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

Archived: Monday, December 15, 2025 8:10:03 PM 
From: J Gray 
Sent: Monday, December 15, 2025 4:40:00 PM 
To: CSLC CommissionMeetings 
Cc: Bugsch, Brian@SLC 
Subject: Comments for 12/16/2025 Agenda Items #64-#93 (Sandy Beach leases/benchmark lease rates) 
Importance: High 
Sensitivity: Normal 

RE: Fw: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 

Dear California State Lands Commission, 

If you could prevent another "Martin's Beach" situation before it occurred, would you? 

And what if this area was not Martin's Beach — but Sandy Beach? Is Vallejo a Disadvantaged Community?   Wasn't the commission involved in evaluations of the VMT/Ocrem project on land adjacent to the Sandy Beach Area?   

Is the current commission no longer familiar with the rich and extensive history of recreational Public Access to Sandy Beach? We have historic newspapers documenting access back to 1885, as well as evidence that modern day fisherman have never stopped using the area. Here's an image of 
fisherman from earlier this month (December 2025): 

We believe that many statements in the "staff reports" that have been historically presented to the commission are factually and historically inaccurate and are in need of close review by the Commission at direction of staff from out of area who may not have bias to this community or maintaining 
the status quo which of mistake after mistake.   We believe some of the most serious mistakes and incorrect statements made are statements suggesting "applicant owns the adjacent uplands" — when numerous properties legal descriptions have exceptions for non-tidelands (a partition of 
tidelands, between the MHTL/OLWL was won in a 1947 court decree). 

On top of the errors, the commission, when graciously granting many of these rare "residential" leases in Sandy Beach required its staff to ensure the State is protected by requiring CERTIFICATES OF INSURANCE (currently most are known to be expected have $1M per occurrence coverage with the 
State as a named covered party).    

Before approving this new benchmark lease rate proposal, we ask the Commission to ask its local/regional staff involved, if they are aware of any gaps there with the insurance verification? How many of the required and expected insurance Certificates have been provided by lessees to the State 
Lands Commission with verification of both $1M per occurrence coverage, and with the State named as an additionally insured party.   We ask you to please ask them now — how many gaps? How many have they verified?   There is an open CPRA request for this information as well.   If the 
commission is not satisfied with the answers from its staff in this region, we ask the commission to delay approval of these lease rates temporarily until the facts of the area can be determined. 

We have several years of investigation into this due to nuisances and adverse claims to adjacent properties in the area including many stated "improvements" made to adjacent land without permits.   We have previously offered to assist the SLC by sharing what we have discovered. 

Please see the attached email thread and discuss with Mr. Brian Bugsch the concerns and objections to the statements and conclusions regarding the Sandy Beach leases and the recent Benchmark Rate derived based on statements from SLC staff reports.   We ask that the Commission delays 
approval to DIRECT and allow its staff to investigate the history of Sandy Beach Further.   

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Jeremy Gray, Member 
JG SWISS POF, LLC 
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You don't often get email from 

From: J Gray 
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2025 10:25 AM 
To: Bugsch, Brian@SLC <Brian.Bugsch@slc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Re: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 

Hi Brian, 

You may have noticed that we have made a formal CPRA request for the required insurance certificates in Sandy Beach, as well as communications surrounding them. A response to the CPRA will be expected. 

Outside of the CPRA request, are you familiar with SLC's documentation on Vallejo?... especially SB588 (2004): 
https://www.slc.ca.gov/granted-public-trust-lands/grantees/vallejo/ 

>but just to clarify, based on some lawsuits from many years ago, at this location, the state’s fee interest begins at the ordinary low water mark and extends waterward. 

Are you clear on what was fought for and "won" in those 2 lawsuits? You only need to look at #43 Sandy Beach Road (and it's re-deeding in 1947 by Johnson, Laub and Green) for the clue. #43 was not on the 1944 claims map — and there's a reason the 3 Trustees of the SBA (not to be confused 
with later formed SBIA) only recorded the metes and bounds for the tideland area.   So starting with #43 alone, you should be able to determine if "applicant owns the uplands" or not. However, you could just pull the most recent deed for #43 as well and see the exception in black and white. Also, 
regarding those lawsuits, was the City of Vallejo named as a party? Was the City the State's municipal delegate of Vallejo's tidelands in Trust in 1945-1947?   

Mr. Bugsch — there is land BETWEEN the edge of our parcel and the high water mark. Who owns it? How and when did they gain ownership to it? (maybe refer to SB588?).   If you state that the State has no "interest" in that land which is used to access the tidelands/beach, then who does? Do you 
know?   The question is important because all over the staff reports justifying leases in area are the comments "applicant owns adjacent uplands".   Is that a true statement? Or does the City own these lands? Due to the historic Public Access nature of these lands (back to 1885), could the City even 
quitclaim the lands (to private owners in Sandy Beach) if it wanted to now? Or would that require State legislature to approve? 

>"If the public can legally access it, they have the right to pass and repass within the easement. As far as any concerns regarding areas above the ordinary high water mark, it is outside our jurisdiction and we have no comment." 

We've already demonstrated that Public Access to the areas of the beach and fishery is not only viable and feasible — but is active and had been going on since 1885 (with the first Sandy Beach cabin being reported to BCDC as being built in 1924-1925).   Are you familiar with this SLC document: 
https://www.slc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/355/2018/11/2017-PublicAccessGuide.pdf 

We understand that the land exchange was only for land further up (~Yacht Club) — but SB588 affected much larger area. As we understand it, another (new) land exchange would be required to eliminate the Public Trust easements in Sandy Beach area, correct?   Wouldn't this mean that the 
City/County would need to give up equal or greater valued land in exchange to allow Sandy Beach to be "Private Property", locking out the public?   We believe this area would have a very high value to the Public, now and in the future, due to its amazing location at the mouth of San Pablo bay, and 
its inclusion in recent Vallejo General Plan 2040. We do not believe that the City/County would be willing to exchange any other greater value private land for this area to eliminate the Public Trust easements from the entirety of California Public, just so a few residents can have an exclusive beach 
and access trails. 

Finally, even if the State delegated authority to some of the trust lands (e.g. tidelands, filled tidelands made into pathways to the tidelands)   to Sandy Beach to the City of Vallejo, the State is still ultimately the Trustee for the People, and the State is not able to wash its hands fully of responsibility 
to the Public Trust in this area, correct? Essentially, that state has delegated its authority to the City as a municipal manager of the Trust? The State would have to approve any land exchange and the State should still "check in" on how it's manager is doing, no?    Isn't this why annual financial 
statements are provided to the SLC from the City of Vallejo?    Why Is Sandy Beach excluded?   Isn't the Public missing out on either (significant) revenue or unobstructed access here? 

Thanks, 

Jeremy Gray, Member 
JG SWISS POF, LLC 

From: Bugsch, Brian@SLC <Brian.Bugsch@slc.ca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2025 9:35 AM 
To: J Gray 
Subject: RE: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 

Thank you for your email, Mr. Gray.   I want to let you know that SLC staff have looked at the information you have provided over the last 18 months and that Vicki’s responses are the result of conversations with others and are the responses of the State Lands Commission. 

I am sure that Vicki has communicated this, but just to clarify, based on some lawsuits from many years ago, at this location, the state’s fee interest begins at the ordinary low water mark and extends waterward. There is a public trust easement between the ordinary low and ordinary 
high water marks.   If the public can legally access it, they have the right to pass and repass within the easement. As far as any concerns regarding areas above the ordinary high water mark, it is outside our jurisdiction and we have no comment. 

Again, Vicki’s responses and this response are the Commission’s response to all your questions and inquiries. We have done our best over the past 18 months to try and explain our position. Do not expect additional responses from SLC staff.   We wish you all the best. 

Brian Bugsch 

From: J Gray 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2025 7:58 AM 
To: Bugsch, Brian@SLC <Brian.Bugsch@slc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Fw: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 
Importance: High 

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

Mr. Bugsch, 

When you have a moment, could you please confirm whether our response to Ms. Caldwell — and to you — is consistent with your understanding of the issues, and whether Ms. Caldwell’s recent “final word” is also your own position? 

We noted that you are the signatory for the State on a more recent Sandy Beach lease.   

Do you agree with Ms. Caldwell that the State (and the Public which it works for) does intend for SLC to maintain current insurance information for the leases?   

https://www.slc.ca.gov/granted-public-trust-lands/grantees/vallejo/
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From our review, Staff Reports for these leases appear to come through your office for review and supervisory oversight — which is understanable since it seems you must ultimately sign the leases. 

Is it true that SLC has no certifies of insurance on file for any of these properties? If does, how many certificates are on file for how many leases currently issues in Sandy Beach? 

We have been operating on the assumption that Ms. Caldwell reports to you rather than the reverse. If that understanding is incorrect, please advise. 

Our concern is straightforward: 

We are not receiving substantive responses regarding the loss of public access in this area or the accuracy of the underlying Staff Reports which we believe is contributing to the loss of Public Access. Of course you understand that it is these reports form the basis for the 
Commission’s approval of leases at Sandy Beach. As mentioned, many staff reports suporting the leases contain statements that appear inconsistent with recorded documents, historical access patterns, historic documentation, and the requirements of the Public Trust Doctrine. 

We are trying to address these issues within the agency, as we believe in giving responsible departments the opportunity to fulfill their statutory missions without unnecessary escalation. Unfortunately, the recent message from Ms. Caldwell — particularly her attempt (as an author of 
the Staff reports in question) to unilaterally declare this matter closed — suggests she may not be the appropriate SLC staff member to evaluate or respond to the public access and title-verification concerns we have raised. 

Before we escalate, we would appreciate your guidance: 

Is it your position that the State Lands Commission does not need verify or maintain liability insurance certificates related to these leases, even though liability coverage was a condition expressly relied upon for Commission approval? 

If we cannot obtain direct responses at this level, then—regretfully—we will need to place the matter before the California Natural Resources Agency, the California State Auditor, and the State Attorney General Public Rights Division. 

We would greatly prefer to resolve this internally, and we remain hopeful that your office can clarify the appropriate next steps to investigate the statements made on the Sandy Beach Cabins leases as it relates to: 

Applicant ownership of non-tideland uplands: 

Staff reports generally cite the litiation (#19259 and #16949) 

Has Staff reviewed these closely? 

Did #16949 merely result in a quit claim from General Mills? (and, likewise in 1969 did the General Mills merely quit THIER claims to the remainin entrance properties?) 

Did #19259 result in award and partitions of anything other than TIDELANDS? 

Why would Mr. Karl Johnson later in 1973, who was a key party in both of those those cases, later provide quit claims for Sandy Beach Cabin parcel #12, excepting non-tidelands / land that were not subject to state disposition? 

Is SLC Staff relying on the 1944 map of CLAIMS (it literally says CLAIMS on the map) filed by the Sandy Beach Cabins "possessors" only in 1944? Nearly 60 years after the first documented public recreational access to the area? 

Is SLC Staff relying on the 1946 "CC&Rs" aka "Deed Restrictions" wherein the "3 undersigned" who filed that documen proclaimed to be the owners of each and every parcel 11-46 inclusive? How can this be — if they only had a quit claim from the mill and were not 
awarded a partition of the TIDELANDS until 1947? 

Exceptions of non-tidelands on numerous Sandy Beach property owners legal descriptions 

Title policy exclusions to Sandy Beach property owners properties   

Current Public Access recreational use patterns of the "uplands" (and filled tidelands) ajacent to the tidelands and waters. 

See Elaine Mein v. BCDC where this recreational access along the walkway/roadway claimed sometimes to be private and sometimes to be public to the beach beyond is discussed at length. 

Within, the access is so prolific that it is presumed and pondered that a prescriptive easement for the public could exist and be perfected (well, yeah... they've accessed the area on record since 1885) 

Historic Public Access recreational use patterns - with documentation back to 1885 and forward: 



The loss of Public Access and views these leases have contributed to permit (e.g. BCDC often requiring SLC leases for improvements on the waters, etc.) 

Thank you for your attention and guidance. 

Jeremy Gray, Member 
JG SWISS POF, LLC 

From: J Gray 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2025 11:42 AM 
To: Caldwell, Vicki@SLC <Vicki.Caldwell@slc.ca.gov> 
Cc: Bugsch, Brian@SLC <Brian.Bugsch@slc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Re: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 

Ms. Caldwell,   

Yes, you personally have responded to a couple of our inquiries, and you have also authored some of the staff reports in question here.   

mailto:Vicki.Caldwell@slc.ca.gov
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You state: 
"We have expended an enormous amount of staff time and energy of our very limited resources in responding to you. " 

That's your job, Ms. Caldwell. Especially with regards to protecting the Public Trust and ensuring the accuracy of those reports used to justify leases to the commission.   But in general, I completely disagree with your 
statement.   In fact, when we asked for simple ev idence that SLC verified liability insurance (as required during creation/renewal/transfer/reassignment) that is required for the leases (e.g. $1M per occurrence — to protect the state), 
you personally informed us that you would not do it until the next renewal reviews in 2026, correct? That you would provide us nothing towards that request, and in fact you have not provided us anything towards evidence that SLC has ever verified liability insurance for the Sandy 
Beach leases. 

Ms. Caldwell -- our issue stems from the verbiage on the staff reports regarding the history of the area and statements in those reports presented to the commission for approval of leases, lease approvals without EIR's, statements that approving the leases will not create nuisances, 
etc. 

As presented to Mr. Bugsch, one example of the staff reports essentially says there's no beach in Sandy Beach — again, while staff reports seem to attempt to misstate ownership and downplay public access, and recreational features of the area. 

Repeatedly, it is claimed in the staff reports the applicants own the uplands. You've authored some of the reports.   Do you believe that to be true?   How was that verified by SLC staff creating the reports?   The 1944 map of "claims" ? 

Ms. Caldwell, this escalation was actually an inquiry into staff reports for the Sandy Beach leases.   It is quite surprising that SLC would allow one of those staff report authors to intervene here and provide response, rather than to perform an internal investigation into the authenticity of 
those claims, such as the claim that there is no beach area (in "Sandy Beach") along the subject properties. 

Did you review the material at all that was sent to Mr. Bugsch herein? What do you make of the statements on people's legal descriptions excepting non-tidelands?   

Are you aware of what the 1945 and 1947 lawsuits were for and what was quitted and later partitioned by judicial decree?   The contemporaneous newspaper articles, legal notices, and interlocutory decree all seemed fairly clear. 

Do you not understand why Mr. Karl Johnson (who was last surviving trustee of the "Sandy Beach Association" — after both Laub and Green died) and who was directly involved in those aforementioned lawsuits would put such clauses excepting non-tidelands in a recorded 
document? 

We are specifically asking when/where/how does SLC staff believe that Sandy Beach Cabins residents were awarded any uplands or filled-tidelands in a way that anyone could deny public access on those non-tidelands? 

Who do you believe owns the "roadway" and "walkway" depicted on the 1944 claims map? How?   (Its not us — we only claim our actual property boundaries). 

Have you not seen the Solano County Housing Authority report from 1985 where it is listed that Sandy Beach is ~10-acre open space under parks and recreation?   

Didn't City of Vallejo in 1910-1912 go to State Legislature to get their tidelands back ahead of the 1913 People v. California Fish verdict?   

This is all stuff in historical public newspapers, public sources and official records. 

Do you believe that Sandy Beach and its beautiful views, tidelands, beaches and fisheries should remain exclusive to those 40+ Sandy Beach properties built on the tidelands? 

Are you aware of PRC 6312? How does that mesh with all of the after-the-fact BCDC permits and violation history?   

Again, there were some metrics on after-the-fact permits in the newspaper back in Elaine Mein's days vs BCDC ~1987. 

Mr. Bugsch:   We ask that you continue to treat this as a request for escalation and review of accuracy of statements made in the staff reports in Sandy Beach in support of granting leases there. If you not planning to do that and are concurring with Vicki Caldwell (who authored some 
of those reports in question) please just let us know as we will take the next steps to escalate the matter.     Can Ms. Calwell explain the conflict of tideland exception clauses on leases vs statements that applications own the uplands?   If not, then that's the thread you should start to tug 
on here.   Again, we are available to provide answers (as we understand them) and history/documents (as we have them) to support any inquiries you or your staff may have.   

Thanks, 
Jeremy Gray, Member 
JG SWISS POF, LLC 

From: Caldwell, Vicki@SLC <Vicki.Caldwell@slc.ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2025 10:38 AM 
To: J Gray 
Cc: Bugsch, Brian@SLC <Brian.Bugsch@slc.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 

Hello Mr. Gray, 

We have been responding to your many and repeated inquiries since May 2024.   All of them covered the same issues. You sent us more emails on November 4 and November 10, 2025.   Over these past 18 
months, SLC staff have spoken to you on the phone, responded to emails, and gone on site v isits.   We have expended an enormous amount of staff time and energy of our very limited resources in responding to 
you.   We have thoroughly investigated your questions and prov ided you with all the information we have in response to those questions.   We have nothing additional to say or add in response to your emails and 
these issues.   If you send future emails that cover these same topics, you can accept this email response as the response to those contacts. 
We wish you all the best. 
Vicki 

Vicki Caldwell, (she, her) Compliance/Enforcement Officer 
Land Management Division 
CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento CA 95825 
916.574.1894 
Vicki.Caldwell@slc.ca.gov 
Work Hours: Monday – Friday, 6 a.m.- 3 p.m. 

mailto:Vicki.Caldwell@slc.ca.gov
https://www.slc.ca.gov/
mailto:Vicki.Caldwell@slc.ca.gov
mailto:Brian.Bugsch@slc.ca.gov


From: J Gray 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2025 8:01 AM 
To: Public, LMDChief@SLC <LMDChief.Public@slc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Re: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 

You don't often get email from 

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

Hi Mr. Bugsch, 

We have not received reply from SLC on this inquiry. 

To keep things easy for you as a starting point, please look at the most recent staff report regarding the assignment/transfer of lease. 

And from applicants deeds legal description: 

We ask that SLC please RE-REVIEW all leases in Sandy Beach for accuracy of statements and ownership of non-tidelands (and by which instrument non-tideland ownership supposedly was created). This will help SLC understand when, why, and how "Staff" first began making any 
potential errors here which maybe have resulted in loss of public access to these very recreationally viable and beautiful waters. 

We have quite a bit of history and fishermen still access the recreationally viable areas (fishery) today.   

Of course, more people would enjoy the area if signs that are discouraging public access were abated. 

SLC has previously refused to provide evidence of the liability insurance policies that are required for these leases. 

Are you aware of the last time the required $1M per occurrence liability policies have been verified by the State to protect the state from the actions of your lease holders? 

Minimally required to verify upon transfer and/or renewal, correct? 

Thanks, 
Jeremy Gray, Member 
JG SWISS POF, LLC 
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From: J Gray 
Sent: Tuesday, November 4, 2025 8:43 AM 
To: LMDChief.Public@slc.ca.gov <LMDChief.Public@slc.ca.gov> 
Subject: What is going on with the loss of Public Access in Sandy Beach? 

Mr. Bugsch, 

Would like to have a discussion about Sandy Beach and the errors being made (at the detriment to Public Access / Public Use) in this area by SLC staff reporters. 

See example below: 

https://slcprdwordpressstorage.blob.core.windows.net/wordpressdata/2024/08/08-29-24_28.pdf 
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But it gets worse Mr. Bugsch....   do the Sandy Beach Cabins owners (having won a partition of TIDELANDS in 1947) even own any NON-TIDELANDS or artificially filled tidelands in the area?   Let's look at some of their title legal descriptions: 



From SLC's own file from Mr. Wastlhuber (TLS 11 file): 



So if these NON-TIDELANDS or filled tidelands don't belong to Sandy Beach residents, then ownership reverts to the State Public Trust, correct? 

But what does the County say about the area? 

April 1985 Housing Element Report prepared by County Dept. Of Environmental Management states this: 





"Public Facilities"   

"Open Space For Parks and Recreation" 

So what about all the discouraging signs in the area?....starting with the entrance sign which is on a public right-of-way to the water: 



Since 1868?   But the Sandy Beach cabins weren't awarded the partition of TIDELANDS until 1947, correct? 

And the Public had long accessed the area for decades prior to that? 

According to the sign, "Sandy Beach Since 1868" — with the first cabins coming in 1920s... wouldn't that be over 50 years of public access? 

Here's the lighthouse on the now encroached Jetty/Dike #9 in 1910.   See any cabins to the left or right?   Refer back to previous newspaper article.   

Wouldn't the public have an irrevocable easement? 



Here's when the roadway was purchased and deeded to the county as a PUBLIC right-of-way to the water: 

(with the reason being stated that it was PUBLIC was that FISHERMEN still frequently accessed Sandy Beach) 

And they never stopped.   Here's a fisherman accessing Sandy Beach just last week: 



In spite of this sign at the end of #43: 

Back to those deed legal descriptions — do they even If they don't own these uplands where all the signs and view-blocking fences are? 

Whenever convenient, would be appreciated if we can talk about any processes that SLC has for review of prior staff reports made in error — especially when those reports have negatively affected Public Trust and Public Access rights to these waters. 

Thanks, 

Jeremy Gray, member 
JG SWISS POF, LLC 



From: lesley guth
To: CSLC CommissionMeetings
Subject: 12-16-2025: Items 64-93
Date: Wednesday, December 10, 2025 9:28:21 PM
Attachments: slc.letter.2225.pdf

 

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

This email references the 9-16-25 meeting, items 64 through 93 on the consent calendar regarding the Sandy Beach rent
increase. I am a Sandy Beach homeowner.

Myself and some of my neighbors respectfully request that the commission consider supporting our legislative proposal to
contribute the State Lands rental income generated by Sandy Beach to a fund to be expended exclusively for public interest
activities and projects in this waterfront community. Such activities would include mitigating geological and infrastructure
risks as well as improving public use and access.

Based on the community’s 2016 lease, Sandy Beach since has contributed about $40,000 annually to state coffers. This
current rate increase of 140 percent means Sandy Beach will be contributing about $100,000 to the state annually. While
that’s not a lot of money for the state, it’s a significant amount to a small community of only about 40 homes.

A similar set aside was done in Lake Tahoe. And in 2016 then Lt. Gov. Gavin Newsom’s office expressed support for the set
aside.

For information regarding this proposal, please see the attached letter addressed to Senator Christopher Cabaldon and
Assemblymember Lori Wilson. The letter was also copied to SLC acting Executive Officer Grace Kato.

I plan to also speak to this issue in the public comment portion of the 12-16-25 meeting.

Sincerely,

Lesley Guth

mailto:CSLC.CommissionMeetings@slc.ca.gov



Senator Christopher Cabaldon 
1700 Tribute Road, Suite 201 
Sacramento, CA 95815 
 
Assemblymember Lori Wilson 
One Harbor Center, Ste. 270 
Suisun City, CA 94585 
 
CC:   
 
Congressman John Garamendi 
Vallejo District Office 
420 Virginia Street 


Vallejo, CA 94590 
 
Solano County Supervisor Monica Brown 
Solano County 675 Texas Street Suite 6500 
Fairfield, CA 94533 
 
Vallejo Mayor Andrea Sorce 
City of Vallejo 
555 Santa Clara St. #3 
Vallejo, CA 94590 
 
California State Lands Commission Acting Executive Officer Grace Kato 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
Senator Cabaldon and Assemblymember Wilson,  
 
We are constituents in your respective districts and homeowners in a Vallejo community 
known as Sandy Beach fronting the Mare Island Strait where the Napa River joins San Pablo 
Bay. There are 40 individual addresses in this community; most have leases with the State 
Lands Commission (SLC). These leases are being negotiated for renewal in 2026. 
 
Senator Cabaldon, we acknowledge your past support for the California EcoRestore 


initiative as Mayor of West Sacramento. Assemblymember Wilson, we likewise acknowledge 


your past support for flood control projects and habitat restoration in Solano County. 
 
We are now writing to you to ask for your support of a legislative proposal that would serve 
to contribute the State Lands rental income generated by Sandy Beach homeowners to a 
fund to be expended exclusively for public interest activities and projects in this waterfront 
community. Such activities would include, but not be limited to, mitigating geological and 
infrastructure risks as well as improving public use and access. 
 
Under existing law, the SLC, with specified exceptions, deposits all rental income received 
for lands under the jurisdiction of the commission into the General Fund. Exceptions have 
been made, however, for some lease-paying communities, specifically Lake Tahoe. Senate 
Bill 630, signed into law by Governor Brown in 2013, created the Lake Tahoe Science and 
Lake Improvement Account and required state land rental income in the Lake Tahoe basin 
to be deposited into this fund for the purpose of improving public access to land in Lake 







 


Tahoe. These funds have been used to manage aquatic invasive species and monitoring 
water quality. The fund is administered by the California Tahoe Conservancy, which also 
contributes matching funds. (https://tahoesb630.resources.ca.gov/tahoesb630) 
 
Sandy Beach homeowners collectively currently pay about $40K annually to State Lands. 
That amount is expected to increase by nearly 140% when the lease is renegotiated in 2026. 
While $100K in annual funds is insignificant relative to the size of the state General Fund, it is 
a very significant amount for the Sandy Beach community. Over roughly 10 years the 
amount collected would total nearly $1M, a fund that could be used for mitigating 
numerous challenges in the vicinity of Sandy Beach and provide an opportunity to make 
improvements that would benefit the general public of Solano County. 


One such project could be repairs to the Sandy Beach jetty, currently owned by the U.S. 
Navy, which refers to the jetty as Dike #9.  The jetty protects Sandy Beach and the Vallejo 


shoreline as well as Mare Island from sediment build up and the tidal force of the open bay. 
The jetty has fallen into disrepair, breaching entirely in winter storms and accompanying 
king tides in 2024-25. The proposed Sandy Beach SLC funds could be used for improvements 
to the jetty that would benefit the entire Vallejo and Mare Island waterfronts. A 
spokesperson from the Navy’s Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program told one of 
the co-signatories to this letter in a telephone conversation that the Navy intends to transfer 
ownership of the jetty to the city of Vallejo at an undetermined date. 


It is possible that matching funds are available for this effort. For example, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers’ Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) can provide funding for, among 
other things, shore damage prevention or mitigation caused by federal navigation projects.  


The proposed Sandy Beach SLC fund could also be used for projects such as participating 
in the county’s fish and wildlife propagation project: 
https://www.solanocounty.com/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=2542&TargetID=1 
 
Governor Gavin Newsom has already expressed support for this idea in his former capacity 
as Lt. Governor.  
 
According to the transcript of a Feb. 2016 meeting of the State Lands Commission, when 
the commission approved the current Sandy Beach leases, Mr. Rhys Williams, representative 
for then Lt. Gov. Gavin Newsom, said:   
 


“The Lieutenant Governor would like to ask staff if they would be willing to explore 


legislative concepts that would allow the revenue generated at Sandy Beach to go back 
into improving public lands and resources within the community, so that resources where 


the revenue is being generated directly receives the benefits.” 


 
SLC Executive Officer Jennifer Lucchesi responded:  
 


“A similar effort was succeeded in Lake Tahoe a couple years ago […]. And that was 
achieved through special legislation. And so I'd be happy to look into that so that the 


community receives the benefits directly from the rent that they're paying in terms of 


improving lands and resources just offshore there.” 


 
We are asking your support to author a bill in the current legislative session that would 
create the necessary fund. We are also seeking the support of your offices to match us with 
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parties who share our interest in preserving the Vallejo waterfront. We would seek 
partnership with local government, quasi-government and/or nonprofit agencies to 
administer the fund and to help identify and prioritize projects that address the issues facing 
Sandy Beach, as well as the public interest in the Mare Island Straits.  
 
We realize that we are a small community compared to the Lake Tahoe basin. But our 
unique neighborhood is an important part of the history of Vallejo and the San Francisco 
Bay Area (https://archive.org/details/glbths_2002-03_220_sc). The availability of waterfront 
homes is also relevant to the future economic development of Vallejo and Solano County.  
 
Please find attached relevant documentation. 
 
We thank you in advance for your guidance and support on this matter.  


 
Respectfully,  
 
 
Clair Whitmer, #22 Sandy Beach Road, 510-731-7890 
 
Co-signatories: 
 
Emmanuel Bridonneau, #22 Sandy Beach Road 
Lesley Guth, #8 Sandy Beach Road 
Bruce Leavitt, #8 Sandy Beach Road 
 
 
 


 


  



https://archive.org/details/glbths_2002-03_220_sc





 


Additional References 
1. Location of Sandy Beach, U.S. Navy Jetty 


 


 
 
2. Photo of jetty breach taken February 2025 


 
  







 


 
 


3. Full text of Senate Bill 630. Approved by Governor October 12, 2013. Filed with 
Secretary of State October 12, 2013. 


https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB630 
 


4. Meeting Transcript, State of California Lands Commission Meeting, February 9, 2016. 
Chaired by Commission Members Ms. Betty T. Yee, State Controller, Chairperson; Mr. 
Gavin Newsom, Lieutenant Governor, represented by Mr. Rhys Williams; and Mr. 
Michael Cohen, Director of Department of Finance, represented by Ms. Eraina 
Ortega. 


https://slcprdwordpressstorage.blob.core.windows.net/wordpressdata/Meeting_Transcri
pts/2016_Documents/04-05-2016_Transcripts.pdf 


 


5. Information regarding the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Continuing Authorities 
Program.  


https://www.nae.usace.army.mil/Missions/Public-Services/Continuing-Authorities-


Program/ 
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Senator Cabaldon, we acknowledge your past support for the California EcoRestore 

initiative as Mayor of West Sacramento. Assemblymember Wilson, we likewise acknowledge 

your past support for flood control projects and habitat restoration in Solano County. 

We are now writing to you to ask for your support of a legislative proposal that would serve 
to contribute the State Lands rental income generated by Sandy Beach homeowners to a 
fund to be expended exclusively for public interest activities and projects in this waterfront 
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That amount is expected to increase by nearly 140% when the lease is renegotiated in 2026. 
While $100K in annual funds is insignificant relative to the size of the state General Fund, it is 
a very significant amount for the Sandy Beach community. Over roughly 10 years the 
amount collected would total nearly $1M, a fund that could be used for mitigating 
numerous challenges in the vicinity of Sandy Beach and provide an opportunity to make 
improvements that would benefit the general public of Solano County. 

One such project could be repairs to the Sandy Beach jetty, currently owned by the U.S. 
Navy, which refers to the jetty as Dike #9.  The jetty protects Sandy Beach and the Vallejo 

shoreline as well as Mare Island from sediment build up and the tidal force of the open bay. 
The jetty has fallen into disrepair, breaching entirely in winter storms and accompanying 
king tides in 2024-25. The proposed Sandy Beach SLC funds could be used for improvements 
to the jetty that would benefit the entire Vallejo and Mare Island waterfronts. A 
spokesperson from the Navy’s Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program told one of 
the co-signatories to this letter in a telephone conversation that the Navy intends to transfer 
ownership of the jetty to the city of Vallejo at an undetermined date. 

It is possible that matching funds are available for this effort. For example, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers’ Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) can provide funding for, among 
other things, shore damage prevention or mitigation caused by federal navigation projects.  

The proposed Sandy Beach SLC fund could also be used for projects such as participating 
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Governor Gavin Newsom has already expressed support for this idea in his former capacity 
as Lt. Governor.  

According to the transcript of a Feb. 2016 meeting of the State Lands Commission, when 
the commission approved the current Sandy Beach leases, Mr. Rhys Williams, representative 
for then Lt. Gov. Gavin Newsom, said:   

“The Lieutenant Governor would like to ask staff if they would be willing to explore 

legislative concepts that would allow the revenue generated at Sandy Beach to go back 
into improving public lands and resources within the community, so that resources where 

the revenue is being generated directly receives the benefits.” 

SLC Executive Officer Jennifer Lucchesi responded:  

“A similar effort was succeeded in Lake Tahoe a couple years ago […]. And that was 
achieved through special legislation. And so I'd be happy to look into that so that the 

community receives the benefits directly from the rent that they're paying in terms of 

improving lands and resources just offshore there.” 

 
We are asking your support to author a bill in the current legislative session that would 
create the necessary fund. We are also seeking the support of your offices to match us with 
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parties who share our interest in preserving the Vallejo waterfront. We would seek 
partnership with local government, quasi-government and/or nonprofit agencies to 
administer the fund and to help identify and prioritize projects that address the issues facing 
Sandy Beach, as well as the public interest in the Mare Island Straits.  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

We realize that we are a small community compared to the Lake Tahoe basin. But our 
unique neighborhood is an important part of the history of Vallejo and the San Francisco 
Bay Area (https://archive.org/details/glbths_2002-03_220_sc). The availability of waterfront 
homes is also relevant to the future economic development of Vallejo and Solano County.  

Please find attached relevant documentation. 

We thank you in advance for your guidance and support on this matter.  

Respectfully,  

Clair Whitmer,  Sandy Beach Road,  

Co-signatories: 
 
Emmanuel Bridonneau, Sandy Beach Road 
Lesley Guth, Sandy Beach Road 
Bruce Leavitt, Sandy Beach Road 
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3. Full text of Senate Bill 630. Approved by Governor October 12, 2013. Filed with 
Secretary of State October 12, 2013. 
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