success.”  

Ignoring fishing bans is an ingrained part of the LBSF community and something your monitoring and 
enforcement officers will not be able to successfully mitigate.    

David Shiffman, Ph.D., Conservation Shark Biologist and Conservation Policy Expert, said in his book 
“Why Sharks Matter” that regulations that involve fishers and give them a voice are much more likely to 
be successful.  Additionally, he states that regulations that implement fishing gear modification have 
been shown to be highly successful. 

A regulation that requires fishers to use proper LBSF gear will be highly successful in reducing white 
shark mortality. 

When incorrect fishing gear is used for LBSF, it can result in long fight times that result in fish mortality 
due to exhaustion and stress.  However, it’s well known that using proper gear, specifically large 
conventional reels that put out a minimum of 50lbs of drag, significantly reduces the rate of fish 
mortality. 

Even though the community rebels against full bans, oddly, when there are regulations about how to 
properly fish for sharks from land, these regulations get self enforced within the community.  Florida has 
implemented LBSF regulations that include a special shark fishing license, a training course, use of 
specific gear, fish handling regulations and the prevention of fishing on busy beaches.  I frequently see 
people getting harassed, ridiculed and receiving threats for doing things like fishing during the day on 
busy beaches. 

An approach such as the one used in FL will be highly effective at achieving the goal of protecting white 
sharks.  



A time of use regulation could be included and is an effective way to minimize the possibility of negative 
interactions between anglers and other beach goers thus reducing the number of complaints from other 
beach goers about LBSF activity.  

I suggest that regulating the reel size should be included.  This is the most common mistake that anglers 
make that leads to extended fight times. 

It is easy to get some junky gear and a used kayak off of marketplace for a few hundred dollars to be 
able to fish.  Proper gear is quite expensive, even used, and this alone will significantly reduce the 
number of people participating in LBSF in the state.  Additionally, the LBSF members will self police this 
to a large degree.  It is very vocally frowned upon when a shark dies due to improper gear and having an 
actual regulation about the issue will absolutely result in self enforcement.  Although please note that it 
will also result in fist fights - we are a rowdy crowd and do not care about another misdemeanor.  

You have likely already come to know how volatile the LBSF community can be.  As someone who has 
navigated it for years, please take heed to my words when I say that a ban will result in the fishery 
becoming more desirable for the most volatile members of the community.  They will not post where they 
caught the fish on social media but they will absolutely travel from far and wide to add the “banned CA 
white” notch to their bed post.  Pardon my French but the little dick energy held within this community is 
higher than anywhere else in our society. 

I and most of the LBSF community fully support white shark conservation.  White shark conservation is a 
hot topic that is often quite emotional for people.  So much so, that even well respected members of the 
scientific community are sharing misinformation on their platforms regarding the proposed shark 
regulations because it fits nicely into a narrative in support of the ban. I have seen members of the 
science community claim that large sharks need the buoyancy of water to support their bodies to avoid 
injury.. White sharks dive to over 4000 feet.  At that depth the pressure on their bodies is 1,800 pounds 
per square inch which is significantly more pressure on their body than the pressure that momentarily 
lying on the shore would generate on their stomachs.  Their bodies are designed to withstand immense 
pressure.  In reality we do not know if momentarily lying on the shore causes injury to their bodies, just 
as we do not know if fish can feel pain - a fact that is accepted by the science community.   However, 
they do not appear to sustain injury when they lay fully out of the water on the platforms of research 
boats.  If a member of the science community makes such a claim they are not being fully truthful and 
have thus crossed a professional boundary.  That said, I support not taking large sharks fully out of the 
water and is a practice that I keep.     

If a full ban goes through, the number of white sharks that wash up on CA beaches will increase and 
lacking the tact and patience to work with the LBSF community to achieve common ground on the goal 
of protecting white sharks will become a well known conservation blunder.  It will become a teaching 
point of making sure you understand the behavior of the community that you are regulating.  I am well 
versed in how unpleasant it can be to interact with the LBSF community, however I can assure you with 
the utmost certainty that it would be a grave mistake to implement a complete ban of LBSF in Southern 
California. 



I am not currently an active member of the community in CA but there are a few well respected 
individuals, specifically Spencer Wonder, that have powerful voices within the community.  They can be 
powerful allies in achieving a conservation goal of minimizing white shark mortality caused by LBSF. 

I want to take a moment to address shark fishing bans being positioned as public safety issues.  The 
lack of factual support for this idea is simply comical.  In addition, it actively works against conservation 
efforts as it perpetuates the Jaws Effect by labeling sharks as dangerous.  As I am sure you are aware, 
no matter how you quantify danger it is impossible to come to the conclusion that sharks are indeed 
dangerous.  For example if we were to use hospitalizations per year to quantify danger:  sharks account 
for 25; Domestic cats account for 60,000.  Are we banning cat ownership? Youth sports account for over 
900,000 including over 280,000 traumatic brain injuries - yet we excitedly sign our children up for these 
activities. 

In summary, because of the dynamics of the LBSF community, a LBSF ban poses a grave threat to 
white sharks because you will not be able to properly monitor and enforce the ban and it will encourage 
the worst actors in the space to target white sharks.  In any regulations that get put in place please do 
not include anything about the preposterous and anti-conservation notion of swimmer safety.    

My words are not a ruse, sometimes in life, you just know something is going to be true.  After 26 years 
of experience with this community, this is one of those moments.  Banning LBSF in California will be a 
white shark conservation disaster.    

Please listen to my words.

Sincerely, 

Greg Haskins 





Outlook

Re: the CEC lawsuit against Trump Administration regarding OSW refund of their lease purchase funds

From mbcfo member <mbcfo1972@gmail.com>
Date Tue 06/23/2026 12:18 PM
To California Energy Commission <CEC@public.govdelivery.com>
Cc Doug Boren <douglas.boren@boem.gov>; CentralCoast@Coastal <CentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov>; Andrea Chmelik <Andrea.Chmelik@asm.ca.gov>; Dobroski, Nicole@SLC

<Nicole.Dobroski@slc.ca.gov>; Eckerle, Jenn@CNRA <Jenn.Eckerle@resources.ca.gov>; Executive Officer of SLC <ExecutiveOfficer.Public@slc.ca.gov>;
ExecutiveStaff@Coastal <ExecutiveStaff@coastal.ca.gov>; FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>; Flint, Scott@Energy <Scott.Flint@energy.ca.gov>; bgibson@co.slo.ca.us
<bgibson@co.slo.ca.us>; Greg Haas <greg.haas@mail.house.gov>; Nancy Hann <nancy.hann@noaa.gov>; Harland, Eli@Energy <Eli.Harland@energy.ca.gov>; Dr. Caryl Hart
<CommissionerCHart@coastal.ca.gov>; Gonzalez, Kathleen@Waterboards <Kathleen.Gonzalez@Waterboards.ca.gov>; Huckelbridge, Kate@Coastal
<Kate.Huckelbridge@coastal.ca.gov>; Kalua, Kaitlyn@CNRA <Kaitlyn.Kalua@resources.ca.gov>; Kato, Grace@SLC <Grace.Kato@slc.ca.gov>; Zara Landrum
<zlandrum@morrobayca.gov>; JANO.DEKERMENJIAN@sen.ca.gov <JANO.DEKERMENJIAN@SEN.CA.GOV>

Dear California Energy Commission,

Using the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act to support your case against the Trump Administration is ironic since California is already in violation of the
OCSLA by not doing the required data collection.  Because the State bypassed the data collection required in Section 20 of the OCSLA, protected essential
fish habitat, endangered species, and commercial fisheries were put into jeopardy with high resolution geographic mapping utilizing unstudied new
technology.  Atlas Wind llc and Golden State Wind llc completed site surveys April to November 2024 using high decibel sonar studies capable of
penetrating the ocean floor up to 150’, over 1000s of acres, 40 feet off the bottom, 24/7 for over 8 months with no Before, After, Control, Impact data
collection as required in the OCSLA.   Let alone the required establishment of Best Practice Protocols for Site Surveys set forth in the California Coastal
Commissions Conditional Consistency Determination and or Senate Bill 286. 

This is a direct quote from the OCSLA:
"Time-series and data trend information of the human, marine, and coastal environments were suppose to be collected within 6 months of the lease sale and
subsequent to developing the lease according to the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA).”

 Therefore, Wind developers and State agencies should not have been able to progress with any phase of development, including Site Surveys, until they
were in compliance with the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) Section 20. Environmental Studies. (Page 36-37).  

SEC. 20. ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES.—(a)(1) The Secretary shall
conduct a study of any area or region included in any oil and gas
lease sale or other lease in order to establish information needed
for assessment and management of environmental impacts on the
human, marine, and coastal environments of the outer Continental
Shelf and the coastal areas which may be affected by oil and gas
or other mineral development in such area or region.
(2) Each study required by paragraph (1) of this subsection
shall be commenced not later than six months after the date of enactment
of this section with respect to any area or region where a
lease sale has been held or announced by publication of a notice of
proposed lease sale before such date of enactment, and not later
than six months prior to the holding of a lease sale with respect
to any area or region where no lease sale has been held or scheduled
before such date of enactment. In the case of an agreement
under section 8(k)(2), each study required by paragraph (1) of this
subsection shall be commenced not later than 6 months prior to
commencing negotiations for such agreement or the entering into
the memorandum of agreement as the case may be. The Secretary
may utilize information collected in any study prior to such date
of enactment.
(3) In addition to developing environmental information, any
study of an area or region, to the extent practicable, shall be designed
to predict impacts on the marine biota which may result
from chronic low level pollution or large spills associated with outer
Continental Shelf production, from the introduction of drill cuttings
and drilling muds in the area, and from the laying of pipe to serve
the offshore production area, and the impacts of development offshore
on the affected and coastal areas.
(b) Subsequent to the leasing and developing of any area or region,



the Secretary shall conduct such additional studies to establish
environmental information as he deems necessary and shall
monitor the human, marine, and coastal environments of such area
or region in a manner designed to provide time-series and data
trend information which can be used for comparison with any previously
collected data for the purpose of identifying any significant
changes in the quality and productivity of such environments, for
establishing trends in the areas studied and monitored, and for designing
experiments to identify the causes of such changes.
(c) The Secretary shall, by regulation, establish procedures for
carrying out his duties under this section, and shall plan and carry
out such duties in full cooperation with affected States. To the extent
that other Federal agencies have prepared environmental impact
statements, are conducting studies, or are monitoring the affected
human, marine, or coastal environment, the Secretary may
utilize the information derived therefrom in lieu of directly conducting
such activities. The Secretary may also utilize information
obtained from any State of local government, or from any person,
for the purposes of this section. For the purpose of carrying out his
responsibilities under this section, the Secretary may by agreement
utilize, with or without reimbursement, the services, personnel, or
facilities of any Federal, State, or local government agency.
(d) The Secretary shall consider available relevant environmental
information in making decisions (including those relating to
exploration plans, drilling permits, and development and production
plans), in developing appropriate regulations and lease conditions,
and in issuing operating orders.
(e) As soon as practicable after the end of every 3 fiscal years,
the Secretary shall submit to the Congress and make available to
the general public an assessment of the cumulative effect of activities
conducted under this Act on the human, marine, and coastal
environments.
(f) In executing his responsibilities under this section, the Secretary
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, enter into appropriate
arrangements to utilize on a reimbursable basis the capabilities
of the Department of Commerce. In carrying out such arrangements,
the Secretary of Commerce is authorized to enter into contract
or grants with any person, organization, or entity with funds
appropriated to the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to this Act.
VerDate

Tom Hafer 
Secretary MBCFO
(805) 610-2072
mbcfo1972@gmail.com

On Jun 23, 2026, at 10:53 AM, California Energy Commission <CEC@public.govdelivery.com> wrote:
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California Sends Notice of Intent to File
Suit Challenging Trump Administration’s

Unlawful Offshore Wind Deal
For Immediate Release: June 23, 2026
Contact: mediaoffice@energy.ca.gov
Phone: (916) 654-4989
 
WHAT TO KNOW: Today, California sent a Notice of Intent to Sue to the U.S.
Department of the Interior regarding its illegal buyout of the Golden State Wind
LLC offshore wind lease under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act. 
 
OAKLAND – California Attorney General Rob Bonta and California Energy
Commission (CEC) Chair David Hochschild today sent a Notice of Intent to
Sue targeting an unlawful agreement between the U.S. Department of Interior
(DOI) and Golden State Wind LLC (GSW) that puts at risk California’s clean
energy gains, thousands of high-quality jobs, and more than $100 million in
public investments in the offshore wind industry, including voter-approved climate
funds. Under the agreement, DOI illegally reallocates $120 million in federal
taxpayer dollars to pay GSW to abandon its offshore wind energy lease in federal
waters off of California’s Central Coast and requires GSW to invest an equal
amount in out-of-state fossil-fuel projects that will do nothing to support
California’s energy economy. If allowed to proceed, the lease buyout threatens to
set back California’s burgeoning offshore wind industry by years. Just last week,
the Trump Administration used the same maneuver to pay off another California
offshore wind leaseholder, Invenergy, to the tune of $765 million.
 
In the Notice of Intent to Sue sent to DOI and GSW today, California alleges that
DOI’s buyout deal with GSW violates the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act
(OCSLA), which is supposed to ensure that California gets a say in the offshore
wind leasing program and prevent corrupt backroom deals. The Notice of Intent
to Sue provides a 60-day window for DOI and GSW to cure the OCSLA violations
before California files suit to put a stop to this unlawful buyout.
 
“At a time when the country needs more reliable and sustainable power supply,
the Trump Administration is busy using taxpayer money to strike backroom
buyouts that make clean-energy projects disappear. California won’t stand idly by
as the Trump Administration illegally strikes deals to kill offshore wind projects
and replace them with more windfalls for his fossil fuel friends; we’re putting the
Administration on notice that we intend to sue,” said Attorney General Bonta.
“California has already made substantial investments in clean wind energy that
have advanced California’s clean energy goals, created high-quality jobs, and
bolstered our economy. My office will continue to fight back aggressively against
the Trump Administration’s illegal attacks on wind energy projects.”
 
“California strongly condemns yet another reckless Trump Administration misuse
of taxpayer dollars that undermines clean energy growth and U.S. energy
security,” said California Energy Commission Chair David Hochschild.
“California will continue to lead the way toward a cleaner, more reliable grid
powered by domestic resources. Offshore wind remains an essential component
of that work.”
 
California’s offshore wind strategic plan calls for the State to develop 25
gigawatts of offshore wind power by 2045, enough to power roughly 25 million
homes and provide about 13% of the state’s electricity supply, to accelerate
California’s clean energy transition, create local manufacturing jobs, and drive
economic development.
 
In 2022, after a highly competitive auction for offshore wind energy leases, GSW
paid the U.S. $120 million to purchase an offshore wind lease in the Morro Bay
Wind Energy Area off the Central California Coast for a 2-gigawatt offshore wind
farm, with additional commitments of more than $30 million for workforce training,
supply chain development, and benefits to local communities like fishermen’s
associations. But on April 27, 2026, DOI announced it would terminate the lease
in a secretive agreement with GSW that purportedly “settles” litigation that GSW
never brought, challenging action that DOI never took. DOI claimed that
unspecified national security concerns justified the cancellation, even though the
f d l t h d l d i d d d th l ft
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federal government had already reviewed and approved the lease area after
years of analysis and consultation with the U.S. Department of Defense.
 
California asserts that the cancellation of the Golden State Wind project will harm
the State’s clean energy and climate goals and economy. Offshore wind is
expected to play a major role in this plan due to its potential to generate vast
amounts of electricity from strong, consistent winds off California’s coast.
 
Since federal offshore wind planning began off California's coast a decade ago,
the state has invested significant resources in port readiness, transmission
planning and stakeholder engagement. California has invested more than $100
million to ready California’s ports, transmission systems, and industries to
support offshore wind generation, investments which may be lost if the Trump
administration succeeds in halting offshore wind development. Cancelling these
projects will also threaten good-paying union jobs, reliable infrastructure
investment, and sustainable economic growth.
 
California’s Multi-Pronged Approach: Investigative Subpoenas
 
Today’s Notice of Intent to Sue is the next step in a multi-pronged action,
California is taking to combat the Trump Administration’s attacks on our state’s
offshore wind infrastructure. In May, the CEC served an
administrative investigative subpoena to GSW seeking documents and
information related to the company’s buyout deal with DOI. With the subpoena,
CEC is protecting over $100 million in legislative and voter-approved investments
in the State’s offshore wind industry by investigating the GSW buyout’s basis and
impact on these public investments.
 
Following last week’s news that DOI entered into a similar buyout deal with
Invenergy, CEC issued a similar administrative investigative subpoena to
Invenergy on June 23, 2026. That subpoena demands a copy of the settlement
agreement—which DOI has not made public—and information concerning its
basis, negotiation, and impact.
 
According to the Department of the Interior, Invenergy has agreed to voluntarily
relinquish four offshore wind leases, including the lease for its 2-gigawatt project
Morro Bay project, as well as leases off the Maine and New York coasts. In
exchange, the Chicago-based energy company would receive a $765 million
taxpayer funded payout from the federal government and make an equivalent
investment in U.S. natural gas and geothermal projects. Nationwide, this brings
the total amount of taxpayer funds spent by the Trump Administration on offshore
wind buyouts to nearly $2.6 billion—all to get power companies not to produce
clean energy.
 
For nearly a decade, California has worked with federal agencies, developers,
tribes, labor groups, ports, fishermen, local governments, and communities to
prepare for offshore wind development. State agencies and taxpayers have
made significant investments in planning and port readiness because developers
said those investments were necessary to deliver these projects. If the federal
government is funding buyouts, Californians who invested years of time, money,
and effort preparing for these projects should not be left empty-handed while
developers are rewarded for walking away. California will carefully review any
and all investigative materials and act as appropriate to protect our communities
and our clean energy future.
 
###
 
About the California Energy Commission
The California Energy Commission is the state's primary energy policy and
planning agency, leading the state to a 100 percent clean energy future for all. It
has seven core responsibilities: advancing state energy policy, encouraging
energy efficiency, certifying power plants, investing in energy innovation,
developing renewable energy, transforming transportation, and preparing for
energy emergencies.  
 
 

Stay Connected with the California Energy Commission
715 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
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Outlook

NOAA unveils plan to cut seafood regulations under Trump directive | National Fisherman

From mbcfo member <mbcfo1972@gmail.com>
Date Tue 07/07/2026 06:25 PM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

NOAA unveils plan to cut seafood regulations under
Trump directive

NOAA said its newly outlined regional priorities are intended to increase opportunities for American fishermen
and women. Shutterstock photo.

NOAA announced a set of regional priorities on July 2 aimed at cutting regulatory burdens on domestic fishing
fleets and boosting seafood production, part of the agency's response to a presidential executive order.

The announcement follows an August 2025 request for public comment in which NOAA Fisheries sought input
from stakeholders, including the eight regional fishery management councils, on ways to stabilize markets,



improve access and prevent closures. The agency said it received more than 700 comments from individuals
and organizations, along with detailed action plans submitted by each council.

"These regional priorities are a critical step in our efforts to fulfill the President's vision of making the United
States the world's dominant seafood leader," said NOAA Administrator Neil Jacobs said in a statement. "We
look forward to partnering with the councils to advance seafood competitiveness and support our American
fishermen."

The Restoring American Seafood Competitiveness executive order was issued in April 2025 and directs federal
agencies to reduce regulatory barriers facing U.S. commercial fishermen amid a decline in domestic seafood
landings since 2019.

NOAA Fisheries Assistant Administrator Eugenio Piñeiro Soler outlined the priorities in a statement, saying
input from council meetings pointed to a consistent theme. "Fishermen just want to fish, and they are asking
for our support in overcoming the barriers preventing them from doing so," he said.

Piñeiro Soler said the agency received input from 787 individuals and organizations in addition to the council
action plans, and that the resulting priorities were selected because they would "reduce burdens on domestic
fishing, increase production, stabilize markets, improve access, and enhance economic profitability."

In New England, NOAA said priorities include alleviating industry-funded monitoring burdens, modernizing
fleet capacity, and re-evaluating static area closures. Specific actions listed include implementing rotational
access for the Northern Edge scallop fishery, implementing scallop permit stacking, rescinding industry-funded
monitoring requirements, and considering reopening the Great South Channel habitat management area to
surfclam operations. NOAA also said it would deprioritize advancing requirements for ropeless gear.

In the Mid-Atlantic, priorities focus on modernizing fleet capacity and improving quota distribution, including
evaluating vessel baseline restrictions jointly with the New England council and considering joint management
of squid, mackerel, and butterfish.

In the South Atlantic, NOAA said it will prioritize improving access and flexibility and advancing state-led data
partnerships, including revising Snapper Grouper permit policies under Amendment 60, supporting state
agency-led exempted fishing permits for red snapper, and addressing shark and dolphin depredation.

In the Caribbean, priorities include reviewing the effectiveness of marine protected areas — NOAA cited
Tourmaline Bank and Abrir La Sierra as examples — shifting spiny lobster and queen conch management to the
territories, and revising accountability measures for pelagic stocks and spiny lobster.

In the U.S. Gulf of Mexico, renamed under the Trump administration as the Gulf of America, NOAA said it would
defend the domestic shrimp fleet against trade imbalances and optimize Individual Fishing Quota accessibility,
including refining IFQ participation requirements under Amendments 59A and 59B and prioritizing rulemaking
to extend provisions of the DESCEND Act.

In the Pacific, NOAA will review trawl observer redundancies and reconsider Pacific sardine stock definitions and
science.

In the North Pacific, priorities include reviewing Steller sea lion closure boundaries, eliminating a 2 percent IFQ
deduction for bled sablefish, and pursuing rulemaking on small sablefish voluntary release and maximum
retainable amount calculations.

In the Western Pacific, NOAA said it would act to enable commercial fishing previously restricted by marine
monument closures, consistent with the Endangered Species Act. Listed actions include removing the shallow-
set longline leatherback hard cap and two-turtle trip limit, removing the swordfish retention limit in the deep-
set longline fishery, and removing the American Samoa longline turtle mitigation measure.

For Highly Migratory Species, NOAA said it would pursue international quota increases and maximize target
catch retention, including reviewing weak hook requirements in the Gulf and retention rules for dead bluefin
tuna under 73 inches, and reconsidering upgrading restrictions for the swordfish handgear limited access
permit.



Piñeiro Soler said the agency would continue working with councils to advance the priorities, some of which he
said "may implicate other statutory requirements." He said NOAA also encouraged councils to expand use of
Exempted Fishing Permits to test gear innovations and explore new fishing opportunities, and to assess current
Fishery Management Plans for species that "no longer require conservation and management."

Tom Hafer 
Secretary MBCFO
(805) 610-2072
mbcfo1972@gmail.com
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Public comment letter for inclusion in the FGC August 2026 Meeting

From Tinabennett
Date Sun 07/26/2026 07:29 PM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>
Cc Thompson, Geneva@CNRA <Geneva.Thompson@resources.ca.gov>; Ray Haupt <rhaupt@co.siskiyou.ca.us>;

carlson@usda.gov <carlson@usda.gov>; Christofferson, Chris - FS, CA <chris.christofferson@usda.gov>

Dear FGC Staff:

Attached please find a letter from the Forks of Salmon Shasta Konomihu community and local residents. 

We would appreciate this letter being included in the Commissioner’s binders along with the official
digital meeting binders for both the FGC Tribal Committee and the full Commission.

Thank you for acknowledging receipt of this letter and confirming its inclusion in the binders.

We will be referring to this letter during our public comment at both the FGC Tribal Committee meeting
on August 11th and the full Commission meeting on August 12th.

Sincerely,

Tina Bennett and Kathy O’Connor

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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July 27, 2026 
 
 
California Fish and Game Commission 
P.O. Box 944209 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 
 
 
RE: Follow-up to the Shasta Konomihu letter to the FGC dated March 30, 2026 
 
 
To the FGC Tribal Committee and FGC Commissioners: 
  
This is the second letter from the Shasta Konomihu community residing in Forks of Salmon in 
Siskiyou County expressing ongoing, unresolved concerns regarding Salmon River Restoration 
Council (SRRC) projects funded by, and in collaboration with, the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife on the Salmon River North Fork, South Fork, and associated creeks and tributaries.  
 
As we wrote to you earlier, Natives and long-term residents of Forks of Salmon continue to be 
excluded from SRRC projects in our ancestral homelands. Although we were invited at the last 
minute to meet with two members of SRRC staff for 1.5 hours on July 17th, once again we have 
no assurances or follow-up that our concerns are being addressed.  
 
We are reaching out again to the California Natural Resources Agency and the California Fish 
and Game Commission because we feel there is no oversight, monitoring, or evaluation of 
SRRC projects that local Tribal elders are opposed to, either in principle or in practice. 
 
Following is a list of current pressing concerns that we have for the health of culturally 
significant ecosystems, species, and sites within the Salmon River watershed: 
 
A. The proposed “Windler Bar Habitat Enhancement Project ” (USFS Project #287041 with 

$1.89M in funding from CDFW1) addressing “the need to enhance fisheries and riparian 
habitat within the Project area, which is known to host rearing and spawning at-risk 
salmon” has not conducted any formal consultations with the most proximate Tribal entity 
to Windler Bar, a.k.a., the Shasta Konomihu, despite repeated attempts by Konomihu elders 
to obtain detailed information on the project and its implementation schedule and activities. 
No acknowledgement has been made of the downstream repercussions on community 
members residing along the Salmon River, i.e., Shasta Konomihu ancestral homelands. 
 
We expressed our concerns about inappropriately toxic methods proposed to rid the Gallia 
pond historical pond (from the 1930s) of invasive bullfrogs in our 3/30/26 letter. Although 
those methods were curtailed, during a recent visit to the area, we observed bullfrog 
tadpoles in the river, demonstrating that escapism has occurred. We have not been 
appraised of any plans to deal with this, despite repeated written and verbal entreaties to 
relevant agencies. 

 
1 Source: “News release: CDFW awards $15 million for salmon and steelhead habitat restoration projects” 
https://www.watereducation.org/aquafornia-news/news-release-cdfw-awards-15-million-salmon-and-steelhead-
habitat-restoration 
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B. We are in total opposition to the insertion of any fish passage barriers in the North Fork or 

the South Fork of the Salmon River. Due to historical mining operations in the watershed, 
accompanied by significant erosion following the Butler Fire, the Salmon River is 
overburdened by gravel and sediment and we believe it is more important to relieve the 
river of its overburden than to insert barriers that result in slower and warmer waters.  
 
We are especially concerned about barriers being installed during low water flows when 
our river is overly warm (72 degrees), and fish are held back – as they are now – at Mathews 
Creek, Indian Creek, Black Bear Creek, and Methodist Creek. We have advocated instead 
for enlarging pools at the mouths of the creeks to serve as refugia for the salmon.  
 

C. We have repeatedly requested that the poorly placed log jam at Kelly Bar, which currently 
is positioned in the middle of an island in the North Fork of the Salmon River, be removed 
as it is not fulfilling its objectives of creating fish habitat or wicking water out of the gravel 
bar and resdistributing it to riparian vegetation. When we asked when the situation would 
be fixed, we were told by SRRC that “we don’t go back into projects once they are done.” 
 

D. We have requested that screw traps in the North and South Fork rivers be removed because 
the waterflows are low enough that the traps are serving as barriers to fish passage. 

 
E. We have repeatedly requested that fin clipping of juvenile salmon be temporarily halted 

when river water levels are low and water temperatures are elevated because it makes the 
juveniles more susceptible to heightened bacterial and cyanobacteria populations present in 
the water. 

 
F. We continue to be culturally opposed to sampling techniques that involve pulling 

spawning salmon out with a gaff hook, cutting them in half, and throwing the remains onto 
the sand bar. As we have stated to SRRC staff, tradition holds that salmon remains are to be 
returned to the waterway, so the salmon bodies dissolve naturally and feed the water 
creatures.  

 
G. We continue to disagree with the rerouting of too many creeks and parts of the river with 

hundreds of logs before careful consultation by SRRC with long-term residents who are 
familiar with waterway flows and passages. We are concerned that periods of extremely 
high water flows will lead to footbridges, residential bridges, and roadways that the 
community relies on being taken out when dozens of logs come crashing downstream. 

 
H. When side channel enhancements were being completed at the Red Bank Bar along Salmon 

River as part of an SRRC project, a Konomihu elder noted that a Konomihu ancestral village 
had been located nearby and documented by the USFS2. He requested that an archaeological 
survey be completed before any excavation work was initiated. His requests were ignored, 
and the site was destroyed. 
 
 

 
2 Source: Kathryn R. Winthrop and Robert H. Winthrop, “Konomihu Studies: Ethnology and Archaeological Data 
Recovery, CA-SIS1457” (report prepared for the US Forest Service, Klamath National Forest, Contract 53-91W8-8-
8103, 1991). 
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I. We continue to be concerned with the lack of community engagement, transparency, and 

accountability for millions of dollars being allocated to the Salmon River Restoration 
Council for work that we do not agree with taking place in our homelands.  

 
Following our testimony at the April 14, 2026 FGC Tribal Committee meeting, we were 
counseled by Commissioner Hostler-Carmesin to take our concerns to the Karuk Tribal Council. 
We did so, in person, on May 28, 2026. At the Council meeting, instead of having our concerns 
listened to and addressed, during our testimony we were repeatedly interrupted and verbally 
berated, to the point that we stopped trying to speak. 
 
Thus, we are returning to the FGC Tribal Committee and the Commission to request your 
assistance with helping our community to achieve the goals we articulated in our prior letter: 
 
1. We expect SRRC and other agencies to act respectfully when they are operating within our 

ancestral territories. We want Shasta Konomihu community members to have review and 
oversight of SRRC/other agency project design, budgeting, implementation, and 
monitoring. 

 
2. We expect the institution of new protocols and policies by SRRC to ensure substantive 

community engagement and consultation on current fisheries and forest management 
activities within the Salmon River watershed. We expect project activities to be culturally 
respectful and to incorporate traditional ecological knowledge and Native expertise. 

  
3. We expect hyperlocal (i.e., Shasta Konomihu and long-term Forks of Salmon residents) 

oversight of proposed riparian alterations by SRRC — especially dams — and assurances 
that all necessary permitting processes have been followed. 

  
4.  We expect the inclusion of Shasta Konomihu Tribal representatives on the SRRC Board: i.e., 

people who have lived within this specific watershed for decades. 
  
5. We expect significant representation of Forks of Salmon Shasta Konomihu and Salmon 

River Watershed youth and adults on SRRC workforces [with pay commensurate with that 
of SRRC staff] for fisheries, forestry, and invasive species projects, and the consistent 
inclusion of Shasta Konomihu adults, elders, and youth on projects involving cultural 
resources and cultural landscapes. We want summer employment opportunities offered to 
local Native children, and we expect our youth to be treated with respect. 

 
6. We expect proactive and frequent communications when grant-funded work or grant-

funded projects are slated to be carried out in sacred Shasta Konomihu areas such the 
Salmon Mountain Trailhead and Mullins Camp. 

  
In summary, we demand hyper-local oversight for ongoing activities conducted within our 
homelands and Tribal cultural landscapes by the Salmon River Restoration Council and 
related outside agencies.  
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We respectfully request that all major decisions, plans, and projects proposed by the SRRC 
and other outside agencies be overseen and approved by Shasta Konomihu descendants and 
long-term residents of the Forks of Salmon community.  
 
In closing, we, as Elders and Culture Bearers of Forks of Salmon, continue to ask for your help. 
 
Thank you for your kind assistance with helping us to achieve these goals. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
 
 
 

Tina Bennett (Shasta Konomihu)    Kathy O’Conner (Shasta Konomihu) 
 
 
 

This letter is supported by forty-nine Forks of Salmon Shasta Konomihu residents  
and local community members whose signatures appear on the attached four sheets.  

  
 
 
 
 
CC: 
 

• Geneva Thompson, Deputy Secretary for Tribal Affairs, California Natural Resource Agency 

• Sarah Fonseca, Department Tribal Liaison, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• Danaika Carlson, Deputy District Ranger, Salmon River/Scott River District of the Klamath 
National Forest 

• Chris Christofferson, Supervisor, Klamath National Forest 

• Ray Haupt, District 5 Siskiyou County Supervisor  
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From:  Richard Calkins, CA Public High School History/Government/Economics 
Teacher, 1970-1993.  Grass Valley, CA, July 29, 2026 
 
To:  California Fish and Game Commission and Executive Director  fgc@fgc.ca.gov 
       CDFW   Heritage and Wild Trout Program,   WildTrout@wildlife.ca.gov 
       CDFW  Region Six Watershed Biologists,  R6Info@wildlife.ca.gov 
       USFS  San Bernardino District Historian, sm.fs.sbnfinfo@usda.gov 
 
RE:  For potential archival value and evidential bases for my advocacy of scientific 
support of trout populations, this is a report of my angling in California’s fresh water 
resources covering several decades.  Deep Creek (1941-59), Bear Creek (1943-86), 
Robinson Creek (1956-2024),  Smith and Klamath Rivers (for Steelhead and Salmon, 
1994-2001), North Yuba River Gold Lakes area headwaters (2002-2025).  
  
Introduction:  I fished the premier Bear Creek trout habitat from the Glory Ridge (and 
once from Camp Creek) trail access for decades, as many as four times a season.  Due 
to the Line Fire, I checked online resources for updated historical information – the most 
gratifying finding being the state’s arrangement for a minimum release of water into the 
creek to provide for wild trout viability. 
 
I am very aware of the constraints, policies, strategies and restrictions in effect now (and 
the changes over time) for managing trout populations throughout the state.   I am aware 
of the waterfalls that served as barriers to the upstream migration of ancestral (“native”) 
Rainbow/Steelhead populations – such as Loves Falls.  I am also aware of the historical 
causes for California’s native trout to become extinct or very much genetically modified, 
as in the Santa Ana River watershed and Bear Creek in particular.   
 
Deep Creek:  My father, Elchard Calkins, of Monrovia, CA and our family began fishing 
(for recreation and food) the Arrowbear area of Deep Creek after our cabin was built in 
1940 -- before the damming of Deep Creek for a lake was permitted.   Some of the trout 
planted in Arrowbear Lake (where we also fished) and Deep Creek Lake were washed 
over dams to supplement the small trout population under increasingly heavy angler 
pressure.  We rarely bagged more than a handful of trout worth cooking for dinner when 
fishing down to Dry Creek.  When new, Deep Creek Lake was well stocked with 9-12 
inch trout.  I unsuccessfully tried throwing a line over its fence to catch them.  It became 
difficult and dangerous to find one’s way to fish below the dam.  Of course, the lake no 
longer provided year round trout habitat due to being more or less full of gravel 
(reportedly caused by the lack of safeguards in headwaters development) -- and 
Arrowbear Lake dried most years.  To no avail, we tried fishing below “Rainbow Lake” 
below Running Springs and accessed the lower creek by way of Hooks Creek.  When 
Bear Creek was stocked with fingerling Brown trout after the 1970 fire, an attempt to 
create a Brown trout population in Deep Creek failed when a limited number of 
fingerlings were planted in very shallow water at the Green Valley Lake Bridge. 
 
 
Bear Creek:  We learned about Bear Creek and Glory Ridge access to trout habitat from 
a hitch-hiking, gold mining geologist in 1943. Despite the forestry road’s condition and 
apparent lack of any trail, my father’s first trip into what he affectionately called, “The 
Hole”, was very rewarding.  For decades, he woke at 4 a.m. in Arrowbear to beat a few 
other anglers to the Glory Ridge parking area.  (We rarely encountered any other 
angler.)  Bear Creek was my father’s premier angling paradise through his last trip with 



me at age 70 in 1978.  His purchase of a 1946 jeep for the explicit purpose of navigating 
the Glory Ridge road had served us well for three decades.  We fished with garden 
worms and artificial eggs, dry fly fishing being near impossible.  Original access to the 
creek was only possible by use of a machete. 
 
For 43 years – mostly in the summers spent in my Green Valley Lake summer home 
(1963-76) -- I fished Bear Creek almost every year and as many as four times a year.  
Father, brother or friend fished upstream from the Glory Ridge Trail. I fished downstream 
through the boulder field and over the upper falls to the North Fork – on a couple of 
occasions all the way to the lower falls.  The CDFG’s Bear Creek bag limit was twenty in 
1954 when – on my 18th birthday – after my refreshing spring water consumption at the 
big rock at the base of the trail – I carried eighteen 9-12 inch trout wrapped in wet 
willows the thousand foot climb to the parking lot sign naming it, “The Poop Out Trail.”  
Our family of five dined on those healthful and delicious trout in one of the most 
meaningful and memorable days of my life -- a time when the CDFG did not prioritize the 
viability of the Brown trout population. 
 
My involvement in creating the the Bear Creek wild trout primary ancestry:  After seeing 
the heavy sedimentation in Bear Creek following the 1970 fire – and bagging less than a 
handful of trout after hours of fishing – I reported the condition to the CDFG.  The near 
immediate response was the use of volunteers to plant fingerling Brown trout in the area 
of Glory Ridge.  That turned out to be a very successful endeavor benefiting for both 
trout and anglers – in stark contrast to the Deep Creek planting results at the same time. 
 
Having observed several (Big Bear Lake planted) Kokanee Salmon in the deep pool 
below the upper falls – I assumed the relatively small population of Rainbows had also 
escaped the lake in high water years – as had those planted in Arrowbear and Deep 
Creek lakes.  I found it interesting that Rainbows were the large majority of trout in the 
North Fork’s clear and drinkable water between its confluence and the falls a short 
distance above it.  When I fished Bear Creek by Camp Creek Trail access upstream to 
the lower falls in the 1950’s, I found a similar percentage – as did a friend who preferred 
to fish there for several years. 
 
Since the planting of triploid Rainbows serves to introduce competition to the already 
genetically modified reproducing Rainbows in Bear Creek below both falls – which 
already faces threats to there existence by fire and hotter summers – the state’s plants 
are only adding to the deterioration in Rainbow trout reproduction and natural selection 
by allowing fish biologists to select appropriate fertile Rainbows (perhaps like those 
allowed to be imported from Oregon by local interests).   Thus, unlike the wild Brown 
trout population, the wild Rainbow trout population is allowed to constantly shrink due to 
– unlike the planting of fertile Brown trout planting upstream – the “wild trout” designation 
will inevitably exclude Rainbows – and at great expense to CFDW budgets.  (A 
conclusion confirmed by CFDW officials on the “front line” of triploid Rainbow plants.) 
 
Sierra and Mono County Additional Bases for My Advocacy:  The work being done 
by the CDFW for Yuba River Salmon, Eastern Sierra Cutthroat Trout and northern 
California Rainbow/Steelhead trout gives me hope that the Rainbow trout populations 
will soon be supported by a much more effective, science based, strategy for supporting 
the viability of declining numbers in accessible reproducing Rainbow populations. 
 



This appears to be a matter of some increasing urgency due to published hatchery 
conditions heavily impacting trout populations and angler opportunities.  (Warmer water, 
disease, staff cut and accident at Fish Springs and/or Rancho Cordova hatcheries over 
the last decade having major consequences.)   
 
Upper Salmon and Lower Sardine Lakes, Sierra County:  This resource is prime 
habitat for Rainbow trout due to altitude, water depth/temperature and number of 
anglers.  Nevertheless, the fertile Rainbow population is nearly non-existent, my having 
caught and released only one (female) fertile Rainbow in the last decade making two or 
three trips each season.  The planting of triploids has drawn more anglers from far 
distances to bag remaining diploids along with triploids – further depleting the number of 
diploids (beyond competition for food) and making a wild trout population impossible to 
exist there.  Switching the burden of planting onto the Rancho Cordova hatchery has 
resulted in less attention and service to prime Gold Lake area resources.  When I 
arrived, Lower Sardine Lake held a healthy population of essentially wild fertile Brown 
trout – now decimated by substituting plants of sterile Rainbows which eat the abundant 
population of frogs as surely as the Browns and snakes along the shore consumed 
them. 
  
Robinson Creek, Mono County:  I have occasionally fished the eastern Sierra 
campground streams and lakes since 1956, especially near Bridgeport.  For decades, it 
did not matter when a trip was scheduled because the fertile Brown and Rainbow trout 
populations were supported by CDFG plants of fertile trout.  Over the last 25 years, the 
Brown population is surviving, not the Rainbow population.  The only large Brown I 
caught above Bridgeport Reservoir was a sixteen inch beauty seven years ago.  (That 
was only possible on light line because large Browns put up less than half the “fight” of 
the Rainbows planted by local interests that I always “lost”.)   
 
To be specific:  Over the last 12 year visits, I saw the planting of triploid Rainbows in 
Robinson Creek campgrounds drop from several large nets per season to much fewer 
plants of half-tied nets.  Robinson Creek quickly became Rainbow sterilized.  The only 
angler parents and children catching trout were the lucky ones there in the few days 
trout were planted.  Browns?  They were usually five inches in size and only caught 
when hatchery trout no longer beat them to the bait. 
 

************************* 
 
So, I’ve had “my day” with many unreported highlights -- such as catching a Brown trout 
in Bear Creek of healthy girth, 21 inches long, in the 1970’s.  Could happen to another 
besides my brother -- given the responsible and laudable wild trout management of Bear 
Creek above the two falls.  But more than gratitude seems appropriate and required from 
this “old scout”;  therefore….  
 
With all due respect, I encourage state elected, appointed and hired officials to take 
scientific and pragmatic steps to support the quantity of trout populations as well as the 
quality of trout populations by adopting a trout viability strategy much less imperfect the 
one with such document consequences as reported above. 
 
Hyperbole or not so much, from my experiential and informed perspective, it seems to 
me that the planting of triploid Rainbows -- rather than the being the most appropriate 
diploid trout that fish biologists find available -- has introduced an invasive species into 



California’s natural and human-made resources with unintended consequences -- the 
likes of which have occurred many times throughout history by those with the best of 
intentions – thereby making triploid Rainbow planting a least desirable of the remaining 
imperfect options. E.g.  Doing for Rainbows (that do not migrate for food to the 
ocean) – similar to what is being done for the Steelhead Rainbows in Northern 
California rivers?  (In the Eastern Sierra cases, perhaps gradually substituting the 
planting of fertile Cutthroat in many places with initial severe bag restrictions rather than 
Rainbows – as well as supporting the small population of fertile Rainbows with fertile 
hatchery Rainbows in others, like Bear Creek below the lower falls?)  
 
Thank you for your service appropriate to your mission! 
 
Permission to copy in whole or in part is implied.  Correspondence is not requested but 
welcomed at richere at comcast dot net.  Richard Calkins 
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Disturbing of Sea Lions and fishing in their Habitat in Channel Islands Oxnard

From Kimberly Kelly
Date Thu 07/30/2026 10:10 AM
To Wildlife DIRECTOR <DIRECTOR@wildlife.ca.gov>; FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>; Wildlife CalTIP

<CalTIP@wildlife.ca.gov>; nmfs.wcr@noaa.gov <nmfs.wcr@noaa.gov>

Subject: Question Regarding Protection of Federally Protected Sea Lions

Dear California Department of Fish and Wildlife,

I am writing to ask why fishing continues to be allowed immediately adjacent to the sea lion haul-out
area at Channel Islands Harbor in Oxnard.

Sea lions are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act, yet I continue to observe multiple
people fishing directly beside resting sea lions and pups. The attached photograph shows five people
fishing in the haul-out area at one time.

If these marine mammals are federally protected, why is fishing still permitted so close to their
habitat? What is the California Department of Fish and Wildlife doing to prevent fishing-related
injuries, entanglements, and disturbance?

As a concerned citizen, it appears there is very little visible enforcement or accountability in this area. I
respectfully request a written response explaining why this activity continues and what actions your
Department plans to take to better protect these federally protected animals. 

Our community is actively organizing a petition calling for permanent wildlife protection signs
to improve the safety of both marine life and the public. Many residents are concerned that
responsibility for this issue appears to be passed between agencies, resulting in a lack of clear
oversight and timely.

“This isn’t about catching fishermen—it’s about preventing sea lions from getting caught.”

Thank you for your time and consideration

Kimberly Kelly
Concerned Citizen
Channel Islands Harbor, Oxnard, California

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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Public comment- Bear tags in Tahoe basin

From Lindsay Hildebrandt
Date Thu 07/30/2026 01:01 PM
To FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov>

Hello, 

Thank you for  your attention to matters that affect environment and the people that inhabited it.

I grew up in Tahoe City, CA and now reside in Reno, NV. My family has a home in Tahoe City and we
frequently visit the area. I  have continued to watch the bear activity escalate year after year. It's
getting trickier and tricker for humans to be so active in an area with such a high number of bears. The
bears seem to be increasing as well. 

I feel like a logical solution would be to open up some bear tags.  I hope that you will be reasonable,
look at numbers and facts and leave ideology to the side.

Thank you for your consideration. 

Lindsay Hildebrandt

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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