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From: President of MBARI

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2025 10:11:00 AM

To: President of MBARI Nina Beety; Aaron Micallef. President of MBARI; media@mbayaq.org; membership@mbayaq.org
Cc: CSLC CommissionMeetings; Public, ExecutiveOfficer@,SL.C; ExecutiveStaffia)Coastal; montereybay(@noaa.gov;
explorationcenter(@noaa.gov; Karen. Grimmer@noaa.gov; CommissionerAN otthoffla)coastal.ca.gov; CentralCoast@Coastal;

reg4assistant@wildlife.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Protest of MBARI geophysical surveys this week - A4564

Sensitivity: Normal

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

Dear Ms. Beety:
I'm responding to your November 12 email regarding MBARI's geophysical survey work in Monterey Bay.

I understand that you have shared your concerns to my predecessor in the past, and | would like fo emphasize again that
all MBARI research is done in accordance with guidelines set by the appropriate state and federal agencies.

MBARI's surveys use technology that is widely used by the scientific community for mapping the seafloor, and we follow
protocols established by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) to minimize the impact on marine life.

MBARI will continue to follow all appropriate state and federal guidelines when conducting research.
Regards,

Antje Boetius
President and CEO
MBARI

Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2025 4:26 AM
To: Aaron Micallef <amicallef@mbari.org>; President of MBARI <president@mbari.org>; media@mbayaqg.org
<media@mbayaq.org>; membership@mbayag.org <membership@mbayaq.org>
Cc: CSLC.CommissionMeetings@slc.ca.gov <CSLC.CommissionMeetings@slc.ca.gov>; ExecutiveOfficer.Public@slc.ca.gov
<ExecutiveOfficer.Public@slc.ca.gov>; .slc.ogpp@slc.ca.gov <.slc.ogpp@slc.ca.gov>; executivestaff @coastal.ca.gov
<executivestaff @coastal.ca.gov>; montereybay@noaa.gov <montereybay@noaa.gov>; explorationcenter@noaa.gov
<explorationcenter@noaa.gov>; karen.grimmer@noaa.gov <karen.grimmer@noaa.gov>;
CommissionerANotthoff @coastal.ca.gov <CommissionerANotthoff @coastal.ca.gov>; CentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov
<CentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov>; regdassistant@wildlife.ca.gov <regdassistant@wildlife.ca.gov>;

>
Subject: Protest of MBARI geophysical surveys this week - A4564

To the Monterey Bay Aquarium:

| strongly urge you to halt the high decibel sonar goephysical survwey you're doing this week near Moss Landing. It is scientifically
indefensible.

The Monterey Marine Canyon is rich in sea life. Sonar is destructive to that life. Sonar affects all species from humans to plankton by
action of the decibel levels, the frequency, and the resonance.
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Hearing range is only one area of impact from sonar. Inaudible noise can Kill, as the US Air Force found. The Tacoma Narrows Bridge did
not have ears, but resonance with the right frequency destroyed it. The same thing happens to a wine glass, which also does not have
the ability to hear.

In addition, the decibel levels you are using are equal to or greater than Saturn 5 rocket levels, which would destroy those rockets except
for sound deflection devices. Saturn 5 rockets have no ears, either. The sound waves you are generating are incredibly powerful, and they
can maim and Kill, literally smashing the sensitive, rare creatures that live in the canyon, worsened further by resonance effects. The new
RV David Packard equipment you are using this week has even higher decibels than your other research vessel.

As sound trawvels great distances in the water, your work will affect animals that are in the Elkhorn Slough and in the nearby haul-out
zones, as well as those at some distance away. Any human divers in the water will be endangered as well. It will force those animals
who can to stay out of the water and be unable to forage for food during those six days of sureying.

There is no justification for MBA/MBARI's ignorance or its continued use of this deadly equipment.The Monterey Bay Aquarium is not just
degrading the Bay and its viablity, but actively killing its life, in this instance, in pursuit of mere topographical data. And it shows that the
Aquarium’s claimed mission is simply not true. The Aquarium can expect that its reputation and furdraising ability will suffer as a result of
this. Below is my protest in January to you and state officials.

| beg you to stop this ecocide now before you do further damage.

Nina Beety
Monterey Bay area resident

---------- Forwarded Message ----------

From: "Nina Beety"

To: CSLC.CommissionMeetings@slc.ca.gov, ExecutiveOfficer.Public@slc.ca.gov, .MEPDAssistantChief.Public@slc.ca.gov,
slc.ogpp@slc.ca.gov

Cc: executivestafii@coastal.ca.gov, montereybay@noaa.gov, explorationcenter@noaa.gov, karen.grimmer@noaa.gov,
chaptercoodinator(@monterey.surfrider.org,

Subject: Protest of MBARI geophysical surveys - A4564

Date: Wed, 29 Jan 2025 10:44:49 GMT

California State Lands Commission:

The MBARI geophysical surwey in Monterey Bay today must halted as unlawful.. The January 15 notice by MBARI for geophysical survey
work was insufficient notice for conducting surveys on January 28 - 29 per 2 CA ADC § 2100.08(a) Public Notice of Survey Activity.
“(a) No less than 21 calendar days prior to the commencement of a geophysical survey, the permittee shall provide
electronic notice of the survey activity to the following parties...”

This means that no suney can occur earlier than Feb. 5.

Subsection (d) states:

“(d) Shorter Notification: If, due to an emergency affecting public health or safety, harm to the environment, or other circumstance in which
21-days' notice cannot be provided, the permittee shall use best efforts to notify the Commission and the parties listed in subsection (a)
as quickly as practicable.”

However, no such emergency situation exists necessitating these suneys.

In fact, the emergency situation at Moss Landing requires the greatest priority as discowering the extent of contamination in and around
the Moss Landing battery storage facility, assisting everyone inwlved and affected, and not further degrading or damaging the
environment there. It is unfathomable that MBARI would act as if this hasn't happened.

MBARI is employing very high decibel lewvels for its surveys abowe lewels that experts say are injurious. Hearing impacts are not the sole
impact. The Tacoma Narrows Bridge could not “hear” the frequencies it was resonant with. Newvertheless, those frequencies caused it to
collapse.

Resonance
200-450 kHz are multiples of lower frequencies resonant with the human head and brain, lungs, and abdomen.
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https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Resonance-frequencies-of-human-body-organs_tbll 274471590

What resonance effects are happening to marine wildlife? Resonance effects for marine animal organs and marine animal whole-body
exposure have not been explained by MBARI or proven they will not occur for plankton, small and large fish, crustaceans, seals,
dolphins, and whales. Stranding from Nawy sonar is well-known.

MBARI equipment also has a pulse rate of 60 Hz a biologically active frequency.

Decibels (dB)

“Sound is a wave of pressure that acts just like an actual wave. It can move through both solids and liquids and pass through our bodies
as well.

If the pressure buildup is high enough, it can cause damage to our eardrums and internal organs.”
https://decibelpro.app/blog/can-sound-kill-you/

MBARI's dB levels could be lethal. Much lower dB levels can damage human organs such as the lungs, and injure or rupture internal
membranes of the middle and inner ear. Jet take-off noise at 150 dB will rupture eardrums. LRAD weapons operate at 162 decibels.
https://lethalindisguise.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/L1D2-Acoustic-Weapons. pdf
https://phr.org/our-work/resources/health-impacts-of-crowd-control-weapons-acoustic-weapons/ Physicians for Human Rights

MBARI's equipment will be blasting at 191 dB - 221 dB.
OSHA maximum permitted dB for humans for ¥z hour is only 110 dB.

Since decibels are logarithmic, MBARI levels are much, much higher than OSHA's limit.
https://decibelpro.app/blog/how-loud-is-80-decibels/

If my calculations based on the above information is correct,

191 dB = 1000 times (10x10x10) more powerful than LRAD weapons,

and 1,000,000,000 times (10(9)) more powerful than OSHA limits

221 dB = 1,000,000 times (10(6)) more powerful than LRAD

and 10((12) more powerful than OSHA limits

This is not safe for marine life.

However, MBARI's purpose and focus in this project is mapping the sea floor and topography, not protecting the living ocean. That neglect
of science and loving care is extremely alarming, as the body of science and protecting nature should be the foundation of all research
work.

Additional information is below from sound monitoring professionals

Halt this environmentally destructive surwey that violates California rules and which is antithetical to stewardship and protection of the
ocean, California coastal resources, the Monterey Bay Marine Sanctuary, and the Earth.

Sincerely,

Nina Beety
Monterey, California

https://www.noisemonitoringsenices.com/how-loud-is-a-decibel/
How loud is 140 decibels?

- A jet engine at 100 feet would measure to be 140 decibels.

- 140 decibels is the human pain threshold according to OSHA.
- At 140 decibels the human vocal cord begins to vibrate.

- At 141 decibels nausea begins to set in.

How loud is 150 decibels?
- Fireworks overhead are typically 150 decibels.
- A sustained noise lewvel of 150 decibels will blur human vision and vibrate human lungs.

How loud is 160 decibels?
- A typical firearm is 160 decibels.
- At 163 decibels glass begins to shatter.

How loud is 170 decibels?
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- An avalanche is typically 170 decibels.
- At 172 decibels fog can begin to form depending on temperature, humidity, and dew point.

[At 204 dB] [t]he Saturn V itself is so loud that it could destroy itself from its own noise levels. NASA has dewveloped a Sound
Suppression System that dumps enormous quantities of water continuously onto the launch pad to muffle the sound waves reflecting off
the launch pad.

https://decibelpro.app/blog/can-sound-kill-you/
“[S]ounds abowve 185 dB can impact your inner organs and cause death. They can do this by causing an air embolism in your lungs,
affect inner organs, or even make your lungs explode.”
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From: Bacon, Mckai

To: Public, ExecutiveOfficer@SLC; CSLC CommissionMeetings
Cc: Ramirez, Yessica@SLC; Connor, Kelly@SLC

Subject: ITEM 35-Ormond Beach Generating Station

Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2025 3:24:10 PM

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

Dear California State Lands Commission,

I am an Oxnard resident writing to ask you to reject the lease amendment extending the term of Lease 4196 —
Ormond Beach Generating Station (OBGS) from April 23, 2025, to December 31, 2026, for one seawater intake

conduit and one discharge conduit.

For the past year, Oxnard residents have consistently voiced their opposition to the staff recommendation to
extend the lease. For many years before this, Oxnard residents have advocated for an end to the unjust legacy of
fossil fuel power plants in their community. South Oxnard is a prime example of environmental injustice. Located in
the most densely populated community of color in Ventura County, a wall of industry blocks South Oxnard
residents from safely accessing Ormond Beach. According to CalEnviroScreen 4.0, residents experience more

pollution than 94% of other neighborhoods in California.

Through one broken promise after another, residents have seen the state extend operations at the OBGS twice. At a
time when federal policies threaten clean energy, as well as the safety and well-being of communities of color, we
look to our state leaders, like the State Lands Commission, to uphold California’s goals for climate justice and

values around coastal access for all!

| commend the Commission for holding the decision-making meeting for this lease in Oxnard where community
members can meaningfully participate. | hope the Commission will inform their vote based on the concerns raised
by Oxnard residents and allies from across the state. Furthermore, | ask that the commission support Oxnard
residents’ request to develop a community advisory committee and a robust community engagement plan to
ensure residents are a part of future decision-making processes about community benefits and decommissioning

of the plant.

While the Commission’s jurisdiction is limited to the conduits, a NO vote would be a critical step towards progress.
It would help end an unjust legacy, and support the community’s vision of restoring the wetlands and increasing

coastal access to neighborhoods who have historically not been able to access Ormond Beach.

Thankyou,

McKai Bacon

she/her/hers

Volunteer Engagement Ambassador
Center for Community Engagement
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From: Joy Boyd

To: CSLC CommissionMeetings
Subject: San Diego mooring co land grab
Date: Thursday, November 27, 2025 4:45:52 PM

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

Sent from my iPhone
San Diego mooring co
Abbreviation SDMC

Help!
When Sdmc lease kills it’s time to stop them!

There’s a 60 page CA Supreme Court ruling in 2023 ruling that The Port of SD has miserably failed the boaters of
San Diego bay with ground tackle on June 7, 2023 by presiding judge Micheal Smyth

That’s your job...

After receiving SDMC intimidating 30 page lease my best friend & neighbor went into severe depression couldn’t
get out of bed for a mth.. got drunk fell hit his head & died

Quite the opposite of the Supreme Court’s ruling to make SD bay more enjoyable for boaters

Another mooring tenants Will who SDMC intimidated into losing his boat

no one can comply with all 30 pages of rules that intentionally promotes intimidate & promotes fear

so boaters will give up their moorings

Another tenant went on vacation, another tenant complained his vessel had water in the bilge..

When he returned there was no water in the bilge.. the neighbor who complained got his mooring after the SDMC
commanded an out of water survey meanwhile they gave his mooring away while his boat was on the hard..
SDMC has huge signs posted everywhere we must rat on our neighbors

It’s time for SDMC to go..

The Port of SD has partnered with SDMC for some unknown reason.. which I intend to find out why..

There’s blood on SDMC hands

Quite the opposite of CA Supreme Court ruling

Fire SDMC!
Here’s why:

Unethical business practices

SDMC took our parking lot now they receive funds from it

In their old parking lot they built 2 buildings profiting hugely

Gave us a nu parking lot which they promptly took away & now SDMC receives the funds..

Something is fishy

Greg Boeh was a poor unliked Port employee at the port terminals

Now owns 2 brand nu marinas, the SD moorings, 2 ace parking, mega yachts anchoring

The SD port can’t seem to stop them

The boaters & The SD Port need your help

The SD tidelands moorings need to go back to the boaters sold for $10,000 each..

Where the SD Port makes the profit of a million dollars because the SD Port put in the SD moorings just to organize
anchored vessels promising to not privatize cause this is what happens when you privatize to just one individual..
Mega greed
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Coastal commission had SDMC open their books ..finding they are making too huge of profits for an increase in
mooring fees

First SDMC had a 2 page normal lease when denied a rate increase they made mooring tenants pay with a 17 page
lease

Presently denied an increase in mooring fees then gave mooring tenants a pre lease now a 30 page lease

which | sent you copies before the October Land Commissioner meeting & | will mail copies of the lease

SDMC has Weaponized safety inspections

Sdmc has implemented sublets where Sdmc receives double fees from mooring tenants & the sublet tenants
Sublets are given 30 days to vacate

Now after receiving eviction notices for about a third of permanent mooring tenants

Sdmc then requires boaters to have Sdmc goons levy thousands in bt repairs so when Sdmc impounds vessel.. the
vessel is sellable..

Sdmc requires mooring tenants to sign a quilty plea that any time Sdmc deems they have 30 days to vacate mooring
or be impounded

Everyone lives in fear of receiving an eviction notice

No one talks to anyone

Sdmc has taken all the joy out of having a mooring

They promote fear thru intimidation

Exactly what the CA Supreme Court ruled illegal

The SD port does not want SD moorings back

Our monthly fees should go to Pepe La poo to solve that problem ..

The Port of SD job is to protect the tidelands for the citizens

Let the tidelands go back to the people they were intended for

Not for the profit of just one man Greg Boeh

Who is

trying to do a land grab to park mega yachts where our moorings are
Defrauding mooring tenants

Help the Port of Sd solve a major headache

Joy Boyd
Mooring tenant
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November 7, 2025

Matthew Dumlao, Ph.D., Executive Officer
California State Lands Commission

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, California 95825
Matthew.Dumlao@slc.ca.gov

RE:  San Francisco Bay and Delta Sand Mining Lease Applications
Dear Dr. Dumlao:

The Port of San Francisco supports and concurs in the above-referenced lease renewals under review by the
California State Lands Commission (“SLC”). Lessees Martin Marietta, Lind Marine, and Suisun Associates
currently produce commercial-grade sand from the San Francisco Bay and western Delta on submerged lands and
under mineral leases granted primarily by CSLC. The Central Bay leases are within submerged lands at Point
Knox and Alcatraz Shoals granted to the City and County of San Francisco by the State of California (e.g.,
Chapter 1333 of the Statutes of 1968, as amended).

Marine sands are used for commercial and public purposes throughout the greater San Francisco Bay Area,
including construction of residential and commercial projects, public infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, parks and
buildings), shoreline protection, and replenishment of beaches and wetlands. As a local resource, Bay sands help
lower public and private construction costs and reduce associated transportation impacts, air emissions, and
greenhouse gas emissions from shipping and trucking commercial-grade sand from outside of the Bay Area
(including Mexico and Canada). In this manner, marine sands are important to the Bay Area economy and
environment. We support SLC’s continuing of the lease for submerged lands within the Bay for the continued
harvesting of marine sand consistent with the above-referenced applications and as described in the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”) for the Bay and Delta Sand Mining Project.

Please let us know if we can provide any additional information in support of the above-referenced applications.

Sincer y' DocuSigned by:

Mickael Martin
20E5EEC1DEFF477...
Michael Martin
Assistant Port Director
Port of San Francisco

cc: Nicole Dobroski, Chief
Environmental Science, Planning, and Management Division
California State Lands Commission
nicole.dobroski@slc.ca.gov

Erika Guerra

Environmental Resources Director, Pacific Region
Martin Marietta
erika.guerra@martinmarietta.com

PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO

TEL 415 274 0400 TTY 415 274 0587 ADDRESS Pier 1

FAX 415 274 0528 WEB sfport.com San Francisco, CA 94111
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Archived: Friday, December 12, 2025 10:34:20 AM

From: aeboken

Sent: Friday, December 12, 2025 10:28:32 AM

To: CSLC CommissionMeetings

Subject: Written Submission for California State Lands Commission Meeting December 16, 2025 Agenda Item Il Public Comment
Sensitivity: Normal

Attachments:

AWSS Resolution.pdf ;

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.
TO: California State Lands Commission

FR: Eileen Boken,
State and Federal Legislative Liaison

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

RE: Written Submission for California State Lands Commission Meeting December 16, 2025 Agenda Item 11 Public Comment

Attached is a resolution by the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods.
The resolution is regarding the San Francisco Emergency Firefighting Water System.

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods has registered to speak on this resolution further at the meeting itself.

HiH

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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November 18, 2025

Mayor Daniel Lurie

Paul Yep, Chief for Public Safety

Han Zou, Communication Director

Dean Crispen, Chief of Fire Deptartment

Garreth Miller, Assistant Deputy Chief, ESER Project Manager
Carla Short, Director of Deptartment of Public Works

Scott Anderson, Deputy Director for Project Delivery

Stephen Robinson, Assistant General Manager for Infrastructure
Carmen Chu, City Administrator

Brian Strong, Director for Office of Resilience and Capital Planning

CSFN Resolution Advocating for the Transfer of the Auxiliary Water
Supply System

WHEREAS, As a result of the 1906 earthquake, San Francisco voters approved a General
Obligation Bond to build a firefighting system of water pipes, hydrants and pumps which are
independent of the City's drinking water system.

WHEREAS, This system was completed in 1913 and was designated as the Auxiliary Water
Supply System (AWSS).

WHEREAS, In 1913 AWSS coverage was primarily in the northeast quadrant of the City.

WHEREAS, Even though AWSS has been expanded since 1913, large areas in both the
Westside and Southeast currently have no AWSS protection.

WHEREAS, Since 1913 AWSS and its assets have been under the jurisdiction of the SF Fire
Department (SFFD) with design and engineering under the auspices of the SF Department of
Public Works (SFDPW).

WHEREAS, In 2010, despite an ESER Bond being on the ballot, then Mayor Gavin Newsom
balanced the City's Great Recession budget by transferring AWSS jurisdiction and assets from
the SFFD to the SFPUC.



WHEREAS, Since 2010 the SFPUC has implemented a number of AWSS policies which have
had significantly negative impacts on the system.

WHEREAS, Instead of expanding AWSS, the SFPUC installed a system of cisterns on the
Westside.

WHEREAS, Even though SFFD has only 44 fire apparatus, a single cistern requires two fire
apparatus to extinguish fires; one to pump water out of the cistern and one to extinguish the
fires.

WHEREAS, Once the fires are extinguished, a cistern does not automatically refill but must be
refilled manually.

WHEREAS, The SFPUC then attempted to implement the Flexible Water Supply System
(FWSS) which uses 350 Ib hoses but was forced to abandon this approach as infeasible.

WHEREAS, The SFPUC is now attempting to implement a potable (drinking) water AWSS
system which theoretically has the co-benefits of using a single water pipe for both drinking
water and emergency firefighting.

WHEREAS, Although the SFPUC has stated that this concept comes from Japan, no fire
departments in Japan seem to use it.

WHEREAS, Despite its naming convention, potable water AWSS does not
primarily use drinking water but primarily uses "raw" water from Lake Merced.

WHEREAS, Once raw water enters drinking water pipes, the SF Department of Public Health
would be required to issue a "boil water" alert.

WHEREAS, Once the catastrophic fires have been completely extinguished, water pipes which
have been contaminated with raw water would need to be flushed out over a period of weeks
even months.

THEREFORE, be it resolved, Based on the SFPUC's numerous policy missteps regarding
AWSS, CSFN insists that the current mayor initiate a process to transfer the AWSS jurisdiction
and assets from the SFPUC back to the SFFD including current unencumbered and encumbered
AWSS funds in the Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Bond program, as
well as, any future AWSS funds from the proposed June 2026 ESER Bond.

Deborah Murphy
President CSFN
president@csfn.net
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From: Maggie Hallahan

To: Plovnick, Jeffrey@SLC; CSLC CommissionMeetings

Cc: Ian Wren

Subject: Request for Meeting: Public Land Trust & SF Marina Boating Access

Date: Thursday, November 20, 2025 5:19:16 PM

Attachments: for h ve Marina and Fuel Dock Nov 2025 2.0.pdf
EORMAL COMPLAINT AND REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION OF SF Marina Public Trust.pdf
AD H mmi DBW Commission 11-12-2025 Final 2.0.pdf

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

Hi Dr. Dumlao and Mr. Plovnick,
I hope you’re both doing well.

As you may know, the SF Sea Scouts have been working to preserve the gas and diesel fuel dock, along with other essential boating amenities for San
Francisco’s public boaters and swimmers. For additional background, please see the Latitude 38 article and our project page with photos: https://mhpv.net/sfmarina.

We’ve formed a coalition and would like to schedule a video call with you before the end of the year to discuss the next steps for reviewing the details of the Public
Land Trust for the SF Marina.

We will have five point representatives from the major organizations join the call and report back to the broader group.
Our coalition includes:

* The Golden Gate Area Council Sea Scout Committee members

* The Pacific Inter-Club Yacht Association Commodore, representing more than 100 yacht clubs across Northern California
« San Francisco Baykeeper

* South Beach Yacht Club board members

* Scouting America Committee members

* The Dolphin Swimming & Boating Club members

* The South End Rowing Club members

* The Fillmore Merchants Association members

* Many Sea Scout parents and grandparents who care deeply about Bay water access and safety

« Sail Sport Talk

Please also see our SFRP letter to the Commission submitted today, as well as the Ad Hoc CA Boating and Waterways Commission report that the Commissioner
and I released last week at the most recent meeting, which provides context on the ongoing lack of boating access in San Francisco.

Thank you, and we look forward to discussing this with you soon.

Cheers,
Maggie

Maggie Hallahan
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November 18th, 2025

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
MclLaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park

501 Stanyan Street

San Francisco, CA 94117

Attn: Recreation and Park Commission

Re: Community Support for Maintaining Gashouse Cove Marina, San Francisco's Gas
and Diesel Fuel Dock Operations

Dear Commissioners:

We write as members and representatives of San Francisco's maritime and waterfront
community—environmental advocates, swimmers, rowers, and youth maritime
educators—to express our strong support for maintaining the Gashouse Cove gas and
diesel fuel dock as part of the Marina Improvement and Remediation Project. This facility
serves as critical infrastructure not only for emergency services, but for recreational
access, maritime safety, and the preservation of San Francisco's 175-year maritime
heritage.

Critical Maritime Infrastructure

The Gashouse Cove fuel dock is the only public fueling facility remaining on the San
Francisco waterfront. It serves a diverse community of users including recreational
boaters, commercial vessels, emergency responders, maritime youth programs, and
visiting vessels from around the Bay and beyond. This facility includes not only fuel pumps,
but also a pump-out station, oil spill response capabilities, and serves as an emergency
extraction point for disabled vessels.

The loss of this facility would force all vessel operators—from the U.S. Coast Guard to Sea
Scout training vessels—to transit to Sausalito or Emeryville for fuel. This represents not
merely an inconvenience, but a fundamental threat to maritime safety and Bay access.
During emergencies, when the 1989 earthquake recovery demonstrated the critical value
of this facility, or during medical evacuations and search-and-rescue operations, every
minute matters.

Example — SFPD Marine Unit: In fiscal year 2024-2025, the SFPD Marine Unit used the SF
Marina Gashouse Cove Fuel Dock 86 times—70 gasoline and 16 diesel. Gasoline access is
especially critical because roughly 80 percent of marine vessels run on gasoline, and
unlike diesel, gasoline cannot be delivered by truck over the water.

Recreational Access and Maritime Community



San Francisco Bay is one of the world's premier sailing destinations, attracting recreational
boaters from across Northern California and beyond. The availability of fuel on the San
Francisco waterfront is essential to maintaining this vibrant maritime community. Visiting
boaters patronize local marinas, restaurants, and businesses—contributing to San
Francisco's economy and maritime culture. Eliminating the city's only fuel dock would
effectively discourage recreational boating access to San Francisco, diminishing one of the
Bay Area's unique recreational resources.

The Pacific Inter-Club Yacht Association (PICYA), representing over 100 yacht clubs across
Northern California, has emphasized that accessible fuel infrastructure is not just
convenient—it is essential for safe navigation of San Francisco Bay's sometimes
challenging conditions. Boaters should not be forced to undertake risky crossings to
distant fuel docks when conditions deteriorate or fuel runs low.

Youth Maritime Education

For more than a century, Gashouse Cove has served as a training ground for San
Francisco's youth maritime programs. The Sea Scouts, including the Makani Maritime
Explorers and the SF Vikings (2023 National Champion Sea Scout Club), depend on this
facility for their vessels and training operations. These programs teach young people
seamanship, water safety, navigation, environmental stewardship, and leadership—skills
that have launched countless maritime careers and built generations of Bay stewards.

The elimination of the fuel dock, boat lift, and associated small-craft berths would
effectively end these youth programs' ability to operate from this historic location. This
represents an unacceptable loss of opportunity for San Francisco's young people,
particularly those from underserved communities who gain access to the Bay through
these programs.

Environmental Stewardship and Practical Considerations

As environmental advocates, we recognize the importance of remediating the legacy
pollution from the historic manufactured gas plant. However, we must also advocate for
solutions that maintain public access and avoid creating new environmental or safety
hazards.

Critically, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board has confirmed that PG&E's
cleanup does not require removal of the fuel dock. The navigational channel to the fuel
dock has not been dredged in 35 years, yet maintains a natural depth of 8.5 feet at low tide
through regular boat traffic. The State Water Board has confirmed this channel can remain
in place and continue to be used without alteration.

We are also deeply concerned about SFRP's proposal to promote swimming and kayaking
in waters adjacent to the Laguna Street combined sewer outfall, which occasionally



discharges untreated sewage into the Bay. This outfall has not been adequately disclosed
in project materials, and promoting recreation in these waters raises serious public health
concerns. The existing maritime uses—which occur on vessels rather than through direct
water contact—represent a more appropriate use of waters affected by the sewer outfall.

Support for Local Maritime Industry

The fuel dock also serves San Francisco's remaining commercial fishing fleet, charter
operators, marine contractors, and other working waterfront users. The Port of San
Francisco's current fuel infrastructure is inadequate and unreliable, with the Maxum diesel
facility at Fisherman's Wharf out of service and in disrepair. Eliminating Gashouse Cove's
fuel dock without a viable replacement would further diminish San Francisco's working
waterfront and the maritime jobs that depend on it.

A Balanced Path Forward

We urge the Recreation and Park Commission to adopt a balanced approach that
accomplishes environmental remediation while preserving maritime access and
infrastructure. Specifically, we call on the Commission to:

¢ Maintain the fuel dock in its current location during and after the PG&E
remediation, as confirmed feasible by the Regional Water Board

o Preserve the boat lift and small-craft berthing that supports youth programs and
recreational access

o Fully disclose the Laguna Street sewer outfall in all project materials and
reconsider promoting water-contact recreation in affected areas

e Conduct anindependent review of the project's financial assumptions and
environmental analysis

o Engage the maritime community in developing alternatives that meet both
cleanup and access goals

The loss of San Francisco's last fuel dock would represent an irreversible diminishment of
public access to the Bay and a betrayal of the California Public Trust Doctrine that requires
waterfront lands to be preserved for maritime and public purposes. The existing fuel dock
infrastructure—upgraded by the State of California and serving the public effectively for
over 60 years—should be preserved as the essential maritime infrastructure that itis.

We stand ready to work collaboratively with SFRP, PG&E, the Regional Water Board, and
other stakeholders to achieve both environmental protection and maritime access. These
goals are not mutually exclusive, and San Francisco's maritime community deserves
solutions that honor both values.

Thank you for your consideration of these critical concerns.



Respectfully,

Steven Welch
Chair, Golden Gate Area Council Sea Scout Committee; San Francisco small-business
owner

Captain Maggie Hallahan
Sea Scout Leader; Makani Maritime Explorers Leader; California Boating & Waterways
Commissioner (CA DBW Title represents personal position, not that of the Commission)

David Jackson
Commodore, Pacific Inter-Club Yacht Association, representing over 100 yacht clubs
across Northern California.

Diane Walton
San Francisco Baykeeper Board Member; Dolphin Swimming Club Board Member

Erika Gliebe
South End Rowing Club Board Member; Open Water Swim Coach

lan Wren
Staff Scientist, San Francisco Baykeeper

Patti Mangan
Communications Director, South Beach Yacht Club; Producer, Sail Sport Talk; Executive
Director, Fillmore Merchants Association; PICYA Staff Commodore

Paul Lanzi
Golden Gate District Commissioner, Scouting America

Christiana Hoffman Inesi
Sea Scout Leader, Makani Maritime Explorers Leader

Captain Kate Thompson, R.N.
USCG 50-Ton Master; Sailboat Captain; Registered Nurse

Captain Kenneth Billiet-Shupe
Skipper, Sea Scout Ship Sea Fox; Golden Gate Area Council, Scouting America

Michael Schuck
Parent of Sea Scout and Makani Youth

Sabryna Holloway
Parent of Sea Scout and Makani Youth



Walter Howe
Parent of Makani Youth

Justin Disney
Parent of Sea Scout and Makani Youth

Corrina M. Rice
Parent of Sea Scout Makani Youth

Sam McMillan
Grandparent of two Sea Scout Makani Youth

Pearci “PJ” Bastiany lll
Sea Scout Makani Volunteer

Matt Leffers
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

Jeffery Tong
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

Stuart Ganna
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

Chapte lan
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

James Dilworth
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

John Robel
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

Sharon Wong
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

Janne Corn
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

William Kashner
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member

Ken Corgn
Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club Member



FORMAL COMPLAINT AND REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION

To: California State Lands Commission:
« Eleni Kounalakis, Lieutenant Governor of California, Chair, California State
Lands Commission
¢« Malia M. Cohen, State Controller, Member, California State Lands Commission
¢ Joe Stephenshaw, Director of the Department of Finance, Member, California
State Lands Commission

Executive Officer / General Manager:
¢ Matthew “Matt” Dumlao, Executive Officer
o Jeffrey Plovnick Public Land Management Specialist. California State Lands
Commission, 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South, Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Cc: Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), California Water Resources
Control Board

From:

Captain Maggie Hallahan

San Francisco Sea Scout Leader

Gashouse Cove Marina Preservation Initiative htips://mhpv.net/sfmarina
Email: SFBay.Maritime.Youth.Advocates@gmail.com

Date: November 6, 2025

Subject: Request for Investigation - Mismanagement of State-Granted Public Trust
Lands and Revenues at Gashouse Cove Marina (Parcel “R”), San Francisco

Dear Commissioners and General Manager,

| respectfully request that the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) initiate a formal
investigation into the City and County of San Francisco’s management of state-granted
public trust lands and revenues at Gashouse Cove Marina (also known as East Harbor,
Parcel “R”). These lands are held in trust under Chapter 437, Statutes of 1935 and its
subsequent amendmentsin 7963 and 7970, which strictly limit their use to aquatic and
recreational purposes.

. Background and Legal Framework
The legislative record establishes clear and binding conditions:
¢ Chapter 437 (1935): Granted the property to San Francisco exclusively for aquatic,
recreational, boulevard, park, and playground purposes, expressly prohibiting any
lease or use for pecuniary profit.
e Chapter 941 (1963): Reaffirmed these restrictions while extending allowable leases
to 20 years.


https://mhpv.net/sfmarina
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e Chapter 670 (1970): Further extended lease terms to 40 years and reiterated that
the lands must continue to be used only for aquatic and recreational purposes.
These statutes collectively establish a continuing Public Trust obligation binding the City
and County of San Francisco as trustee for Gashouse Cove and the Marina Small Craft
Harbor.

Il. Violations of Public Trust Use
The City’s 2025 redevelopment proposal for Gashouse Cove Marina seeks to:

e Remove the fuel dock,

¢ Eliminate over 200 working-class boat slips, and

e Convert the functioning harbor into a “shallow basin.”
These proposed actions would effectively terminate traditional maritime access and
aquatic use—violating both the statutory Public Trust and the City’s fiduciary duty as
trustee.
The proposal contradicts the trust’s explicit purpose: maintaining the property for aquatic,
navigational, and recreational use, as reaffirmed in multiple state statutes and City legal
opinions.

lll. Failure to Maintain the Marina Yacht Harbor Fund as a Separate, Transparent
Public Trust Account
The City’s persistent failure to maintain and report a separate Marina Yacht Harbor Fund
represents a serious breach of its fiduciary obligations.
Under the Public Trust Doctrine and City Attorney Opinion No. 87-17 (1987), all revenues
from the Marina Small Craft Harbor must be held in a dedicated Harbor Fund and used
exclusively for aquatic and recreational purposes.
For more than a decade, the City has:
¢ Failed to publish annual, publicly accessible Harbor Fund financial reports;
e Pooled harbor revenues with the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
(SFRPD) general operating funds, obscuring the expenditure of trust revenues; and
e Proposed changes (Controller Budget Form 1A, FY 2025) that would shift the Harbor
Fund to a “self-sustaining enterprise model”—a structure potentially paving the
way for privatization or for-profit management.
This lack of transparency violates both the fiduciary duties under the 1935-1970 trust
statutes and the City Attorney’s 1987 opinion, which states:
“Revenues from the Marina Small Craft Harbor must be devoted exclusively to water-
oriented recreational purposes and may not be diverted to unrelated City operations.”
Immediate state audit and oversight are necessary to restore compliance and ensure
public trust integrity.

IV. Lack of Substantiated Justification

At the January 2025 BCDC meeting, SFRPD asserted that environmental regulators
required the removal of the fuel dock. However, the California Water Resources Control
Board confirmed that PG&E’s cleanup plan does not mandate fuel dock removal.



Furthermore, the City provided no verified technical, environmental, or financial data to
support its claim that retaining the fuel dock would cost $20-25 million. This absence of
substantiation calls into question the basis for such a drastic and irreversible alteration of
a state-trust asset.

V. Procedural Deficiencies and Omitted Analyses
SFRPD continues to rely on an outdated 2006 permit and a limited 2022 feasibility study
that failed to consider critical environmental and safety issues, including:
o The Laguna Street sewage outfall, which discharges approximately 468 million
gallons annually into the Cove;
o Electric shock drowning hazards from marina power systems; and
e The lack of design alternatives preserving the fuel dock and marine emergency
access.
These omissions constitute serious procedural deficiencies and render any current
environmental review incomplete.

VI. Breach of Fiduciary Duty and Financial Mismanagement
A. City Attorney’s Opinion No. 87-17 (August 18, 1987)
Authored by City Attorney Louise H. Renne and Deputies Burk E. Delventhal and Rose
Mikosvky for Mayor Dianne Feinstein, this opinion concludes:
“The City and County of San Francisco may not use monies generated from the Marina
Small Craft Harbor for other than water-oriented recreational purposes.”
It further states that revenues are restricted by both the State’s loan agreement and the
Public Trust Doctrine, and may not fund general City overhead or unrelated operations.
B. Fiscal Policies and Budget Records
Public documents demonstrate a pattern of financial diversion:
e Board of Supervisors Report (2006): Showed Harbor revenues combined with
other SFRPD funds, violating segregation requirements.
e Controller’s Budget Form 1A (FY 2025): Proposes transitioning the Marina Harbor
Fund into a self-sustaining enterprise model, inconsistent with trust restrictions.
¢ Budget and Legislative Analyst Report (Jan. 26, 2024): Promotes fee increases
and paid parking to make the Marina “financially independent,” while ignoring the
$26.5 million state loan (2008) and its $1.5 million annual repayment obligation
now subsidized by taxpayers.
These actions have produced the highest berth fees in Northern California, effectively
excluding middle-income boaters and shifting the harbor’s public benefit away from
equitable recreation.

VIl. Requested Commission Actions
| respectfully request that the California State Lands Commission:
1. Conduct a formal investigation into whether San Francisco’s management of
Gashouse Cove Marina violates the Public Trust Grant (Ch. 437 — 1935; Ch. 941 -
1963; Ch. 670 -1970) and City Attorney Opinion No. 87-17.



2. Audit the Marina Yacht Harbor Fund to determine if revenues have been diverted
from aquatic purposes, and mandate annual public reporting of harbor revenues
and expenditures.

3. Review the 2025 Gashouse Cove Redevelopment Proposal for compliance with
Public Trust law, CSLC oversight, and environmental standards.

4. Consider reversion of Parcel “R” (Gashouse Cove Marina) to direct State
management or a governance model similar to SF South Beach Harbor under Port
of San Francisco oversight.

VIIl. Conclusion

The legislative acts, legal opinions, and financial records establish a consistent pattern:
The City of San Francisco is not honoring its Public Trust obligations.

By converting a functioning marina into a passive basin and diverting Harbor Fund
revenues into general accounts, the City is violating both the intent and letter of
California law.

| urge the California State Lands Commission to act swiftly to safeguard Gashouse Cove
Marina as a vital aquatic, recreational, and working-waterfront resource for all
Californians.

Thank you for your attention and commitment to protecting this historic public trust
property. | am available to provide documentation, testimony, or clarification upon
request.

Respectfully submitted,

Captain Maggie Hallahan

San Francisco Sea Scout Leader

Gashouse Cove Marina Preservation Initiative https://mhpv.net/sfmarina

Email: SFBay.Maritime.Youth.Advocates@gmail.com

Supporting Documents (List A1)

1. Chapter 437 (1935) — Granting tidelands for aquatic and recreational purposes.

2. Chapter 941 (1963) - Amendment extending lease powers to 20 years.

3. Chapter 670 (1970) - Amendment extending lease powers to 40 years.

4. City Attorney Opinion No. 87-17 (Aug. 18, 1987).

5. San Francisco Board of Supervisors (2006) — Marina Yacht Harbor Fund Overhead
Allocation.

6. Controller’s Office (FY 2025) - Budget Form 1A.

7. Budget and Legislative Analyst Report (Jan. 26, 2024).

8. BCDC Meeting Transcript (Jan. 2025).

9. California Water Resources Control Board Correspondence — PG&E cleanup

confirmation.
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CHAPTER: 670

An act to amend Section 2 of Chapter 1333 of the Statutes
of 1968, and to amend Section 1 of Chapter 437 of the
Statutes of 1935, relating to San Francisco lands.

[Approved by Governor August 12, 1970 Filed with
Secretary of State August 12, 1970.]

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

Smerion 1. Section 2 of Chapter 1333 of the Statutes of
1968 is amended to read:

Sec. 2. The Director of Finance is hereby authorized to
negotiate with the City and County of San Francisco for the
transfer, in conformity with the provisions of this act, to the
City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation
of the State of California, or to its successor, in trust for
purposes of commerce, navigation, and fisheries and subject
to the terms and conditions specified in this aet, all of the
right, title and interest held by the State of California and
acquired by virtue of its sovereignty or otherwise, in and
to the real property located in the City and County of
San Francisco and presently under the jurisdiction and
control of the San Francisco Port Authority, together with
all improvements, rights, privileges, easements and appurte-
nances connected therewith or in anywise appertaining thereto,
and any and all personal property of every kind and deserip-
tion owned or controlled by the State of California and used
in connection with the operation and maintenance of San Fran-
cisco Harbor and including any deposits of funds held by or
for the San Franciseo Port Authority ; excepting and reserving
unto the State of California all subsurface mineral deposits,
including oil and gas deposits, together with the right of
ingress and egress on the properties conveyed to the City and
County of San Franecisco for exploration, drilling and extrac-
tion of such mineral, oil and gas deposits, subject, however,
to the provision that during the term of any lease, franchise,
permit or license of such property pursuant to Section 3 of
this act, such mineral rights herein reserved to the State of
California, including the right of ingress and egress, shall not
be exercised so as to disturb or otherwise interfere with the
leasehold estate or the rights or encumbrances to which any
such lease, franchise, permit or license may be subject; pro-
vided, however, that any lease, franchise, permit or license of
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such property pursuant to Section 8 of this act must contain
a provision specifying at least one point from which and the
manner in which the right of ingress or egress to said subsur-
face deposits may be exercised, which said point or points may
be outside the area of the leasehold, franchise, permit or
license, providing the point or points are adequate to permit
the rights reserved to the state to be exercised ; and also reserv-
ing to the people of the State of California the right to hunt
and fish in and over the waters of San Francisco Harbor. The
negotiations shall be concluded by October 21, 1968, unless
such time is extended by mutual agreement. In lieu of any
survey which might otherwise be required by law, within
three years after the effective date of this act, the State Lands
Commission ghall, at the cost of the Port Commission of the
City and County of San Francisco, provide a description of
the transferred lands, using such references and designations
as are commonly known place names and geographical and
political boundaries, and surveying and monumenting only
when known designations or points of reference are not avail-
able. The description so prepared and a plat thereof shall
thereafter be recorded by the State Liands Commission in the
office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco. This act shall not apply to any property or interest in
property, whether real or personal, owned by or under the
jurisdiction or control of the Department of Public Works,
Division of Highways, Division of Bay Toll Crossings, or the
California Toll Bridge Authority. All that property described
in Seetion 1770 of the Harbors and Navigation Code and
transferred to the City and County of San Francisco by this
act shall remain subject to any requirements of the Depart-
ment of Public Works, Division of Bay Toll Crossings, Divi-
sion of Highways, or the California Toll Bridge Authority
for future right-of-way, or easement, or material for the con-
struction, location, realignment, expansion and maintenance
of bridges, highways or other transportation facilities without
compensation to the City and County of San Francisco, ex-
cept that in the event improvements, betterments or structures
have been placed upon the property transferred, compensation
shall be made to the City and County of San Francisco, and
to any third party entitled thereto, for the value of the im-
provements, betterments, or structures taken, and except prop-
erty that was originally acquired for valuable consideration,
in which case compensation shall be made to the City and
County of San Franeiseo. The Director of Finance shall be
assisted in such negotiations by the Secretary for Agriculture
and Services and the San Francisco Port Authority.

Sec. 2. Section 1 of Chapter 437 of the Statutes of 1935
is amended to read:

Section 1. There is hereby granted to the City and County
of San Francisco, a municipal corporation of the State of
California, all the right, title and interest of the State of
California held by said state by reason of its sovereign power,
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in and to the following deseribed parcel of land situate in the
City and County of San Francisco, State of California, and
deseribed as follows, to wit:

Beginning at a point on the westerly line of Lyon Street, if
produced in a northerly direction, said line being the easterly
boundary of the Presidio U. S. Military Reservation, distant
thereon 609.62 feet northerly from the northerly line of Marina
Boulevard and running thence easterly in a straight line, and
parallel with the northerly line of Marina Boulevard, 3648
feet 9 inches, more or less, to the westerly line of Webster
Street if produced northerly; thence northerly along said line
of Webster Street produced 1000 feet; thence at a right angle
westerly 3648 feet 9 inches, more or less, to the westerly line
of Lyon Street produced, and thence southerly along said line
of Lyon Street produced 1000 feet, more or less, to the point of
beginning.

Reserving, however, unto the State of California all rents
due or to become due under the terms and conditions of any
existing lease or leases of all, or any part of the hereinabove
described real property heretofore entered into by the State
of California, or by any board or commission of the State of
California, and which said rent is payable to the State of Cali-
fornia or to any board or commission of the State of California.

All of the above deseribed real property hereby granted
shall be forever held by said City and County of San Francisco
and by its successors in trust for the uses and purposes and
upon the express conditions following, to wit: said real prop-
erty shall be used solely for aquatie, recreational, boulevard,
park and playground purposes.

Provided, however, that said City and County of San Fran-
cisco shall have power to set apart and assign, or lease, any of
said property hereinbefore described for a period not to exceed
40 years, to any corporation, club or association organized for
the purpose of developing and promoting aquatic sport; pro-
vided, that no part of said property shall be set apart and as-
signed, or leased to any corporation, club or association the
object of which is pecuniary profit.



Chapter 437 - Land Grant to San
Francisco

CHAPTER 437

An act granting to the City and County of San Francisco certain lands of the State of
California located in the City and County of San Francisco upon certain trusts and
conditions.

[Approved by the Governor July 11, 1935. In effect September 15, 1935.]
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. There is hereby granted to the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal
corporation of the State of California, all the right, title and interest of the State of California,
held by said State by reason of its sovereign power, in and to the following described parcel
of land situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California, and described as
follows:

Beginning at a point on the westerly line of Lyon Street, if produced in a northerly direction,
said line being the easterly boundary of the Presidio U. S. Military Reservation, distant
thereon 609.62 feet northerly from the northerly line of Marina Boulevard and running
thence easterly in a straight line, and parallel with the northerly line of Marina Boulevard,
3648 feet 9 inches, more or less, to the westerly line of Webster Street if produced northerly;
thence northerly along said line of Webster Street produced 1000 feet; thence at a right
angle westerly 3648 feet 9 inches, more or less, to the westerly line of Lyon Street produced,
and thence southerly along said line of Lyon Street produced 1000 feet, more or less, to the
point of beginning.

Reserving, however, unto the State of California all rents due or to become due under the
terms and conditions of any existing lease or leases of all, or any part of the hereinabove
described real property heretofore entered into by the State of California, or by any board or
commission of the State of California, and which said rent is payable to the State of
California or to any board or commission of the State of California.

Provided, however, that said City and County of San Francisco shall have power to set apart
and assign, or lease, any of said property hereinbefore described for a period not to exceed
ten years, to any corporation, club or association organized for the purpose of developing
and promoting aquatic sport; provided, that no part of said property shall be set apart and
assigned, or leased to any corporation, club or association the object of which is pecuniary
profit.
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CHAPTER 437.

An act granting to the City and County of San Francisco cer-
tain lands of the State of Californig located in the City and
County of San Francisco vpon certain trusts and condi-
tions.

[Approved by thie Governor July 11, 1935. In effect September 15, 1935.]
The people of 1he State of California co enact os follows:

SectroN 1. There is hereby granted to the City and County
of San Francisco, a munieipal eorporation of the State of Cali-
fornia, all the right, title and interest of the State of California,
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held by said State by reason of its sovereign power, in and to
the following deseribed parcel of land situate in the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California, and described
as follows, to wit:

Beginning at a point on the westerly line of Liyon Street, if
produced in a northerly direction, said line being the easterly
boundary of the Presidio U. S. Military Reservation, distant
thereon 609.62 feet northerly from the northerly line of Marina
Boulevard and running thence easterly in a straight line, and
parallel with the northerly line of Marina Boulevard, 3648
feet 9 inches, more or less, to the westerly line of Webster
Street if produced northerly; thence northerly along said line
of Webster Street produced 1000 feet; thence at a right angle
westerly 3648 feet 9 inches, more or less, to the westerly line
of Lyon Street produced, and thence southerly along said line
of Lyon Street produced 1000 feet, more or less, to the point of
beginning.

Reserving, however, unto the State of California all rents
due or to become due under the terms and conditions of any
existing lease or leases of all, or any part of the hereinabove
deseribed real property heretofore entered into by the State of
California, or by any board or commission of the State of
California, and which said rent is payable to the State of Cali-
fornia or to any board or commission of the State of California.

All of the above described real property hereby granted shall
be forever held by said City and County of San Franecisco and
by its sueccessors in trust for the uses and purposes and upon
the express conditions following, to wit: said real property
shall be used solely for aquatie, recreational, boulevard, park
and playvground purposes,

Provided, however, that said City and County of San Fran-
cisco shall have power to set apart and assign, or lease, any of
said property hereinbefore deseribed for a period not to exceed
ten vears, to any corporation, elub or association organized
for the purpose of developing and promoting aquatic sport;
provided, that no part of said property shall be set apart and
assigned, or leased to any corporation, elub or association the
object of which is pecuniary profit.
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May the City and County of San Francisco use monies
generated from the Marina Small Craft Harbor for otner than
water-oriented purposes?

CONCLUSION

No. However, there is a broad range of permissiple uses
witnin tne statutorily imposed water-oriented limitations on
revenue generated from the Marina Small Craft Harbor. These uses
are furthner restricted by the terms of a loan ‘agreement between

ANALYSIS

You nave asked tnis office to aavise you whether the
City and County of San Francisco may use monies generated from
the Marina Small Craft Harpor (Harbor) for other tnan water-
oriented recreational purposes. To answer this yuestion we must
determine whether tnere are limitations on the use of the lands
on which the Harpor is located or on the revenues generated from
tne Harbor. 1In responding to your inguiry, we emphasize that the
revenues from tne Harpor are generated by a recreational facility
and must be devoted to recreational uses. (See, San Francisco
Charter §§3.550, 3.552, and 6.200 et seqa.) ‘T"'hnrefgrei the

.......... =L =€ e« ERS =04
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initial agetermination of how these monies shall pe spent must be
made by the Recreation and Park Commission tnrough the customary
budgetary process as provided in the Charter. (Ibid.)

The Harbor 1s located on tidelands, and therefore

pressed with a public trust. ({See, City of Berkeley v.
uperior Court (1980) 26 Cal.3d 515, 521, cert. denied, 449 U.S.
840.) Traditionally, the public trust purposes were

characterized as fishing, navigation and commerce. (Marks v.

(415) 554-4283 Room 206 City Hall San Francisco 94102-4682
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e s rsamas
wnitney (19/71) 6 Ca

.3d 251, 259-260.) Courts now recognize that
the permissible range of puplic uses is far broader, including
tne right to hunt, bathe or swim, and the rignt to preserve the
tidelands in their natural state as ecological units for
scientific study. (Ipid.)

(S

n Francis obtained the lands on wnich the Harbor is
located in trust from the State of California. (See, State Lands
Commission, A Report on the Use, Development, and Administration
of Granted Tidelands and Submergeu Lands (Report), p. 43

(1976).) As trustee, tne City must use the lands for activities
that promote statewide, ratner than local, purposes. (Mallon v.
City of Long Beacn (1955) 44 cal. 24 199, 209.) Under tne
specific limitations imposed by the state in the granting
conveyance, San Francisco may only use the property on which the
Harpor is situated for aqguatic, recreational, poulevard, park and

playground purposes.l/

~N
v

1/ california granted San Francisco title to the
Harpbor in Chapter 437 of the Statutes of 1935 wnicih states in
relevant part:
"All of the above described real proper
nerepy dranteu snail ve forever neld vy said City
and County of San Francisco and by its successors
in trust for tne uses and purposes and upon the
express conditions following, to wit: said real
property snall be used solely for aquatic,
recreational, boulevard, park and playground

mniiIraanNncoc
PuUipUSES.

tv
d

Provided, however, that said City and County
of San Francisco shall have power to set apart
and assign, or lease, any of said property
hereinpefore descriped for a period not to exceed
ten years, to any corporation, clubp or association
organized for the purpose of developing and
promoting aguatic sport; provided, tnat no part
of said property snall be set apart and assigned,
or leased to any corporation, club or association
the ooject of wnich is pecuniary profit."

Tnis statute was amended twice, extending the period for which an
assignment or lease could pe made to twenty (20) years (Statutes
of 1963, Chapter 1298) and later to forty (40) years (sStatutes of
1970, Chapter 670).
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These restrictions on the pubiic trust lands also apply
to revenues generated from the lands. (See, State of California
ex rel. State Lands Commission v. County of Orange (1982) 134
Cal.App.3d 20; Mailon at 209; Report at 44 and 45.) In addition,
the City may only use the revenues for services, purposes and
improvenments located on or related to the granted lanas. (See,
National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 cal. 3d 419,
440 cert. denied 464 U.S. 977; County of Orange at 25; Sax, The
Public Trust Doctrine in Natural Resource Law: Effective
Judicial Intervention, 68 Michigan L.Rev. 472, 477, 536 (1970).)

We next consider additional limitations imposed by a
nt with the State of California.

In 1974 the City and County of San Francisco entered
into a loan agreement with the State of California. The loan was
for a construction project at the Harpor. Tne loan agreement
limits tne City's use of Harbor revenues to loan payments,

advance loan repayment, operating and maintenance expenses and
reserve funds until the loan repayment scnedule ends on August 1,
2007.2/ Operating and maintenance expenses mean labor and
materials for tne operation of the Harpor and tne indirect
expenses of City administration up to 15% of the revenues.

Snould the Citvy can in

....... th City ect to a e 1 n ad
City would tnen be aple to develop alternative uses for
expenditures of tne revenues within the limitations of

elec
e

2/ Parag

-

aph 13 of the loan states:

Any surplus of funds arising from operation of
PROJECT remaining after deduction from gross
revenues of funds necessary for repayments to
DEPARTMENT, operating and maintenance expenses
and reserve funds as herein provided, shall be
retained by APPLICANT and may be invested in
reasonapoly ligquid assets. No transfer of such
funds other than for advance repayment of the
loan to DEPARTMENT snall pe made to APPLICANT so
long as any principal or interest thereon remains
unpaid. Wnenever such funds exceed TWO (2) years

PROJECT operating and loan repayment expenses as
indicated in EXHIBIT A, all surpluses in excess
of this amount may be required by DEPARTMENT to

be used for advance repayment of the loan.
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tideland trust doctrine and the granting statute. For example,
the revenues could be used to fund a class on marine biology or
boating at the Harpbor, to fund ecological study at the Harbor, or
to finance any water-oriented recreational activities at the
Harpor, to repair the breakwater or to repair streetlignts at the
Harbor. While tne matter is not free from dount, we are of the
view that Harpor revenues may also be used to pay the Harbor's
pro rata share of capital costs of sewer construction and
operation based upon the penefits the Harbor receives from such
construction and operation. The aforementioned list is merely
illustrative.

T future projects at
ts options to make

“w Aemr £
1l

the Harpor, the Cit
alternative uses of surplus reven .

(=]
Lag)
Fh

O
1

In summary, an existing outstanding loan from the state
restricts tne City's use of these revenues to loan payments and
operation and maintenance of tne Harpor. Wnether to accelerate
the loan payments in order to pursue other permissiple uses
involves economic and public policy questions. Were the City to
accelerate the repayment of the loan, then Harbor revenues could
be used for purposes consistent witn the limitations of the

tideland trust doctrine and the granting statute. Within these

imi i [ . £ cimemd mmd =T o i o
limitations, however, are a broad range of permissiple uses,

Past practices regarding the use of Harpor revenues nave not
exhausted all tne availapnle options.

Very truly yours,

-

BURK E. DELVENTHAL
Deputy City Attorney

ﬂcSi M%ﬁé

ROSE MIKSOVSK
Deputy City Attorney
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3. The Marina Yacht Harbor Fund Overhead Allocation

» The Recreation and Park Department allocates overhead costs to the Marina Yacht Harbor Fund
through overhead rates charged by the Department's Structural Maintenance and Capital Divisions
to Marina Yacht Harbor Fund projects. The Department also allocates a percentage of the
Department’'s administrative costs to the Marina Yacht Harbor Fund in each year's budget.

» The Budget Analyst's 2006 Recreation and Park Department management audit found that the
Recreation and Park Department was not adjusting for the difference between administrative
expenditure recoveries from the Department's divisions and funds, and actual administrative
expenditures. The Recreation and Park Department began adjusting for differences in paid time off
recoveries and expenses, included in the Structural Maintenance and Capital Divisions' overhead
rates, in FY 2006-2007, but has not adjusted for the difference in expenditure recoveries and actual
expenditures for department-wide administrative expenditures allocated to each of the Department’s
divisions or funds. As a result, the Department has over-recovered approximately $1.1 million in
administrative expenditures. According to the Department, the proposed FY 2008-2009 budget will
adjust for the prior years' over-recoveries for administrative expenditures.

« The Recreation and Park Department allocates electricity charges through the cost allocation plan.
However, the cost allocation plan, which allocates costs based on the number of budgeted positions
in each of the Department’'s divisions or funds, is not an accurate measure of electricity use. Further,
from FY 2003-2004 through FY 2005-2006, the Recreation and Park Department allocated electricity
and waste disposal costs to the Marina Yacht Harbor through the cost allocation plan as well as
directly charging these costs to the Marina Yacht Harbor. Consequently, the Marina Yacht Harbor
overpaid by $49,207 for these costs during those years. In FY 2006-2007 and FY 2007-2008, the
Recreation and Park Department has allocated electricity costs through the cost allocation plan
rather than charging for electricity based on actual use. The Department has undercharged the
Marina Yacht Harbor for electricity use in FY 2006-2007 by $106,792, resulting in total net
undercharges of $57,585 from FY 2003-2004 through FY 2006-2007.

The Recreation and Park Department’s Cost Allocation Plan

In FY 2002-2003 the Recreation and Park Department recast its operating budget to better align costs to programs,
and developed a cost allocation plan to (a) allocate department-wide and division administrative costs to funding
sources and programs within the Department, and (b) set overhead rates for Department employees who charge to
capital and facilities maintenance projects. The goal of the cost allocation plan is to:
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FY 2003-2004 to FY 2006-2007

Camnulative Cumulative | Cumulative
Surplus/ Surplus/ Surplus/
FY 2003 | {(Deficit)asof | (Deficit)asof | (Deficit) asof
2004 FY 2004-2005 | FY 20052006 | FY 2006-2007
A drmir Siralive Services Lvision $765,500| 31,052,755 303,212 $1149,767

Source: Recreation and Park Department

According to the Recreation and Park Department Director of Administrative Services, the Department will adjust
the administrative expenditure allocation to the Departments’ divisions and funds in the FY 2008-2009 budget to
account for the cumulative surplus. The Recreation and Park Department needs to adjust for the difference
between expenditure recoveries and actual administrative expenditures during the course of the year to ensure that
the Department does not over- or under-recover for the Administrative Services Division's costs.

Further, in FY 2007-2008 the Structural Maintenance Division has a cumulative surplus and the Capital Division
has a cumulative deficit in expenditure recoveries for administrative costs, as shown in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4

Cumulative Surplus/ (Deficit) in the Structural Maintenance and Capital Division's Expenditure Recoveries
for Compared to Actual Expenditures for Administrative Costs
FY 2003-2004 to FY 2006-2007

Cumulative | Cumulative | Cumulative
Swplus’ Swrplus’ Swplus
(Deficit) as | (Deficit)as | (Deficit) as
FY 2003- of FY of FY of FY
2004 2004-2005 2005-2000 2006-2007
structural Mantenance Division P02, 322 $6l,689 5203, 260 3524 157
Capatal Division (32.61 1) (323, 168) (43.698) (100,829)
Tota $29.711 ($241.479) $219 588 3423225

Source: Recreation and Park Department

The Recreation and Park Department needs to adjust the overhead rates charged to Department projects by the
Structural Maintenance and Capital Divisions during the course of the year to ensure that each division does not
over- or under-recover for the division's costs from each of the Department’s divisions and funds.

Directly Charging Electricity Costs to Each Division

The Recreation and Park Department allocates electricity charges through the cost allocation plan. However, the
cost allocation plan, which allocates costs based on the number of budgeted positions in each of the Department's
divisions or funds, is not an accurate measure of electricity use.

Further, from FY 2003-2004 through FY 2005-2006, the Recreation and Park Department allocated electricity and
waste disposal costs to the Marina Yacht Harbor through the cost allocation plan as well as directly charging these
costs to the Marina Yacht Harbor. Consequently, the Marina Yacht Harbor overpaid by $49,207 for these costs
during those years. In FY 2006-2007 and FY 2007-2008, the Recreation and Park Department has allocated

electricity costs through the cost allocation plan. As shown in Table 3.5, the Department has undercharged for the
Marina Yacht Harbor for electricity use in FY 2006-2007.

Table 3.5

Electricity and Waste Disposal Direct Charges to the Marina Yacht Harbor and Allocated Charges through
the Cost Allocation Plan

FY 2003-2004 through FY 2006-2007

Total
FY 2003-
2004
. through
FY 203- | FY 204- | FY 2005 | FY 2005 | FY 2004-
2004 2005 2006 2006 2T
Marina Yacht Harbor Divect Charzes
Electricity $147 063 $131.714 F134238 | $413.015 30
Waste Digposal 78,723 72,723 20077 37,523 1]
Total 235 T80 210 427 204,315 630,538 i
Cost Allocation Plan Tofal Charges
Electricity 1,156,666 | 1061 548 1,454,518 2,306,155
Waste Disposal 206872 206 872 213078 1]
Total 1,363,538 | 1,262.420 1LGT7.596 Sallg 155
Ilarite YVacht Hatbor Percent Alloeation froan C ozt
Allocation Plan 1.16% 1.00% 1.1a% 1 06%




BUDGET FORM 1A: Summary of Major Changes

BUDGET FORM 1A: Summary of Major Changes FY 2024-25 and FY 2025-26

DEPARTMEN" REC Recreation And Park

Major Changes Department Response to Major Changes
What major changes s the department proposing ¥ Cleary Below are the Depariment's budpet strateges to balance the budget
describe each change, including the fiscal impact of the proposal. |1. $1M in midyear budget cuts mplemented on an ongoing basis including the elimmnation of six vacant posibons, an addback, and work order
Alternatively, you may submit a 1-2 page memo with your budget |2, Divisions are submitting 10% budget reductons,
submission summarizing the major changes. Defund vacant positions { Increase attribon savings
Reduce class size of Apprenticeship program,
Reduce Materials and Supplies budpet
Reduce Non-Personnel Senvices budget,
Heduce Temporary Salary spanding
. Consider instituting a vehicle leasing pilot program with a new contrachor,
. Consider downsizing or shutbng down the permits office at 48 South WVan Ness.
. Identify cost savings n the DT Workorder or other tech expenses.
. Develop a recreation programmeng cost recovery goal. Develop legisiation and change fees as needed to meet this goal
. Analyze scholarships to ensure that they are farfy allocated and fully utilized. Conssder a per person maximum
8. Consider charging fees for athletics fields for youth
0. Consider implementing tennis reservation and athletic reservation admn fees
Feview drop-in fees 3t Beceg

BUDGET FORM 1A: Summary of Major Changes

DEPARTMEN EEC Eecreation And Park

Major Changes Department Response to Major Changes A
Whal major changes is the department proposing? Clearly Below are the Department's budget strategies lo balance the budget:
describe each change, including the fiscal impact of the proposal. [1. $1M in midyear budget cuts implemented on an ongoing basis including the elimination of six vacant positions, an addtm
Alternatively, you may submil a 1-2 page memo with your budget |2, Divisions are submitting 10% budget reductions, )
submission summarizing the major changes. Defund vacant positions [ Increase attrition savings, P
Raduce class size of Appranticeship pragram,
Reduce Materials and Supplies budget,
Feduce Mon-Personnel Services budget,
Feduce Temporary Salary spending.
. Consider instituting a vehicle leasing pilot program with & new contrachor.
. Consider downsizing or shulling down the permils office al 49 South Van Ness
. Identify cost savings in the 0T Weorkorder or other tech expenses.
. Develop a recrealion programiming cosl recovery goal, Develop legislation and change feas as needed o meel this go:
. Analyze scholarships to ensure that they are fairly allocated and fully utilized. Consider a per parson maximum.
. Consider charging fees for athletics fields for youth.
9. Consider implementing tennis reservation and athletic reservation admin fees.
10. Beview drop-in fees at Recreation sites.
11. Work with DCYF to explore funding programming in clubhouses.
12. Incorporate golf course maintenance agreements at Sharp and Lincoln Golf Courses.
13, Move the Marina Yacht Harbor, Golf Courses, and Camp Mather o a self-sustaining enterprise mode|,
14. Consider paid parking in cify parks.
15. Conlract in Park Stop program in partnership with HSA to reduce cosls,
16. Revise agreement with the San Francisco Botanical Gardens.

17. Offsel 200% waler increase from PUC with operalions support on park proparlies co-managed by RPD and PLIC.
IS U DDl UTIETI Samekaiy U0 SUDTTI ATy Pegosiaion Wil o 1S, MUBGC A0 FaTK I MRy W0 SUDTTIL REgosiation YWl e DUoget. | Iie LwpaUTRerl SySUiieed Meveniue CIRamges (11 ity prUpaUses Ducoge Uit neguine

Legislation budget? Does the depariment’s budge! assume any legislative changes.
revenues/expenditures that require a legislatve change?

el
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From:
Re:
Date:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102
PHONE (415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461

Policy Analysis Report

Supervisor Peskin and Supervisor Safai

Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office P ¢
Marina Yacht Harbor Fee Analysis %/4& %/9(:(\/\
January 26, 2024 ‘

Summary of Requested Action

Your offices requested that the Budget and Legislative Analyst conduct a financial analysis of the

Marina Yacht Harbor, including the annual fee revenue generated, General Fund subsidy, and

options to reduce the General Fund subsidy.

For furtherinformation aboutthis report, contact Nicolas Menard at the Budgetand Legislative
Analyst’s Office.

Executive Summary

Activities at the Marina are primarily accounted for in the Marina Yacht Harbor
special revenue fund. Revenues include permit fees for special events, concession
income from vendors and the Golden Gate and St. Francis yacht clubs, and fees
generated from berthing and accessory fees at the harbor.

Fees and other revenues to the Marina do not cover all operating costs, which are
budgeted at $4.86 million in FY 2023-24. To cover the shortfall, the Marina receives
a General Fund subsidy which totals $592,921. Certain variable structural
maintenance expenditures are accounted for outside of the Marina Yacht Harbor
Fund and are also paid for with General Fund monies. In FY 2022-23, actual General
Fund spending at the Marina totaled $956,077.

A 2023 survey conducted among the 36 yacht harbors in the Bay Area revealed that
the San Francisco Marina Yacht Harbor charged the highest fees to lease their berths
to boat owners. Slips are charged at a set rate per linear foot and charged monthly
to tenants. For every slip size offered, the Marina Yacht Harbor’s rates per footare
several dollars higher than the median regional rate. There were no major
differences in amenities between the Marina Harbor and regional harbors. However,
the Marina Yacht Harbor is the only harbor in the Bay Area to offer slip sizes larger
than 80 linear feet in length.

Budget and Legislative Analyst
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Reducing General Fund Subsidy Without Any Marina Improvements

The BLA determined berthing fees at the East and West Harbors could be raised by
31.4 percent to fully cover the General Fund subsidy and supplemental transfer. This
estimate assumes no improvements to the Marina’s harbors. The BLA cannot
empirically gauge whether the Marina’s tenants are willing to absorb a rate increase
of that magnitude. However, demand indicators at the Marina Yacht Harbor such as
waitlist length and few tenant departures following the 2022 implementation of a
dredging fee for West Harbor tenants, which resulted in a 20 percent rate increase
for West Harbor tenants between FY 2021-22 and FY 2022-23, suggest there is room
to increase rates and capture additional revenue.

Using data from a 2019 study conducted by the Municipal Transportation Agency,
the BLA determined that paid parking could largely offset the General Fund subsidy
required to operate the Marina. In this case, berthing fees would have to be
increased by approximately 5 percent to cover the remaining costs.

Reducing General Fund Subsidy With Marina Improvements

The BLA evaluated the Marina Yacht Harbor’s financial viability through FY 2036
under four scenarios, described in Exhibit A below, given the proposed Gashouse
Cove remediation project with PG&E, anticipated Citywide budget cuts, and a
pending ordinance to prohibit expanding the West Harbor. Apart from the Gashouse
Cove remediation going through as outlined in the Final Settlement Agreement with
PG&E, no scenario will result in the Marina Yacht Harbor generating enough
operating revenue to cover expenditures. In these cases, the Marina must either
receive General Fund support or implement a berthing fee increase between 15 and
20 percent beyond planned fee increases to break even. The scenarios do notinclude
paid parking revenue, which, if implemented, would reduce the fee increase
necessary for the Marina to become financially independent.

Budget and Legislative Analyst
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Exhibit A: Scenario Summary

FY 2033 and Beyond

Marina Net
H Scenario Berthing Fee Increase Income
Status Quo 31% fee increase for East and
1 (No Project) West Harbors Breakeven
Remediation Project
(As outlined in the Final Only for East Harbor
2 Settlement Agreement) (planned, approx. 40%) $1 million per year
Modified Remediation Project = 20% fee increase beyond
(East Harbor renovation, no planned fees for East and
3 West Harbor expansion) West Harbors Breakeven
15% fee increase beyond
Modified Remediation Project, planned fees for East and
4 Spending Baselined to FY 2023  West Harbors Breakeven

= This financial scenario analysis was conducted using the best available information
as provided to the BLA by the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD). RPD advised
additional scenarios are being explored in coordination with PG&E, as the design will
dictate the type of remediation work performed.

Project Staff: Nicolas Menard and Alex Thibodo
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The Marina Small Craft Harbor and Recreation Area
Amenities Overview

Exhibit 1: Map of Marina Greens and Harbors
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Source: Google Maps

The Marina features three distinct areas of greenspace. Most notably, the Marina green spans
7.62 acres along the waterfront and offers views of the Golden Gate Bridge and the waterway
between the Bay and Pacific Ocean. The Green may be rented out for special events including
sports tournaments, festivals, and fundraising events. Directly southeast of the Green, the
Triangle features a small outdoor calisthenics gym and just over 2 acres of greenspace. Finally,
the Little Marina is a 2.2-acre rectangular lawn located on the westernmost side of the Marina
park. Both the Little Marina and the Triangle are available for permitted special events.

The Marina Small Craft Harbor has 727 berthing slips across two harbors. The East Harbor,
situated above the Marina Triangle, offers 326 permanent berths for watercraft ranging from 20
to 35 linear feet in length. The harbor also contains a floating fuel dock for berth owners and
guests to purchase fuel fortheir vessels. The West Harbor also has 326 permanent berthing slips
for boats between 25 and 100 linear feet in length. The West Harbor is periodically dredged, due
to sediment buildup caused by tidal patterns in the immediate vicinity of the channel entrance.

Landside, the Marina features several parking lots extending from the peninsula where two
concessionaire yacht clubs are situated down alongside the main Marina Green. Collectively, the

Recreation and Parks Department administers 799 parking spaces in total, including
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approximately 200 spaces reserved for berth owners and their crew. The remaining spaces are
unrestricted and available to the public at no cost during park hours.

Marina Budget

Administered by the Recreation and Parks Department (RPD), Marina Yacht Harbor activities are
primarily accounted for in two special revenue funds: a capital fund and an operating fund.

Capital Budget

The Marina’s capital budget for FY 2023-24 is $12,070,879, of which $11 million is appropriated
for the East Harbor remediation project. RPD advises these funds are sourced from PG&E’s
portion of the settlement agreement, described below, and will carry forward until remediation
work begins. The remainder of the capital budget is designated for Marina dredging, which is
paid for by dredging fee revenue and a transfer from the Marina operating fund. Additionally,
the capital budget allocates funds for facilities and maintenance and the DBW Loan Reserve,
which is paid for by a transfer from the operating fund.

Exhibit 2: Marina Capital Budget for FYs 2022-2025

FY 2022-23 FY 2023-24 FY 2024-25
DBW Marina Loan Reserve 78,700 77,300 79,654
East Harbor Remediation 1,817,590 11,000,000 0
Marina Dredging 600,000 550,000 550,000
Marina Yacht Renovation 5,233 5,579 5,683
Facilities and Maintenance 338,000 438,000 438,000
Total 2,839,523 12,070,879 1,073,337

Source: RPD Fund 19000

Operating Budget

RPD’s budgeted expenditures for direct operations atthe Marina are $4,857,921 for FY 2023-24.
The largest annual expenditure for the Marina is a $1.5 million loan repayment to the California
Department of Boating and Waterways (DBW) from renovations to the Marina’s West Harbor
completed in 2013.% Outside of debt servicing, the bulk of the Marina’s operating budget funds
salaries and benefits for 11.79 FTE positions. The remainder of the budget is allocated towards
department overhead, materials and supplies, transfers to the Marina Capital Fund to pay for
maintenance costs, and costs of services rendered from other departments. Exhibit 3 below
shows the budgeted operating expenditures for the previous, current, and future fiscal years.

1 RPD advises the $24.5 million loan will be paid in full within the next 15 years.
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Exhibit 3: Marina Operating Budget for FYs 2022-23 - FY 2024-25

FY 2022-23 FY 2023-24 FY 2024-25
Salaries 1,161,869 1,196,934 1,231,610
Fringe Benefits 560,004 553,846 572,693
Overhead & Allocations 640,793 681,195 694,118
Non-Personnel Services 224,097 224,097 224,097
Materials & Supplies 112,000 112,000 112,000
Debt Service 1,880,686 1,458,020 1,458,020
Services of Other Departments 145,024 210,950 224,779
Transfer to Marina Capital Fund 421,933 420,879 523,337
Total 5,146,406 4,857,921 5,040,654

Source: RPD Fund 11902

Actual spending in the Marina operating fund in FY 2022-23 was $544,477 below budget due to
staff vacancies ($303,825), lower than budget spending on materials and services, (5102,986),
and lower than budget spending on debt service ($137,666). As shown above, the FY 2023-24
budget of $4.8 million is $288,485 lower than the FY 2022-23 budget of $5.1 million, due to a
decrease in budgeted debt service costs,? however no adjustments were made to personnel,
materials, and service budgets.

Other Operating Costs
As described below, in addition to the expenses noted above and accounted for in the Marina
operating and capital funds, RPD pays for structural maintenance at Marina facilities, which is

funded by RPD’s General Fund budget. In FY 2022-23, structural maintenance costs were
approximately $270,000, according to RPD staff.

Marina Operating Revenue

As described below, Marina operating revenue consist of yacht fees, concession fees, permit
fees, and a General Fund subsidy.

Berth & Mooring Fees
The fee revenue from yacht berthing and associated chargeable services at the East and West

harbors make up most of the Marina’s operating revenue. As shown in Exhibit 4 below, fees
collected from East Harbor operations totaled $784,134 in revenue while the West Harbor

2 RPD advised the $422,000 decrease in debt service is from the department no longer needing to
contribute money the escrow account associated with the loan.
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	Long Beach Oil Revenue
	Cahill 12-15-25

	Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute Geophysical Surveys
	President of MBARI 11-13-25
	Beety 11-12-25
	Beety 01-29-25



	Ormond Beach Generating Station
	Bacon 12-2-25

	Industrial Use of Port San Luis for Offshore Wind Development
	Avila Valley Barn

	San Diego Mooring Company
	Boyd 11-27-25

	San Francisco Bay and Delta Sand Mining Lease Applications
	The Port of SF 11-7-25

	San Francisco Emergency Firefighting Water System
	Boken 12-12-25

	San Francisco Gashouse Cove Marina
	Hallahan 11-20-25
	Support Letter
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Mayor Daniel Lurie

Paul Yep, Chief for Public Safety

Han Zou, Communication Director

Dean Crispen, Chief of Fire Deptartment

Garreth Miller, Assistant Deputy Chief, ESER Project Manager
Carla Short, Director of Deptartment of Public Works

Scott Anderson, Deputy Director for Project Delivery

Stephen Robinson, Assistant General Manager for Infrastructure
Carmen Chu, City Administrator

Brian Strong, Director for Office of Resilience and Capital Planning

CSFN Resolution Advocating for the Transfer of the Auxiliary Water
Supply System

WHEREAS, As a result of the 1906 earthquake, San Francisco voters approved a General
Obligation Bond to build a firefighting system of water pipes, hydrants and pumps which are
independent of the City's drinking water system.

WHEREAS, This system was completed in 1913 and was designated as the Auxiliary Water
Supply System (AWSS).

WHEREAS, In 1913 AWSS coverage was primarily in the northeast quadrant of the City.

WHEREAS, Even though AWSS has been expanded since 1913, large areas in both the
Westside and Southeast currently have no AWSS protection.

WHEREAS, Since 1913 AWSS and its assets have been under the jurisdiction of the SF Fire
Department (SFFD) with design and engineering under the auspices of the SF Department of
Public Works (SFDPW).

WHEREAS, In 2010, despite an ESER Bond being on the ballot, then Mayor Gavin Newsom
balanced the City's Great Recession budget by transferring AWSS jurisdiction and assets from
the SFFD to the SFPUC.





WHEREAS, Since 2010 the SFPUC has implemented a number of AWSS policies which have
had significantly negative impacts on the system.

WHEREAS, Instead of expanding AWSS, the SFPUC installed a system of cisterns on the
Westside.

WHEREAS, Even though SFFD has only 44 fire apparatus, a single cistern requires two fire
apparatus to extinguish fires; one to pump water out of the cistern and one to extinguish the
fires.

WHEREAS, Once the fires are extinguished, a cistern does not automatically refill but must be
refilled manually.

WHEREAS, The SFPUC then attempted to implement the Flexible Water Supply System
(FWSS) which uses 350 1b hoses but was forced to abandon this approach as infeasible.

WHEREAS, The SFPUC is now attempting to implement a potable (drinking) water AWSS
system which theoretically has the co-benefits of using a single water pipe for both drinking
water and emergency firefighting.

WHEREAS, Although the SFPUC has stated that this concept comes from Japan, no fire
departments in Japan seem to use it.

WHEREAS, Despite its naming convention, potable water AWSS does not
primarily use drinking water but primarily uses "raw" water from Lake Merced.

WHEREAS, Once raw water enters drinking water pipes, the SF Department of Public Health
would be required to issue a "boil water" alert.

WHEREAS, Once the catastrophic fires have been completely extinguished, water pipes which
have been contaminated with raw water would need to be flushed out over a period of weeks
even months.

THEREFORE, be it resolved, Based on the SFPUC's numerous policy missteps regarding
AWSS, CSFN insists that the current mayor initiate a process to transfer the AWSS jurisdiction
and assets from the SFPUC back to the SFFD including current unencumbered and encumbered
AWSS funds in the Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Bond program, as
well as, any future AWSS funds from the proposed June 2026 ESER Bond.

Deborah Murphy
President CSFN
president@csfn.net







