The Santa Barbara County Fish and Wildlife Commission:
Comments on Proposed MPA Petitions

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

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

Petition2023-14MPA

Petition2023-14MPA requests changes to several State Marine Conservation Areas
(SMCAs), one of which, the Naples SMCA, is within the County. Generally, SMCAs

already allow for some form of limited take, this petition requests adding commercial
take of sea urchins to the allowable methods list inside of the SMCAs in the petition.

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

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



Petition2023-15MPA-AM

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

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

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

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



Master Plan in 2008 and the Channel Islands Network implementation that came well
before the first MPA Master Plan in the early 2000’s.

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

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

Petition2023-18MPA

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

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

At San Miguel and Anacapa (outside of the county) the petition requests the Special
Closure(s) be removed in its entirety citing its original goal being to reduce disturbance



to pinniped rookeries and seabird populations has been far exceeded and better
methods have been developed on-site.

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

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

Petition2023-28MPA-AM

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

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

Recommendation: While the shore-based allowance is a welcome allowance, we
believe this is still too costly on the local economy of Avila and its recreational and
commercial fisheries to warrant its allowance. For this reason this commission has
decided to be against this petition, and recommends the FGC deny it.

Petition2023-29MPA-AM

Petition2023-29MPA requests to create a new MPA around Carpinteria, designating it
the Mishopshno SMCA. The petition asks to make take regulations for the area the
same as the Point Sal petition, with an allowance of shore fishing of finfish and a tribal



exception for those in the federally recognized Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
which would be able to still use tribal take methods inside of the SMCA. The proposed
area’s size was reduced when the petition was amended to include the shore
allowance.

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

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

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

Recommendation: For all of these reasons this commission has decided to be against
this petition, and requests the FGC deny it.




Petition2023-33MPA-AM

Petition2023-33MPA requests for multiple MPA expansions and one MPA creation
throughout the California coast, of which, three MPA expansions are within Santa
Barbara at the Point Conception SMR, the Gull Island SMR, and the South Point SMR.
Of the three expansions the South Point SMR expansion would be the largest, including
all of the southwest side of Santa Rosa Island in the MPA and adding over 27.5 square
miles to the SMR. This is followed by Point Conception SMR’s expansion eastward
adding over 14 more square miles to the SMR, and lastly by Gull Island SMR’s smaller
northward expansion adding over 1.5 square miles to the closure.

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

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