
   

   

   

     

  

         

      

   

    

           

        

          

           

            

        

 

Date: May 14, 2026 

Lieutenant Governor Eleni Kounalakis 

Ca(ifornia State Lands Commission 

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Subject: Forma/ Objection to Discriminatory Tidelands Rate Structures and Private 

Residentia{ Dock Fee Exemptions Within Newport Harbor 

To Lieutenant Governor Kouna(akis: 

1. Purpose of This Comment 

Thiscorrespondenceservesasa formal public comment and objection regarding the 

inequitabLe,discriminatory,andLegaLlyinconsistentappLication of tidetand occupancy fees 

within NewportBay.SpecificaLLy,this LetterchaLlenges the administrative framework that 

allows private residential dock owners alongthe perimeter of prOrV Bay, Linda 

Island, Harbor Island, aswell as certain other areas within NewportHarbor, to occupy 

sovereignstate waters without payingANY standard per-square-footTidelands pier 

permitrentalfeesassessedagainstotherresidentialdockus.rsinthe ityofNewport 
Beach. 
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II. The Core Disparities and Rate Discrimination 

Under the current administrative arrangemem, an invisibLe jurisdictionaL line drawn from 

Chapter 526, Statutes of 1919, separates county-administered tide(ands from city-

administered tideLands. This historical boundary line has resulted in significant public 

poLicy and economic distortions: 

1. Rate Discrimination: Identical physical uses of sovereign pubLic waters (private 

recreationaL docks) are subjected to materially different fee structures based solely 

on an administrative jurisdictional distinction. This arrangement appears 

inconsistent with the statutory "no discrimination in rates, tolls, or charges" 

principles reflected in regional tideLand grants, incLuding Chapter 74, Statutes of 

1978. 

:. InequitabLe Burden Shifting: While average recreational boaters, offshore mooring 

permittees, and many Newport Beach waterfront homeowners are subjected to 

tideLand-re(ated permit fees and increasing harbor-related costs, certain private 

residential dock owners occupying sovereign waters appear exempt from the 

standard residential dock permit fee structure applied elsewhere within Newport 

Harbor. Residential pier permit rates themselves also do not appear to have 

undergone substantial or regular revision during the past decade. 

Ill. Legal and Constitutional Vulnerabilities 

The current exemption of portions of Newport Harbor from uniform residential dock fee 

structures presents several significant Legal and constitutional concerns: 

* Unlawful Gift of Public Funds (Cal. Const. Art. XVI, @6): By permitting private 

residential properties to utiLize valuable sovereign water space for littte or no 

comparable municipal fee collection, administrative trustees may effectively be 

conferring a disproportionate private benefit through the reduced-cost use or public 

trust assets without obtaining equivalent public compensation. 

* Equal Protection Concerns (Cal. Const. Art. 1, 9 7): Creating materially different 

fee treatment for simiLarly situated residential dock users based solely on Localized 

jurisdictional boundaries raises concerns regarding arbitrary classifications among 

users of sovereign tideLands. 

* Public Trust Doctrine Concerns: TideLands are held in trust for the benefit of all 

CaLifornians for purposes including navigation, commerce, fisheries, and public 

access. When private docks permanentLy occupy and restrict pubLic waters without 
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a reasonably uniform and equitabLe compensation structure, the state's fiduciary 

obligations under the Public Trust Doctrine warrant closer review. 

* PotentiallnconsistencywithLegislativelntent(Chapter715,Statutesof1984): 

While Chapter 715 authorized Leasing arrangements for certain fiLLed Lands and 

Limited residential Landscaping uses, it does not appearintended to exempt 

substantial over-water residential dock structures from broader harbor Tee 

obligations or uniform tideland management principles. 

IV. Action Requested 

To address these apparent disparities and ensure consistent administration of sovereign 

tideLands within Newport Harbor, the CaLifornia CoastaL Commission and the California 

State Lands Commission should jointly undertake the following actions: 

1, InitiateanAudit:ConductajointadministrativereviewofCountyof0rangeand 

City of Newport Beach sovereign land leases, permits, and fee structures affecting 

HarborlsLand and simiLarLy situated residential dock areas within Newport Harbor 

to determine the extent of any discrepancies in per-square-foot occupancy fees and 

related harbor charges. 

2. EvaLuateRateUniformity:ReviewwhetherexistingLocalcoastalprogram 

provisions, sovereign Land Lease arrangements, and municipal permit structures 

provide equitable and nondiscriminatory treatment among similarly situated 

residential dock users throughout Newport Harbor. 

3. Direct Revenues Toward Public Benefit: To the extent additional revenues are 

identified through future fee harmonization or revised lease structures, ensure such 

funds are directed toward enhancing public coastal access, harbor maintenance, 

environmental dred@ing, and other pubLic trust purposes within Newport Bay. 

Sovereign state Lands belong to aLl citizens of California. The current jurisdictionaL structure 

should be reevaluated to ensure equitable administration of sovereign tideLands and 

consistent treatment of similarly situated waterfront users. 

Respectfully submitted, 

A citizen of Newport Beach concerned with fairness 
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Archived: Friday, May 29, 2026 10:57:49 AM 

From: Clnistopher 
Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2026 8:32:05 AM 
To: Dtnnlao. Matthew@SLC: Plovnick. Je:ffrey@SLC: Pemberton. Sheri@SLC: CSLC CommissionMeeting,s: Sahar Dmali: 
Pemberton. Sheri@SLC 
Subject: A Win-Win solution for ALL user groups in the Newport Harbor Mooring dilemma. 
Response requested: Yes 
Sensitivity: Nonnal 

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

Dear Commissioners, 

Here is a sensible solution for all groups involved. This is a WIN for the homeowners with docks, a WIN for mooring users, and a 
WIN 
for the city. More irq>ortantJy, it can finally settle the moorin~ vs private piers vs City of NB once and for all. 
Please watch this 2 minute video. 
Thank yon 

Newport Moorings Benchmark Rate 
youtube.com 

Christopher Bliss 

Archived: Friday, May 29, 2026 10:57:49 AM 

From: Clnistopher 
Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2026 8:32:05 AM 
To: Dtnnlao. Matthew@SLC: Plovnick. Je:ffrey@SLC: Pemberton. Sheri@SLC: CSLC CommissionMeeting,s: Sahar Dmali: 
Pemberton. Sheri@SLC 
Subject: A Win-Win solution for ALL user groups in the Newport Harbor Mooring dilemma. 
Response requested: Yes 
Sensitivity: Nonnal 

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

Dear Commissioners, 

Here is a sensible solution for all groups involved. This is a WIN for the homeowners with docks, a WIN for mooring users, and a 
WIN 
for the city. More irq>ortantJy, it can finally settle the moorin~ vs private piers vs City of NB once and for all. 
Please watch this 2 minute video. 
Thank yon 

Newport Moorings Benchmark Rate 
youtube.com 

Christopher Bliss 

Archived: Friday, May 29, 2026 10:57:49 AM 

From: Christopher 

Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2026 8:32:05 AM 

To: Dumlao, Matthew@SLC; Plovnick, Jeffrey@SLC; Pemberton. Sheri@SLC; CSLC CommissionMeetings; Sahar Durali; 

Pemberton, Sheri@SLC 

Subject: A Win-Win solution for ALL user groups in the Newport Harbor Mooring dilemma. 

Response requested: Yes 

Sensitivity: Normal 

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

Dear Connnissioners, 

Here is a sensible solution for all groups involved. This is a WIN for the homeowners with docks, a WIN for mooring users, and a 

WIN 

for the city. More importantly, it can finally settle the moorings vs private piers vs City of NB once and for all. 

Please watch this 2 minute video. 

Thank you. 

Newport Moorings Benchmark Rate 

youtube.com 

Christopher Bliss 



 
 

    
    

       
                                                                                                    
 
        
                                
                                 
                                                                                                      
        
 
        

       
      

       
  

  
           

        
     

 
          

   
 

 

 

  

 
 
        

        
 

 
 

California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

June 17, 2026 

Sent via e-mail to: cslc.commissionmeetings@slc.ca.gov; 
Sahar.Durali@doj.ca.gov; 

Re: City of Newport Beach Tidelands Management 

Dear California State Lands Commissioners and Alternates; State Controller 
Malia M. Cohen; Deputy State Controller, Environmental Policy Kristina 
Kunkel; Lieutenant Governor Eleni Kounalakis; Policy Director Karl Larson; 
State Finance Director Joe Stephenshaw; Chief Deputy Finance Director 
Michele Perrault, 

What follows, as you know, is a not an all-inclusive set of observations on the 
evolution of State Lands 2025: “Report on the City of Newport Beach’s 
Public Trust Lands Management”, and related City and State actions: 

State Lands Staff Report 66, for the August 2025 Meeting of the 
Commission, included this text: 

“There are clear differences in rate revisions for moorings and 
residential piers. The trend for mooring permit rates has been to use 

regular appraisals to reflect market conditions; the trend for residential 

pier permits has been to reduce the overall rent amount through 

reductions of lease area and lowering of rates without conducting new or 

updated appraisals. These decisions appear to be political in nature and 

may violate both the granting statute and the California constitution.” 

Following that Report’s release, a Newport Beach Harbor Commissioner 
noted political aspects of Newport’s Tideland’s management as well: 
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“Similarly, the discussion around residential pier permits has become 

politically sensitive and presents challenges for our City Council. I 

believe is important to acknowledge these concerns openly and 

respectfully.” 

“The Harbor Commission understands our responsibility to manage 

Newport Harbor consistently with the Public Trust Doctrine, the 

California Constitution, and the City’s grant statutes. At the same time,  
we must navigate the practical and political realities of  our community.”  

State Lands Staff Report 105, for the December 16, 2025 meeting of the 
Commission, included this text: 

“There are clear differences in rate revision methodologies for mooring  
permits and residential piers. The trend for mooring permit rates has 

been to use regular appraisals to reflect market conditions, which is 

generally appropriate; the trend for residential pier permits has been to 

reduce the overall rent amount through reductions of lease area and  

lowering of rates without conducting new or updated appraisals. The 

decisions relating to residential piers appear to be political in nature and  

may violate both the granting statute and the California Constitution.  

Moving forward, the City should change this practice and follow  

consistent valuation methodologies, applied at the same time interval, for 

both mooring permits and residential piers.”  

Within the agenda materials for that December 16, 2025 Commission 
meeting, is a redline version of Staff Report 105. Infra, are examples of State 
Lands redlining text from pages 4 and 5 of that Report: 
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Language that “decisions” “appear to be political in nature” from 
predecessor Report 66, is included within Report 105, also on pages 4 and 5, 
and is not redlined. However, the “Report on the City of Newport Beach’s 
Public Trust Lands Management” associated with Report 105, and sent the 
City a short time there-after, does not contain the “appears to political in 
nature” language. Commissioners, what became of things which had 
previously appeared political in nature? 

At the December 16, 2025 meeting, State Lands expressed desire for the 
City of Newport Beach to show sufficient progress addressing issues 
identified by State Lands in 3 to 6 months. One recommendation was that 
the City should immediately have Residential Pier rates appraised. State 
Lands Staff and the City though, failed to mention that the City had 
commissioned such an appraisal in early 2025, and has refused to release it 
to the public, defining it as a “draft” document, exempt from public records 
release. State Lands Staff appears to have used this publicly undisclosed 
appraisal, for rate calculations within their Staff Report(s). Why has Staff not 
opined that the City’s 2025 Residential Pier appraisal could be reasonably 
relied upon, and instead, indicated that another, costly appraisal should 
immediately be undertaken? 

On February 10, 2026, after having received State Lands final Report, 
Newport’s Mayor and Council voted to form an Ad Hoc Committee of 2 
members of themselves, to later advise all the members of themselves: 
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Mayor or Councilmembers, who are to be the final decisionmakers locally, 
although now removed from the policymaking process. 

The City indicated that there were not accommodations for Stakeholders to 
have slides displayed at this May 27, 2026 meeting, yet the City and State 
Lands had accommodations to display their materials. The City was told in 
writing, that the May 27 meeting was not publicly noticed on the City’s 
website, in the three locations that public meetings are typically noticed. The 
City subsequently noticed the meeting in two of these locations, but not 
where the City Clerk has identified as the master location, where all City 
public meetings should be found. 

Informational materials about the State Lands Commission’s Category 1 

Southern California Benchmark Rate for docks, piers, and buoys, was 

submitted to the City for public Comment for their May 26, 2026 City Council 

meeting; their May 27th "Navigating Newport Harbor's Future Community 

Meeting"; and their June 9, 2026 City Council Meeting, but cannot be found 

online within the City agenda materials (As of 06/17/2026). Other public 

comment can be found for these Council meetings though. In addition to 

submitted public comment typically being available online through the City’s 
website, previously the City Clerk would print out copies, so that those 

attending meetings could grab one as they entered the meeting. This 

procedure no longer occurs. Benchmark information submitted for these 3 

public, City meetings, being handled in these ways, is indicative of ongoing 

issues with the City’s management of Tidelands. 

In the more than 6 months that have now passed since this Commission 
asked to see progress in 3 to 6 months, the City has, conveniently for those 
seeking re-election this year, shifted the formulation of plans/schemes, back 
to a body unaccountable to voters, and to perhaps mid, or late 2027. This, in 
spite of formation in February of Mayor and Council’s Ad Hoc intended to do 
it. The City has also continued to distribute, and state false information, 
attributing some of this false information as edicts from State Lands. 

I strongly encourage State Lands Commissioners and Staff, without litigation 
being required, to recognize that processes in Newport have, and continue to 
go beyond appearing to be political in nature, and that in removing that 
language from your final Report, you were again manipulated by the City. 
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 “Our Report did use some qualified language.  Because,  at this time the 

Commission has not.  Has basically made a decision to not,  find a formal  

State Lands should not further make itself party to City plans to continue at 
least well into 2027, the appalling, incredible rate discrepancy, and real 
definite inequity going on here, that your Executive Officer spoke of before 
the Coastal Commission on October 9, 2024. 

I also encourage that you recognize your stated requirement in Staff Report 
66, page 2: 

“If the Commission determines that any “transaction or condition” is “in 

probable conflict with this act [the grant statute] or with any  

other provision of law,” it must report to the Legislature, which may 

direct the Attorney General to bring litigation to revoke the grant or  

compel compliance.”  

And in Staff Report 105, page 2: 

“If the Commission determines that any “transaction or condition” is 

“in probable conflict with this act [the grant statute] or with any other  
provision of law,” it must report to the Legislature, which may direct the  

Attorney General to bring litigation to revoke the grant or compel  

compliance.”  

And in “State Lands “Report on the City of Newport Beach’s Public Trust 
Lands Management”, page 6, transmitted to the City on January 6, 2026: 

“If the Commission determines that any “transaction or condition” is 

“in probable conflict with this act [the grant statute] or with any other  
provision of law,” it must report to the Legislature, which may direct the  

Attorney General to bring litigation to  revoke the grant or compel 

compliance.”  
 
Must report to the Legislature is stated multiple times by State Lands as a 

mandate, not a choice, but at the May 27 Community Meeting in Newport 
Beach, State Lands said: 

6 



 
 

   

 

   

 
 

   
 

 
  

 

 
          

          
        

         
            

         
  
          

        
           

        
          
       

             
         

      
 
           

         
         

       

violation… If the City was in a formal violation it would institute, or 

require that there be a formal hearing, and that could lead to potential 

legal or legislative action, which would basically preclude our ability to 

work laterally with the City...” 

The City Stated: 

“They used qualifying language, because if they used  you  are in 

violation, that  triggers an  issue with the State, and a more formal review, 

so they’re using qualifying  language,  it allows us as the City,  us as a  

harbor community, to review our  management. “  

State Lands said: 

“The verbiage is intentional, because we did  not wanna say that we were  

explicitly finding  a violation.”  

These remarks imply that there’s an intention to usurp/avoid Legislative 
action, in favor of allowing the City opportunity to try and wriggle out of 
accountability. This approach would have those who the City has harmed 
most through its management, cause them further harm, both financially, and 
through loss of coastal access, as the City seeks to transition access to be 
more and more exclusively available to those of greater means. 

Some of the changes that State Lands is recommending in the “Report on 
the City of Newport Beach’s Public Trust Lands Management”, look like 
actions that necessitate Legislative action. For State Lands to continue to 
work closely with the City, given its documented past improper actions; given 
the resultant loss of millions of dollars to the people of California; given the 
involvement of policy and decision-makers with financial and other interests; 
given State Lands indication that it MUST report to the Legislature, could be 
perceived as State Lands trying to escape that “must report” condition. This 
should be of serious, serious concern. 

And why might some seek to avoid Legislative or Attorney General 
involvement? In October 2024, at a State Lands meeting in Imperial Beach, it 
was revealed to the Commission that the City of Newport Beach had 
knowingly and willfully gone against State Lands policy and direction. 
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 “The City’s grant contains specific provisions regarding Commission 

oversight. It directs the Commission to, “from time to time, recommend  
to the Legislature such amendments as it may determine to be necessary 

in the terms and conditions of this act” and also, “from time to time, 

institute a formal inquiry to determine that the  terms and conditions of 

this act, and amendments thereto, have been complied  with in good  

faith.”  
 
            

         
      

 
             

           

gifting. The City Manager of Newport Beach left her contract a year early in 
2025, and is being compensated at about a half million dollars in pay and 
benefits, to not come to work in 2026. 

State Lands has used the term “unexpected staff departures” to describe the 
sudden career path changes there. Considering that for 10 years, the City of 
Newport Beach annually provided detailed Tidelands Financial Reports to 
State Lands, showing one comparably sized group of Permit lease holders 
with lower tier access, contributing substantially more to the Tidelands Fund, 
while another group with much better access, contributed substantially less 
($1.1 million in revenue from off-shore, on-shore, guest, and transfer 
moorings, and $256,159 from residential piers in FY ending June 30, 2018; 
$1.9 million in revenue from off-shore, on-shore, guest, and transfer 
moorings, and $282,562 from residential piers in FY ending June 30, 2024; 
and $1.9 million in revenue from off-shore, on-shore, guest, and transfer 
moorings and short-term mooring licenses, and $287,707 from residential 
piers in FY ending June 30, 2025). 

It must be contemplated who else at State Lands stood by as this occurred 
for so long? And consideration given to if those individuals now, may be 
acting in a manner seeking to protect themselves from adverse consequence 
resulting from the lack of oversight of the City’s problematic style of Tidelands 
management, and the resultant loss of revenue? 

Multiple State Lands Reports say: 

Where has this “time to time” “formal inquiry” been? Who at the Commission 
should have been initiating it? And is an apparent lack of formal inquiry for at 
least 10 years errant, or intentional? 

I posit to each of you, that decisions and actions at the City level have, and 
continue to go well beyond appearances of being political in nature. I posit to 
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January 20, 2026 

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 

Resolution to Expand AWSS to All SF Neighborhoods 

WHEREAS, The standalone, high pressure, high volume Auxiliary 

Water Supply System (AWSS) has a proven track record in San 

Francisco for over one hundred years. 

WHEREAS, AWSS was the gold standard in 2010 when then-Mayor 

Newsom transferred AWSS from the SF Fire Department to the SF 

Public Utilities Commission. 

WHEREAS, AWSS has stood the test of time and is still the gold 

standard in 2026. 

WHEREAS, All neighborhoods should have the same standalone, high 

pressure, high volume AWSS coverage as a matter of geographic equity. 



 

 

        

           

 

 

           

             

   

 

           

             

           

 

           

           

         

            

 

  

   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

WHEREAS, If many neighborhoods are destroyed by another 

earthquake and ensuring fires, the City's tax base would also be 

destroyed. 

WHEREAS, If the City's tax base was destroyed, this would preclude 

the payment of City pensions until the City was rebuilt which could take 

many years. 

WHEREAS, If many neighborhoods of the City were destroyed by post-

earthquake fires, there would be no need for the current number of City 

employees with many City jobs being eliminated for many years. 

THEREFORE, Be it resolved, in order to avoid these multiple disasters, 

CSFN is insisting that all SF neighborhoods be protected by the 

standalone, high pressure, high volume Auxiliary Water Supply System 

(AWSS) as it is the only system with a proven track record. 

Deborah Murphy 

President CSFN 

bridgelady@earthlink.net 

president@csfn.net 

mailto:president@csfn.net
mailto:bridgelady@earthlink.net




      
   

      
   

                 
 

 
               

 
   

                
                 

       

                     
                      
             

                     
 

               
                 
        

                    
                 

                  
                    

                  
                   

                   
                

                  
                 

                       
                 

                  
            

                
                  
                    

  

                    
                    

Archived: Monday, June 22, 2026 8:59:10 AM 
From: Jim Mosher 
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2026 3:15:40 PM 
To: CSLC CommissionMeetings 
Subject: Item 50 (6/23/2006 agenda) - CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH (GRANTEE) - Public Comment re Fair Market Value 
Sensitivity: Normal 

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

Dear State Lands Commissioners, 

The public in Newport Beach is aware the State Lands Commission has expressed concerns about the City's 
management of the harbor area, particularly with respect to whether the grantee (the City) is collecting fair market 
rent for private use of the granted lands. 

The public is also aware that since at least 1948 (see page 13 of contract C-519(B) in the City's archive) the City 
has been leasing public trust land to the "Balboa Bay Club" for the site that is the subject of the current agenda item, 
and currently improved with private residential apartments, a club/resort hotel and a marina facility. 

Until seeing the present agenda item, the public, or at least I, was not aware yet another revision to the lease was 
being considered. 

My concern is that moving dates within the many past and present lease amendments and extensions 
have caused promised re-evaluations of the fair market rent to deferred to where it is impossible to tell 
how the proposed rent compares to fair market rent. 

As far as I am able to ascertain from the City records, the last lease agreement that contained recitals assuring it 
was based on recent fair market appraisal is the 25-year lease dated May 13, 1986 ("C-519(E)"). However, before 
it expired, it was replaced by a 50-year lease with an October 5, 2000, "commencement date" ("C-519(L)") in a 
form very similar to the presently proposed one. I am unable to locate the City Council meeting at which this was 
approved, or anything in the public record indicating how the rent was determined. Its Section 5.5 does promise that 
on the 26th anniversary, which would have been this year (2026), a "fair market adjustment" would be made to the 
base rent, based on an appraisal. However, before it expired, as Item 7 on the October 22, 2013, Council consent 
calendar, this was replaced with a new 50-year lease, "C-519(S)," pushing the commencement date to October 29, 
2013, and with a revised Section 5.5 pushing the "fair market adjustment" date to the 19th anniversary from that 
new commencement date, meaning the appraisal promised for 2026, would not occur until 2032, 6 years later than 
originally expected. It may be noted the 2013 Item 7 staff report has attached to it, on pages 74 and 90 of the 96-
page document, two economic "analyses," but these do not appear to be fair market appraisals. Instead, they are 
consultant's assessments of the value of the 13-year extension in the end date. They contain no assessment that I 
can see of the rents generated by generated Newport Beach harborfront properties. 

The proposed new 50-year lease before the Commission for consideration as Item 50, which appears to rescind 
any promises made in the existing lease, will presumably move the "commencement date" to a new date in 2026, 
and since it appears to contain the same Section 5.5 promising an appraisal in 19 years, that appraisal will now be 
deferred until 2045. 

In other words, I can find no suggestion in the public record that the fair market appraisal conducted 40 years ago, 
in 1986, has ever been updated. And despite that, the City is asking to push the re-appraisal of fair market value, 

mailto:CSLC.CommissionMeetings@slc.ca.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fecms.newportbeachca.gov%2FWEB%2FDocView.aspx%3Fid%3D2741748%26page%3D13%26dbid%3D0%26repo%3DCNB&data=05%7C02%7CCSLC.CommissionMeetings%40slc.ca.gov%7Cc3bb608ea54d489ddc0008dece504868%7C5d87bd7bd6df44c49e8fb0895e3dffe7%7C0%7C0%7C639175041402344940%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sh9%2BMK6zsbhTGsIqljykGE5fWtQ%2B1OT%2Bfvx4XY0v6Cs%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fecms.newportbeachca.gov%2FWEB%2FDocView.aspx%3Fid%3D2741746%26dbid%3D0%26repo%3DCNB&data=05%7C02%7CCSLC.CommissionMeetings%40slc.ca.gov%7Cc3bb608ea54d489ddc0008dece504868%7C5d87bd7bd6df44c49e8fb0895e3dffe7%7C0%7C0%7C639175041402378276%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hJMeF7TDu%2Fn39ot4Uulss1If%2F7HH4UoZR5CwwJeKSDc%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fecms.newportbeachca.gov%2FWEB%2FDocView.aspx%3Fid%3D2741761%26dbid%3D0%26repo%3DCNB&data=05%7C02%7CCSLC.CommissionMeetings%40slc.ca.gov%7Cc3bb608ea54d489ddc0008dece504868%7C5d87bd7bd6df44c49e8fb0895e3dffe7%7C0%7C0%7C639175041402398166%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=L8oLjseQEIeWkLvG01pFYsXTXCr8EpbyFYAq7AFU9os%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fecms.newportbeachca.gov%2FWEB%2FDocView.aspx%3Fid%3D2741761%26page%3D22%26dbid%3D0%26repo%3DCNB&data=05%7C02%7CCSLC.CommissionMeetings%40slc.ca.gov%7Cc3bb608ea54d489ddc0008dece504868%7C5d87bd7bd6df44c49e8fb0895e3dffe7%7C0%7C0%7C639175041402416646%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=V%2ByI0lyBOronH448vVNSlvm%2FG05OL1m5dd5TBYGa1ek%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fecms.newportbeachca.gov%2FWEB%2FDocView.aspx%3Fid%3D540324%26dbid%3D0%26repo%3DCNB&data=05%7C02%7CCSLC.CommissionMeetings%40slc.ca.gov%7Cc3bb608ea54d489ddc0008dece504868%7C5d87bd7bd6df44c49e8fb0895e3dffe7%7C0%7C0%7C639175041402434993%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TJ9SnsA5kqyfVBwFl9oHnB15WIeZOfTG36WEYspBZ8E%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fecms.newportbeachca.gov%2FWEB%2FDocView.aspx%3Fid%3D2741759%26page%3D23%26dbid%3D0%26repo%3DCNB&data=05%7C02%7CCSLC.CommissionMeetings%40slc.ca.gov%7Cc3bb608ea54d489ddc0008dece504868%7C5d87bd7bd6df44c49e8fb0895e3dffe7%7C0%7C0%7C639175041402453325%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xuxcxOaSHSgdZTO8iNZUoYVR%2FOaZflhHYAQ1aLALWx0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fecms.newportbeachca.gov%2FWEB%2FDocView.aspx%3Fid%3D540324%26dbid%3D0%26repo%3DCNB&data=05%7C02%7CCSLC.CommissionMeetings%40slc.ca.gov%7Cc3bb608ea54d489ddc0008dece504868%7C5d87bd7bd6df44c49e8fb0895e3dffe7%7C0%7C0%7C639175041402471387%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=OfluD%2BLy%2BcN7OaSRQgvvqDcoYqkdzTbPqNhqB7Vy8c4%3D&reserved=0


          

                  
              

   

                    
                   

                

 

  
  

once promised for 2026, to a new a date of 2045. 

This pattern of repeated pattern of extensions to the lease every 10 or 15 years, each pushing the fair 
market adjustment date farther and farther into the future suggests the fair market appraisal and 
adjustment may never come. 

In summary, I do not know why the present extension is being considered, and since no redline has been provided, I 
have not have time to determine what other changes the City may be seeking, but I would think the requested 
deferment of the previously promised re-evaluation of fair market rent should be a concern to the Commission. 

Yours sincerely, 

Jim Mosher 
Newport Beach resident 



  

  

 
               

 

 

 

             
           

            
 

  

      

             
             

Archived: Thursday, June 18, 2026 11:22:49 AM 
From: aeboken 
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2026 9:45:48 AM 
To: CSLC CommissionMeetings 
Subject: Written Submission for State Lands Commission Meeting June 23, 2026 Agenda Item #2 - Public Comment on Non-
Agenda Items - **What if San Francisco Becomes the Next Pacific Palisades?** 
Sensitivity: Normal 
Attachments: 
losangeles(1).jpg ;AWSS Expansion Resolution(1)(1).pdf ; 

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

TO: State Lands Commission 

FR: Eileen Boken, 
State and Federal Legislative Liaison 

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods* 

*For identification purposes only. 

RE: Written Submission for State Lands Commission Meeting June 23, 2026 Agenda Item #2 - Public Comment on Non-Agenda 
Items - **What if San Francisco Becomes the Next Pacific Palisades?** 

This written submission to the State Lands Commission is a follow  up to my written submission to the Ocean Protection Council for 
its June 16, 2026 meeting. 

On the Ocean Protection Council webpage dated May 5, 2025 which is titled From Ashes to Action: Wildfire Impacts on 
California's Coast and Ocean Health, the article states: 

"Many of California’s ecosystems are wildfire adapted. However, the size and scale of Southern California 
[Pacific Palisades] wildfires are unprecedented. The urban location lends to more toxic runoff with a greater 
potential to harm coastal and marine ecosystems that could pose significant threats to California’s health, economy, 
and identity." 

This begs the question. 

What if San Francisco becomes the next Pacific Palisades? 

In 2010, then-San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom transferred the City's independent, high pressure, high volume 
Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS), which is specifically designed to fight catastrophic fires, from the San 



        

                 
       

           
           

                
         

             
                

 

             
       

             
                 

     

           
               

Francisco Fire Department to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. 

The intent of the Memorandum of Understanding was not only to transfer AWSS jurisdiction and assets, but also to 
expand AWSS to the unprotected areas of the City. 

Since then, the SF Public Utilities Commission has abandoned AWSS expansion and is pursuing an unproven 
strategy which could result in San Francisco's Westside becoming the next Pacific Palisades. 

Beachfront homes in Pacific Palisades burned to the ground because the Los Angeles Fire Department didn't have the infrastructure 
to fight catastrophic fires using ocean water. 

Expanding AWSS to San Francisco's Westside would, in fact, use ocean water to fight catastrophic fires. 

If San Francisco were to become the next Pacific Palisades, this could have a significant and negative impact on 
the legacy of both Governor Newsom and his entire administration. 

Therefore, I'm urging both Governor Newsom and the State Lands Commission to re-affirm Governor Newsom's 
2010 commitment to equal fire protection for all in San Francisco by expanding AWSS to the City's unprotected 
neighborhoods. 

Attached is the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods resolution regarding equal fire protection for all, as well 
as, an image of Pacific Palisades after the 2025 fire. 

I'm also urging the State Lands Commission to support the findings and recommendations from the San Francisco 
Civil Grand Jury report from 2018-2019 titled Act Now Before It Is Too Late: Aggressively Expand and Enhance Our 
High-Pressure Emergency Firefighting Water System. 

One of the recommendations was to install dedicated emergency firefighting water pumps at both Hunters Point 
and at Ocean Beach in order to maintain the high pressure which is part of the system's design. 

### 







          
          

  
 

  
               

            
              

             
            

   
  

              
           

              
             

         
               

   
      

               
         

             
              

              
        

   
   

          
        

            
         

            
            

          
            

       
   

   
          

             
         

             
            

Memorandum —�May 14, 2026 Harbor Safety Committee, San Francisco Bay Region 
Report & Recommendation: Gashouse Cove Marine Fuel Access and San Francisco Bay 
Emergency Resiliency 

Summary 
As�part�of�the�Refurbishment�of�the�San�Francisco�Marina’s�East�Basin,�the�San�Francisco�
Recreation & Parks Department (SFRPD) is planning to close the gas and diesel fuel dock 
at Gashouse Cove. It is recommended to take a position to oppose the closures of 
Gashouse Cove gas and diesel fuel dock. Loss of marine fuel access reduces emergency 
response capability, evacuation capacity, public safety access, and Bay resiliency. 

Background 
The docks in the East Basin are past their useful service life, and numerous berths have 
been removed from service. There are contaminants in the sediment due to leaching from 
a gasification plant that was located on the shore. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PGE) is 
the successor to the original owner. The City and County of San Francisco has sued PGE 
resulting in an agreement for remediation, replacement of recreational facilities, and 
funding. SFRPD is planning on the removal of the gas and diesel marine fuel dock. 

Role of Harbor Safety Committee (HSC) 
The HSC is responsible for the planning of safe navigation and operation of tank ships, tank 
barges, and other vessels within the harbor, and making recommendations to 
Administrator of the Office of Spill Prevention and Response. During Public Comment at a 
regularly scheduled meeting of the HSC, the closure of the gas and diesel marine fuel dock 
was presented to the HSC with a request that the HSC support the continued operation of 
the gas and diesel marine fuel dock. 

Meetings & Conversations 
Chair Humphrey organized a meeting that included Ms. Monica Scott, Capital Project 
Manager for SFRPD; Mr. Scott Grindy, Harbor Master for SFRPD and former member of the 
HSC; Mr. Dominic Moreno, Acting Maritime Director for the Port of San Francisco; Jim 
Haussener, HSC Member; and Captain Maggie Hallahan, HSC Alternate. 
During the research phase others were contacted including staff from the San Francisco 
Police�Department’s�Marine�Unit,�Governor’s�Office�of�Emergency�Services,�Cal�OES,�City�
of�Long�Beach�Fire�Department’ Marine�Safety�Bureau,�California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (Regional Board), and the current operator of the 
Gashouse Cove gas and diesel marine fuel dock. 

Life Safety 
The SFPD Marine Unit has confirmed that the Gashouse Cove gas and diesel fuel 
dock is actively used by SFPD, SFFD, and the U.S. Coast Guard for emergency response, 
rescue operations, medical evacuation, vessel boardings, and public safety operations 
throughout San Francisco Bay. Maintaining a centrally located fuel dock supporting both 
gasoline and diesel vessels is critical to public safety and emergency readiness. We have 



          
          
  

 
             

         
         

          
             

          
        
     

       
  

   
  

              
            

               
              

     
   

  
              

                
             

           
            

              
           

            
            

                
    

   
  

          
           

           
          

          
           

              
 

been told that removing the facility would increase emergency response times and 
negatively impact local, state, and federal marine emergency operations during critical 
incidents. 

Cal OES indicate that maritime fuel available is a local matter connected to the San 
Francisco Bay area communities and their emergency response agencies. Cal 
OES continued to inform this working group that during catastrophic incidents —�
Emergency response decisions on the water depend upon reliable local marine gasoline 
and diesel availability and access. Cal OES also noted that during the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake, private vessels assisted the SFFD in responding to San Franciscans from the 
waterfront. Following inspection, the Gashouse Cove fuel dock resumed 
operations immediately and supported on-water emergency coordination and Incident 
Command activities, including operations coordinated through the U.S. Coast Guard 
Auxiliary. 

Dredging 
The operator of the gas and diesel marine fuel dock reports an alongside depth of water of -
8.5’ MLLW,�which�is�sufficient�for their customers�and�that�the�dock�has�not�been�dredged 
in the past thirty-five years. Staff at the Regional Board have advised that if there is no 
dredging to take place at the gas and diesel marina fuel dock, there is no need for 
remediation at that location. 

Fiscal 
During our meeting with San Francisco staff, we were advised that the cost to keep the gas 
and diesel marine fuel dock where it would be approximately $25 million. And to move the 
fuel dock to another location within the basin to would cost $4.5 million. In our review of 
their engineer’s�preliminary�estimate,�these�costs�were�only�for�dredging,�the�resultant�
placement of an engineered cap, and time added to the overall project construction. There 
was no discussion of the cost of removing the floating facilities, removal of the existing 
underground petroleum storage tanks, or the cost to install new tanks at a different 
location along with floating dock upgrades and appurtenant equipment. At this time, based 
on the information received from San Francisco staff, Regional Board staff and the current 
operator we are unaware of any costs for the existing facility to remain where it is and in its 
full current use. 

Recommendation 
That the Harbor Safety Committee adopt a formal position supporting preservation and 
continued operation of the Gashouse Cove gas and diesel fuel dock as critical maritime 
emergency infrastructure for San Francisco Bay. We have found the continued operation of 
the existing facility provides the most reasonable, cost-effective, operationally efficient, 
and publicly beneficial outcome while maintaining critical marine gas and diesel fuel 
access and emergency response capability for San Francisco Bay during a potential State 
of Emergency. Further, the Chair of the HSC is authorized to disseminate this position. 







 
 

    
 

                 
            

               
                

        
         

 
          

            
         

          
             

          
                

            
         

          
       

         
            

          
        

             
           

           
    

         
           

           
        

         
         

          
                  
              

               
         

 
    

    

3-31-2026 

Hello Captain Maggie Hallahan, 

Both the fuel dock at Gas House Cove and the small dock next to Gas House Cove has 
been used numerous times by members of the SFPD, SFFD and USCG. During boardings of 
vessels it sometimes becomes unsafe to board a vessel on the bay so we re-route the 
vessel to Gas House Cove to conduct the boarding on a dock. We have taken kitesurfers, 
windsurfers, sea sick passengers from charter boats and several other injured/sick or 
deceased individuals that we encounter on the job to that dock. 

Maintaining a centrally located fueling station that supports both diesel and gasoline 
vessels is critical to the safety, efficiency, and economic stability of the waterfront. From 
an operational standpoint, marine units—including local law enforcement, fireboats, and 
our federal partners such as the United States Coast Guard—depend on immediate and 
reliable access to fuel. Relocating this resource to a less central area would increase 
response times and could negatively impact emergency readiness during critical incidents. 
In addition to public safety, the fuel dock plays an essential role in supporting the working 
waterfront. Commercial fishing vessels, recreational boating and charter boats rely on 
centrally located fueling to minimize downtime and maintain efficient operations. Moving 
this service farther away would require additional transit time strictly for fueling, increasing 
congestion and operational costs across the harbor. 
From a maritime safety perspective, keeping fueling operations centralized helps reduce 
unnecessary vessel movement across busy navigation channels. The San Francisco Bay is 
already a high-traffic and complex waterway, and reducing fueling locations could 
increase the risk of congestion at fuel docks. 
There are also important economic considerations. The Port of San Francisco depends on 
accessible infrastructure to sustain its commercial users. Removing or relocating the fuel 
dock could push operators to alternative ports (Pillar Point Harbor) ultimately impacting 
local revenue and maritime activity. 
Finally, from an environmental and practical standpoint, upgrading and modernizing the 
existing facility presents a more efficient and lower-impact solution than constructing a 
new site. Enhancements to the current dock can incorporate modern safety and 
environmental protections without the added disruption of new construction. 
For these reasons, I strongly recommend retaining and improving the existing centrally 
located fuel dock rather than pursuing removal and relocation. Its continued operation is 
vital to maintaining a safe, efficient, and economically viable waterfront. 
As far as the question of the turning basin being too windy to operate a vessel safely. I do 
not agree. I believe the ability to operate a boat is limited by the operator and vessel. Based 
on my 18 years in the San Francisco Police Department and 2 years at Station Golden 
Gate, I do not recall any vessel accidents 

Sergeant Michael Bushnell #2290 
San Francisco Police Department 



   
 

  
 
 

   
 
               

              
         

            
          
    

 
             
                

              
          

 
              

          
          

           
            

 
 

            
              

              
          

            
     

 
            

             
         

            
          

         
        

 
           

           
   

Marine Unit/Homeland Security Unit 
michael.a.bushnell@sfgov.org 
Office: (415) 409-1020 

Hello Sergeant Bushnell, 

I am writing in follow-up to the Ad Hoc discussion regarding the Gashouse Cove Fuel Dock 
at the San Francisco Marina that we attended this morning via Teams. Participants in the 
meeting included Scott Humphrey (Executive Director, Marine Exchange of the San 
Francisco Bay Region; Chairperson, Harbor Safety Committee of the San Francisco Bay 
Region), James Haussener, Maggie Hallahan, Monica Scott (REC), Marcus Freeling, 
Stephen Brown, and Harbor Master Scott Grindy. 

During the meeting, it was stated by Harbor Master Scott Grindy that there has been no 
known use of Gashouse Cove as an extraction site over the past 10 years. I would like to 
respectfully request clarification on this point, as it is my understanding that the dock 
continues to serve an active and important role in emergency response. 

Specifically, I am asking if you could provide a brief written statement outlining how the 
Gashouse Cove Fuel Dock is currently used for emergency access and response 
operations. The dock’s location offers practical advantages, including relatively direct and 
efficient physical access for emergency vehicles and marine units navigating through the 
Marina, particularly given the high volume of pedestrian and recreational activity in the 
area. 

Additionally, I would appreciate your perspective on the importance of maintaining the fuel 
dock at its current location during the remediation process, and the need to ensure that a 
fuel dock remains operational at the San Francisco Marina at all times. From an 
operational standpoint, it would also be helpful to understand whether the current location 
is the most effective for your vessels, and whether it is your preference to keep the fuel 
dock in its current location. 

There was also discussion during the meeting regarding vessel maneuverability in high 
winds. Mr. Grindy indicated that turning vessels near the current fuel dock can be difficult 
in high wind conditions. It would be valuable to clarify your experience—specifically, 
whether high winds impact your ability to safely approach, maneuver, and refuel at this 
location versus alternative potential locations within the West Marina. Additionally, based 
on your experience, do conditions within Gashouse Cove offer more protection from wind 
compared to the more exposed areas of the West Harbor? 

Maintaining and clearly documenting this access point is important to supporting public 
safety operations and ensuring that emergency responders retain a viable and effective 
route when needed. 

mailto:michael.a.bushnell@sfgov.org


 
            

            
 
         

 
   

 
 

I have included Scott Humphrey (scotth@sfmx.org) on this request so that we may compile 
responses for submission to the Ad Hoc group. Please cc me when you respond. 

I appreciate your time and any clarification you can provide. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 

mailto:scotth@sfmx.org


# Marina / Fuel Dock ActiveFuel TypEmPhonAddress 
1 SF Marina Gas House Cove Y DG 415- 99 Yacht Road, San Francisco, CA 94123 
2 Sausalito Clipper Yacht Harbor Y DG (415 310 Harbor Drive, Sausalito, CA 94965 
3 Safe Harbor Emeryville Y DG 510- 3310 Powell St, Emeryville, CA 94608 
4 Jack London Square Fuel Dock Y DG 510- Jack London Square, 38 Webster St, Oakland, CA 94607 
5 Loch Lomond Marina N https 100 Loch Lomond Drive, San Rafael, CA 94901 
6 Grand Marina Alameda N https 2099 Grand Street, Alameda, CA 94501 
7 Berkeley Marina Fuel Dock N 201 University Avenue, Berkeley, CA 94710 
8 Hyde Street Pier San Francisco N 2905 Hyde Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 
9 Oyster Point Marina Fuel Dock N 95 Harbor Master Road, South San Francisco, CA 94080 

10 Vallejo Marina Y DG (707 42 Harbor Way, Vallejo, CA 94590 
11 Benicia Marina Y DG 707- 266 E B St, Benicia, CA 94510 
12 Westpoint Harbor Redwood City Y DG (650 101 Westpoint Harbor Drive, Redwood City, CA 94063 
13 Coyote Point Marina Y DG m (650 1900 Coyote Point Dr, San Mateo, CA 94401 
14 Ballena Isle Marina Y DG 510- 1150 Ballena Blvd, Alameda, CA 94501 
15 San Leandro Fuel Dock N 











 

 

   
 

 

   
   

   

   

   

   
   

   

     
 

From: Chan, Angus@Waterboards Angus.Chan@Waterboards.ca.gov 
Subject: RE: PG&E dredging and capping at GHC SF Marina 

Date: June 4, 2025 at 2:20 PM 
To: Kate Thompson katet@me.com, Maggie Hallahan maggie@mhpv.net 
Cc: Steven Welch stevenwelch22@gmail.com, Steenson, Ross@Waterboards Ross.Steenson@waterboards.ca.gov 

Maggie, Kate, and Steve – 

Great talking to you on Monday as well. I’m providing some clarifications on the answers
to your questions, in red below. Feel free to reach out again if you have additional
questions. 

1. Marine Pool Inclusion 
Q: If supported by the City, could PG&E incorporate a marine pool at the Point into
the current plan?
A: Yes, we believe that is possible. A new feasibility study likely would not be needed, but
an addendum might be necessary if significant changes to the remediation were needed. 

2. Fuel Dock Dredge Depth
Q: What is the current or planned dredge depth at the fuel dock area?
A: The current depth is 8 feet. The plan is to fill and cap the area, but it could also
be capped at a lower depth. 

3. Fuel Dock Relocation Approval
Q: If the fuel dock were relocated 168 meters forward, would the Water Board object?
A: No. We assume that permanent relocation of the fuel dock would be after remediation
(i.e., the relocation would not prevent access for remediation). 

4. Remedial Plan Submission Timeline 
Q: When does the Water Board expect PG&E to submit the final Remedial Action Plan?
A: We expect PG&E to submit a Draft Remedial Action Plan later this summer or fall. The
Water Board will review the document and likely issue comments. Once Water Board
comments are adequately resolved, a revised document would be made available for
public review and comment. After review and resolution of the comments, a Final
Remedial Action Plan would be submitted (likely in 2026). 

5. Post-Remediation Monitoring
Q: Who will be responsible for monitoring the site for residual MGP contamination
after remediation, and for how long?
A: Both PG&E and RPD are responsible parties for the investigation, cleanup, and
monitoring of the MGP contamination as explained in our October 15, 2019, Water Code
Section 13267 Technical Report Requirement letter. We understand that the parties are
cooperating, and PG&E is taking the lead for remediation-related activities, including
post-remediation verification monitoring. We believe that the 2 years is schedule-related:
PG&E would implement the remediation over the course of about 2 years then RPD
would complete the Marina Improvement Project. 

6. Cap Integrity and Boat Traffic
Q: After project completion, could a boat break the cap by running into it?
A: No, it is not likely if the cap is maintained. 

7. Future Liability After Transfer
Q: After the property transfer, who will be legally and financially responsible for any future
environmental issues? 

mailto:Ross.Steenson@waterboards.ca.gov
mailto:stevenwelch22@gmail.com
mailto:maggie@mhpv.net
mailto:katet@me.com
mailto:Angus.Chan@Waterboards.ca.gov






 

   
 

 
 

 
   

    

 
      
     

        
 

        
        

       
        

       
      

       
  

       
        
      

 
   

 

 
      

       
   

 
   

Ad hoc Meeting Gashouse Cove Fuel Dock-
20260320_110412-Meeting Recording 
March 20, 2026, 6:04PM 

35m 39s 

Scott Humphrey started transcription 

Scott Humphrey 0:05 
There we go. If you would start again, Maggie, I'm sorry. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 0:07 
Yes, Yep, sure. Captain Maggie Hallahan. I hail from San Francisco North Shore 
Aquatic Park since I was a little girl, and I am a Sea Scout leader. I'm a licensed Coast 
Guard captain. 
I have been in blue water all over the world, including the Hawaiian Islands and 
mostly recreational boating, though I have done some teaching and commercial 
captioning. I also want to say that Governor Gavin Newsom, when he became 
governor, asked me to be on the California Boating and Water. 
And I accepted just as COVID was ending. And it's been a very interesting two years, 
and I've been re-upped for another four years on the commission. And I am not here 
as a commissioner for California Boating and Waterways, which I am actually in the 
position of recreation. 
Voting for the waterways for Northern California, but I because there is a loan out 
with SF Marina, so I cannot speak at all in terms of that. I want to make that super 
clear and that I'm here though as a Sea Scout leader, South End member. 

Scott Humphrey 1:11 
OK. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 1:20 
Rowing and swimming. And then I'm also an overall recreational boater all over the 
Bay. Thank you very much. 

Scott Humphrey 1:28 



     
       

 
   

        
         

        
     

        
        

   

 
   

 
 

 
   

       
      

     
 

 
   

 

 
   

      

 
   

  

 
   

    
        

Thank you, Monica. If you would introduce yourself. I don't think we've ever met face 
to face. I think I've gotten emails back and forth, but good to finally meet you. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 1:35 
Yeah, yeah. Great to meet you and everyone else here on the call that I haven't met. 
My name is Monica Scott. I am a project manager with the Capital division of the San 
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. This is my primary. The Marina project is 
my primary project at the moment. 
And I've been involved with it since coming up on. Yeah, three years now, 2023. I 
started with this project. So I am a licensed landscape architect. And yeah, I'll pass it 
off to Scott Grindy. 

Scott Humphrey 2:03 
OK. 
Scott Grendy, good morning. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 2:14 
Well, I hope it's a good morning. You know, it's sunny out and the weather's good 
and the whales are out front. My name is Scott Grundy. I'm the harbor master here at 
the San Francisco Marina and I just finished about an 8 year, nine year stint with the 
Harbor Safety Committee. 

Scott Humphrey 2:15 
It is. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 2:31 
And you know, Jim is graciously taking that ball of wax and moving it forward. 

Scott Humphrey 2:41 
Thank you, Scott. Um, Dominic. 

Moreno, Dominic (PRT) 2:48 
Good morning, everybody. My name is Dominic Moren. I'm the assistant current 
assistant maritime director for the Port of San Francisco. I'll let this group know 



           
      

 
   

 

 
   

     
      

   

 
   

 
  

 
    

       
     

 
   

  

 
     

       
     

        
       

 
   

         
         

        
      

 

because the news will probably get out into the industry. Andre Coleman is going to 
be stepping away from the port. I'll be acting maritime director come. 

Scott Humphrey 3:03 
OK. 

Moreno, Dominic (PRT) 3:03 
April 17th. Thank you. Thank you. Thank you. Good to see. I think I recognize 
everybody except Steve Brown, but I yeah, we we manage the 7 1/2 miles of 
waterfront over here for the port. 

Scott Humphrey 3:05 
Congratulations. 
Very good. And Marcus? 

Marcus Freeling 3:27 
Yeah, this is Marcus Freeling, Secretariat for the Harbor Safety Committee and the 
External Operations Manager with the Marine Exchange. 

Scott Humphrey 3:38 
Thank you, Marcus. And finally, Steph Brown. 

Stephen Brown 3:42 
Hi, everyone. I'll turn my camera on in a second. OK. Hi, I'm Stephen, database 
manager for the Marine Exchange. I'm just sort of shadowing today. I'm kind of 
getting more involved in all of the committees and so I'm just sort of just observing, 
taking in everything to trying to be in the background. 

Scott Humphrey 3:59 
Yep. And you'll probably hear from Steph in another capacity. He's going to help you 
get your sign in, your membership sign in to our new website system, which will give 
you what's called a membership compass so that you can see your Marine Exchange 
membership and all of the committees that you're signed up to receive emails from, 
et cetera. 



 
     

 

 
   

 

 
   

          
 

 
   

     

 
     

 
     

 
   

     

 
   

          
   

 
   

   
            

 
   

          
     

 
   

  

Stephen Brown 3:59 
O. 

Scott Humphrey 4:19 
Dominic, you've got your hand up. 

Moreno, Dominic (PRT) 4:20 
I do. I just want to revise my my previous comments. I recognize everybody on this 
screen. 

Scott Humphrey 4:25 
Oh, OK, once the camera kick on it, like. 

Stephen Brown 4:25 
OK. 
Right. No, it's all good. I know. Yeah. Yeah. OK. 

Moreno, Dominic (PRT) 4:26 
Sorry, Steph. Yeah, yeah, yeah, with the camera off, I didn't reg it. Sorry. 

Scott Humphrey 4:30 
All right. So Monica, if you would give us an update on the project at at the Marina 
and the Gas House Cove. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 4:41 
Yeah, sure thing. I have um some slides prepared that are about the project in 
general with some detail on the fuel doc. So is if that's OK, I'll share my screen. 

Scott Humphrey 4:51 
Please do. If you would provide me the the slide deck afterwards, I'll put it in the 
minutes for our little meeting. Thank you. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 4:57 
Yeah, no problem. 



 
   

             
  

 
   

 
 

         
        

        
      

  
           

           
 

 
   

   

 
   

       
 

 
   

 

 
   

         
        

   
        

      
 

      

Scott Humphrey 5:00 
I you. I think you should be able to share, right? OK. Oh, I know every time is the first 
time. There we go. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 5:02 
Yeah, yeah, I'm just navigating. 
OK. 
So yeah, just for context, I'm sure you all are well aware of the location of the San 
Francisco Marina, but it's here on the northern waterfront, nestled between Crissy 
Field to the West and Fort Mason to the east. 
And our project is within the confines of this, um, yellow orange Polygon, um, while 
we're not touching everything in there and. 
The focus of the project is in the East Harbor and also a portion of the West Harbor, 
which is on. You can see them labeled here. Are you all able to see my cursor if I'm 
moving it around or not really? 

Scott Humphrey 5:53 
I don't see your cursor. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 5:55 
Yeah, sometimes that doesn't work. Anyway. Luckily we have a lot of labels here, so 
um. 

Scott Humphrey 5:58 
Yeah. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 6:02 
This is the existing condition here, more or less. We already had to remove some of 
the docks in the southern portion of the East Harbor due to their deteriorating 
condition and this upcoming project schedule. 
So this is a joint project between the city, Reckon Park and PG&E, Pacific Gas and 
Electric due to contamination from legacy industry here that they had pre 1906 
earthquake. 
That's where the Gas House Cove comes from. They had a manufactured gas plant. 



       
     

     
     

    
       

      
          

       
    
       

     
    

        
        
      

           
           

 
         

         
       

  
         

      
    

        
   

        
    

           
    

        
        

      

Right at this northeast corner of the where the shoreline of the triangle is. So the 
project will include. So there was a yeah, about 20 years of investigation slash 
litigation to get to the project that I'm. 
Um working on now, which is called a joint project. 
And there's and that's been approved by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor 
London Breed at that time and that was negotiated with the city attorney and PG&E. 
So that project is capped with a budget of $190 million and that is all in. 
For the planning work as well as the current design and construction and then in the 
future the ongoing monitoring that will be taking place. So what you see here with 
this shaded area, this is. 
The areas here are going to be dredged and capped, and there's an area of targeted 
deeper dredge with that small rectangle. If you're out there now, you'll see there's 
like a currently a boom enclosing that area. 
In the southern portion there is an existing sediment cover of multiple feet and so 
the project will be leaving that in place, which functions as a cap, but it does change 
the use of the Marina from being able to have powerboats and deep draft. 
Sailing vessels and the fuel dock of course as well will not be able to stay there with 
this level of remediation. So there's also going to be this dashed blue line is 
indicating. 
What is called a permeable reactive barrier. So basically the riprap, the rock slope 
that's there now will be peeled off and then we'll be doing some regrading of the 
shoreline itself and to allow for a more stable slope to be reinstalled, but before the 
rock is replaced. 
Placed, there'll be a a barrier, yeah, a layer of barrier, just kind of they call it a belts 
and suspenders approach. So this is all regulated by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board of the state of California. So there's been. 
Numerous feasibility studies that have been published and reviewed and they are 
preparing to issue what's called a remedial action plan. 
So they are. They're really the the prime regulator for this project. 
And then we have our proposed Marina improvements. Once that dredging is done, 
we will be in the capping will be coming in to the East Harbor. Starting on the right 
here, we're going to be improving the breakwater that's currently. 
Enclosing the East Harbor and then we are installing reoriented docks, so we'll be 
able to install an additional breakwater to further calm the waters here given the very 
active waves that are passing under Fort Mason right now. 



          
        

          
          

     
        

          
   

    
       

    
  
      
           

         
  

      
           

       
          

              
 

      
       

   
        

          
     

      
     

   
         

       
  

 

We're also going to be adding pedestrian access to that portion of the breakwater. 
You can see there in brown versus the white. 
And we'll also be installing a gangway down to a community dock, which will be 
open with the park hours to the public, which is running north-south there in what 
we call the shallow water basin and this. 
The skinny dock running east West is a visitor dock which will be behind a gate and 
that will have, I believe it's birthing space for about 13 boats with side ties. So this is 
where we're envisioning. 
Yeah, that that's that's for the harbour master to to manage. But yeah, we're excited 
to be able to provide such an extensive amount of visitor dock space as well. They'll 
also be a installation of floats and indicators preventing boats from entering into 
those larger boats. 
So the powerboats from entering into this shallow water basin, the shoreline, I'll kind 
of just I don't, I don't think this is as of is as of much interest to you all, but the 
shoreline, this is the Bay Trail running here in orange. So we'll be doing some 
reconfiguring of that to expand the. 
Area We're removing some of the parking lot, but I'll kind of leave that as it is. And 
then in the West Harbor, we have the wave organ here at the tip of the jetty. This is 
on the left side of the screen. We'll be installing a new breakwater. 
Because of the very high rates of sedimentation that the entry channel of the West 
Harbor currently has to deal with on an annual basis with dredging. So we did a lot 
of. 
Morphological modeling of like sand transport and this design of this breakwater, I 
believe it's about 225 feet will allow us. It's expected that we will not have to dredge 
again for 12. 
10 to 15 years following installation. So with that being added in year one and year 2, 
we'll be coming back to, you know, basically proof is in the pudding. We'll make sure 
that it really is slowing down the sedimentation. 
And we'll be dredging, extensively dredging more than the typical maintenance 
dredge to reinstall these docks here in yellowish, which were originally installed back 
in 2012 with the West Harbor renovation. 
The location here on the left is a potential relocated fuel dock location and there is 
currently an existing pump out there and I have more slides to go into more detail 
on that. 
I'm gonna. 



       
    

 
   

  

 
   

 
          

      
     
         

         
      

    
      

         
       

    
      

      
     

    
 

      
         

      
            
         
        

        
       

   
       

           

I'm gonna keep going, but if you if you guys have burning questions, maybe I'll just 
keep going through. I have a couple more slides. So is that OK, Scott? 

Scott Humphrey 12:59 
Yeah, we've got time for a couple more. Sure. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 13:02 
OK. 
So this is an analysis of other potential locations for the fuel dock aside from the 
West Harbor one there labeled number labeled with the letter A. So we did extensive 
analysis of the feasibility of. 
Where is the best place to relocate this fuel dock? And yeah, anyway, this week, 
maybe we could, we can come back to this one later. But basically we looked at, you 
know, swell, westerly swells, northerly storm waves, the, you know, turning diameter, 
the the berth orientation. 
Access to the underground storage tanks, vessel lengths that they can accommodate 
and of course how many slips we would lose with by locating it in the various 
locations. I will say it's not shown here because it it extends beyond the project 
budget, but we also did call. 
Tossed out what type of remediation would be involved in maintaining the fuel dock 
in its current location and it was in the rough order of magnitude. The engineers 
estimated it at between 20 to $25 million. So that kind of that's why that's not even 
shown here because we couldn't. 
Realistically, consider that. 
So this is detail that was provided to the Marina Harbor Association and yeah, many 
other public meetings over the last year with the analysis of with that West Harbor 
fuel dock location, if that is where it ends up. 
This is the clear space. This red is is a potential vessel fueling and how that works 
with the entry channel like we are aware this is um. 
The least worst option. This is like the best of not a lot of great options, but this is 
what we are contemplating and this is in our CEQA environmental clearance which 
was just completed yesterday. That addendum with to the EIR was published. 
And also in our permitting applications. 
And this is our, you know, we're we're aware that there's, you know, kind of 
diminishing opportunities for for boaters to fuel up, especially with gasoline. We 



     
         

       
    

        
       

  
              

          
     

   
 

        
      

 
   

 
         

 
     

        
       

 
            

   

 
      

       
         

        

 
   

 
       

know there is a diesel option which is. 
You know, currently the the replacement for the Hyde St. fuel dock, while that's 
offline, still very close to our Marina and but for gas, folks would have to go up to 
Sausalito as the closest one. 
And this is just a rough, rough schedule. We're we're pretty much still on track here 
with construction starting in mid 2027 and then extending kind of in phases through 
the end of 2029. 
Yeah, so that's about it. I I know Dominic is on the line. I I will just add, as has been 
shared with the public multiple times, Rec and Park is working with other city 
agencies to address the concerns. 
Of the fire department and the Police Department regarding the fuel dock and the 
need for that for gasoline. 
How? Just to say, though, there are multiple options for the emergency vessels to get 
diesel currently along the San Francisco waterfront. Um, but yeah, I will. I'll stop there. 

Scott Humphrey 16:36 
Could not get. 
OK, let's take a time now. We're down to about 11:20. I'd like to start with Maggie 
and. 
Give you 3 minutes. If you would, I'll start a a timer just to keep everybody on track 
to discuss your concerns. And I believe I before we do so, I'll just introduce the idea 
that I believe the primary concern is the closing of the fuel dock and not having a 
place. 
In the South part of the San Francisco Bay for gasoline, is that correct? Is as a general 
overall high level, Maggie? 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 17:20 
Yeah. And there's other that I'll try to keep it short, but could I, I think what I'll do is 
can can you, Scott, bring up on your map and share a screen just from a Google 
satellite of the area so we can just pull that up? 

Scott Humphrey 17:25 
OK, ready. 
Yeah, same by one second. Yep, Yep, Yep. 



 
      
           

 

 
   

     
    

 
      

 
 

 
   

    
   

 
      

     
      

    

 
   

  

 
      

       
    

      
 

           
           

  
         

         

Captain Maggie Hallahan 17:39 
Cool. So as you all know, the Sea Scout base is an aquatic park just on the other side 
of. 

Scott Humphrey 17:48 
Hold on, I'm digging through windows here. And by the way, time hasn't started. I'm 
just looking for. There we go. You want satellite or map? 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 17:51 
OK. 
Uh, satellite. 

Scott Humphrey 17:56 
All righty and stand by for sharing. 
Alrighty, where are we? Here we go. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 18:04 
Yep. So, whoops, slow down. Come out just a little bit. There we go. So our Sea Scout 
base is right there where it says Aquatic Cove and to the left. If you all don't know, it 
was built there in 1946, right after World War 2. 

Scott Humphrey 18:08 
Uh huh. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 18:22 
But previous to that, we actually started Sea Scout Base. It had a Sea Scout slips in 
1915 for the Panama Pacific Expo and were located there until the late 30s. So we 
had a lot of history of this whole area and as you know, there's a pretty constant 
swell. 
Well, that hits Black Point and the rest of it is very on the on the basically the West 
side of Black Point is almost all landfill. So if you go over to Gas House Cove to the 
existing fuel dock. 
There we go. Right next to the fuel dock is the Laguna outfall, and four times a year 
there'll be at least four times a year there'll be raw sewage release at that point into 



       
        

     
   

        
        

    
          

        
        

   
      

       
          

  
    

      
        

       
            

          
      

    
      

        
          
    

       
         

        

 
   

       
          

 

that little harbor. Gas House Cove is the legal name. 
For this area, and it has historical relevance, not just because it's the fuel dock, but 
there actually was a barge there that would give gas. So that's why a lot of Mariners 
call it Gas House Cove. 
So we Yep, that's good. Thank you. So right to the right is the huge sewer outfall that 
comes down Laguna St. and also there's creosol and other kinds of things from the 
1960s when they built this area. 
So even though there is 6 feet of sediment, what all the testing has been done is for 
that area where the where the deeper dredging is going to be. That's where the 
earlier PG&E plant dumped in the water. And that's why California boating, I mean 
California water only wants dredging right? 
There and that little if you point your finger right where the little floats are. So our 
perspective from the Sea Scout leaders is, is that we won't be launching kayaks and 
stand up board here because it has to be something called rec one water testing but 
the California. 
Regional water boards and the California State Water Board only advises Rep one 
testing. They don't make you have it. And a lot of times people confuse that the 
California Water Board Angus Chan is giving a permit for the dredging in that one 
spot and that and they're going to monitor how much power plant toxic. 
Since they get out, but Angus Chan has nothing to do with Rec one water testing or 
Rec one permitting. So there's been no research or deep dive into that whole area 
being used for stand up board or kayaking, which is Rec one recommended by the 
California Water Board, nor will they need to have to have a permit. 
For it. So we're very concerned about that and also that there'll be shore power on 
the boats above that and it will be very close to people falling in the water and being 
in the water, which is called water contact with if you speak with Angus Chan, who's 
giving the permit for the. 
For this, he calls it no water contact, so he doesn't recommend anyone touching the 
water in that area. So Angus Chan is a really important person to interview. He's been 
following this. He's a senior analyst and then when I hear. 

Scott Humphrey 21:41 
Let me pause you for just a second. We're we're a little bit over 3 minutes. I just want 
to make sure we're on track with the primary objective, which what is the primary 
objective? 



 
      

 
 

         
          

     
         

      
         

          
     

     

 
   

       
   

 
      

      
     

 
   

 
       

     
    

 
      

   

 
   

          
     

      

Captain Maggie Hallahan 21:43 
Yeah. 
OK. 
OK. So our primary objective about the fuel dock is also you can speak with Angus 
Chan about dredging there. I have never been able to see the analysis of 20 to $25 
million to keep the fuel dock where it is. 
And a lot of our people think that the fuel dock should stay where it is and not be 
moved. So I'd like to, you know, be great to see the documentation of that. It would 
cost that much to keep the fuel dock there. As Angus Chan says, there is no change. 
And it's already at 9 feet low tide and it can stay where it is and there's no charge. It 
can just stay there, the fuel dock from the California Water Board perspective. So 
that's the end of what I have to say for now. 

Scott Humphrey 22:29 
And would that staying there be keeping it open during is are you proposing it open 
during the during the mitigation time? 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 22:34 
Yes, yes, yes, yes. Ross Summers has written and said that it could stay there in use 
during the time of dredging in that small triangular area, and I have it in writing. 

Scott Humphrey 22:49 
OK. 
Very good. Let's go around the the metaphoric table here. If we run over a couple 
minutes, I'm OK with that. If you're OK with it, Dominic, did would would you like to 
make a comment or were you more just observing and listening? 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 22:51 
With Angus Chow. 

Moreno, Dominic (PRT) 23:09 
Yeah, I think my my comments are more from the city family perspective and the 
conversations that are ongoing about solving for the emergency vessels. But I I didn't 
hear that in this conversation, so I'll just observe. Thank you. 



 
   

 

 
      

            
          

       

 
   
 

 
      

    
    

 
   

   

 
    

           
       

    
 

       
      

           
      

     

 
   

  

 
    

          

Scott Humphrey 23:26 
OK, um. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 23:26 
Can I just say one more thing? It was one second. The emergency vessel extract point 
is right there at because you can see the turn around where the the fuel tanks are 
underground right there in rock. And so it's even in the 1989 earthquake, it didn't. 

Scott Humphrey 23:29 
Very briefly, guys. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 23:46 
Shake it all and stayed open. And that was the emergency. That is our emergency 
extract point there at Gas House Cove. 

Scott Humphrey 23:53 
OK. Jim Hausner, any comments? 

james haussener 23:59 
Well, I guess you know and and Monica I think put it right is the the most desirable 
of the least desirable or something like that about the various options that you 
looked at. So I appreciate that that you looked at all of them. I know that that having 
used that pump out station. 
That sometimes that's a difficult spot because an outgoing current you get some 
some good size water movement through there and and just wonder as to whether 
that's people are going to be able to get in there and then combine it with both fuel 
dock and the pump out station on I don't know how long that dock. 
Is 100 feet long, Scott? 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 24:38 
It's about there, yeah. 

james haussener 24:40 
Yeah. So it's it's not a lot of space and and so where are people going to be queuing 



        
      

        
           

           
 

            
            

     
         

  
       

               
     

   

 
   

 

 
    

          
         
        

   
         

          
           

           
 

       
        

       
 

         
      

up to a certain extent and blocking the channel, I guess for everybody else trying to 
get in and out. What's going to happen as a result of that? 
But I certainly agree that further down, I think you had number D, you know, all the 
way inside the basin. You don't want people going all the way inside the basin in 
order to to do that. And you do have the issues with the currents and the winds and 
waves. 
So, so that's that's the primary issue I guess is is that truly the the. 
The best of the of the worst sort of thing versus where it is and I have no idea what it 
would take to keep it where it is. But I will admit that $25 million is a staggering 
number on that and and certainly we need to do something about the remediation. 
So I'm glad that the city. 
And PG E are doing something before you know that contaminant goes further out. 
You know, I know Dominic and his team going back to when Jay OC was at the port 
and every year we seem to have PAH is going further and further out at Pier 35 and 
Pier 39 and that sort of stuff so. 

Scott Humphrey 25:57 
Mhm. 

james haussener 25:57 
Clean this up and cleaning up what's going on in Vallejo as well are all important. I 
think from the Harbor Safety Committee's point of view for navigation is what are we 
going to do for gasoline and don't want to twist the city's arm too much, but 
certainly do have a need there. 
And and not only that, but I was thinking because I've been in this business a long 
time back when Governor Duke Mason was around, we actually did a full survey of all 
the fuel docks in the Bay Area because of earthquake issues and suddenly you got 
bridges are down and rescue vessels and what are we going to do for them. So that's 
somewhat. 
Inside the purview of the Harbor Safety Committee, but but similar when we have 
mass casualty incidents and then we get sheriff and police boats, fire boats coming 
from all other agencies and where are we going to fuel them up as we deal with that 
so. 
I guess it'd be nice to take a look and see what your analysis is, but certainly 
appreciate that you're working with everybody in trying to do something here and 



         
         

      
  

 
   

 
            

     
      

 
   

 
           

           
           
 

          
       

       
  

 
   

 
 

 
   

        
         

 
   

 

 
   

        

make that happen. So thank you very much for that. And I guess the question is. 
Question is, is there any other option? But seeing as I look like you had A through H 
up there, it didn't seem like there was much. So I guess that's my only comments 
Scott is that. 

Scott Humphrey 27:19 
Thank you. 
Scott, any expert comments on the Marina itself with focus on the possibility of 
keeping the the fuel dock open during the mitigation? I'm not suggesting that as a 
as a as an option, but just as a comment on that. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 27:32 
What? 
Well, I think the comments I wrote down as far as comments towards a couple things 
was one, the emergency extract. I don't know if people are aware, but you know the 
fire boats are actually in the West Harbor. This jet ski rescue watercraft are also in the 
West Harbor. 
We moved that with the fire department, so they're right next to the opening of the 
West entry for two purposes. One is emergency access getting out quickly. Yeah, 
exactly right. We're kind of generally right. Yeah, right there. And the other part of 
that is that that whole. 

Scott Humphrey 28:05 
Like here, OK. 
OK. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 28:14 
gangway, gangway and uh doc as you see walking from you got a big square at the 
bottom. OK, and then going to the left it goes to an ADA ramp. 

Scott Humphrey 28:22 
Yeah. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 28:29 
What that does is it allows them to bring their emergency rescues that they have 



            
      

       
         

 

 
   

 

 
   

        
           

         
    

 
   

 
 

 
   

      
         

      
   

 
   

 

 
   

      
       

       
    

        

done in the past probably 5 plus years to that location and then have the gurney roll 
up a ADA ramp which is low, low elevation gain. 
To their marked out areas for their ambulances and fire trucks. The location over at 
the east by the fuel dock I have not seen in my 10 years. Never have I seen anybody 
extract from there. 

Scott Humphrey 28:51 
Mm. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 29:02 
Because they had to take the Gurney or equivalent up a flight of about 25 stairs to 
get up to that level. Yeah, they had to go up. They had to go across the gangway and 
up a flight of stairs. So, you know, usually the ambulance worker, especially if you're 
extracting somebody who's been injured or similar. 

Scott Humphrey 29:11 
That computer. 
Uh, OK. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 29:22 
They're working on them as they go. You don't want to have them vertically standing 
on a Gurney trying to go up the stairway. You want to have it the safest and 
smoothest pathway to get them out. The other part about the fuel dock present 
location, I fueled there a couple times and I stopped fueling there. 

Scott Humphrey 29:33 
OK. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 29:40 
I have a big boat and you know when you got the westward coming in winds, it I 
don't have bow thrusters and I'm a 54 foot boat. It's very difficult to pull out of there. 
So when we have a lot of boats in the same kind of power condition. 
You're also getting them thrusting a lot, trying to get turned around after they have 
fueled, because usually they come in bow first. Um. 



          
         

 
   

     
       

 
   

 
 

     
       

          
         

 
       

        

 
   

         
       

            
          

     
           
    

       

 
      

     
     

       
          
      

       

I believe and Monica, correct me if I'm wrong, but I believe the outfall is soon to be 
corrected just like they did the other one in the Marina Green area where they no OK. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 30:17 
No, no, no, no. They're they're in the Marina Green area. They they closed an outfall 
here. They're just doing rehabilitation of it to the yeah, so yeah. 

Grindy, Scott (REC) 30:24 
Right. 
OK, OK. 
OK, uh, let's see. What else do I have here? Um. 
You know, not a lot of comment other than, you know, I don't really see the benefit 
of trying to run a fuel dock when you got construction going on. It's just going to 
add to the cost. You know, the I think our engineers actually looked at the land the 
tanks sit on. 
And they were not original bedrock. That was a filled zone back when Fort Mason 
was built. It may be historically old, but it wasn't bedrock that they were sitting on. 

Scott Humphrey 31:02 
OK, we're at the we're over time now. But Maggie, I'd like to give you an opportunity 
for some final comments. And then after that, I don't expect that this ad hoc meeting 
is going to come up with a solution. I wanted to get some notes that we can use. 
To address at the next Harbor Safety Committee meeting when we address this as 
old business, and I don't necessarily suggest that the Harbor Safety Committee is the 
right body to address this to its finality, but we certainly are the right body to get the 
conversation going and then hand it off. 
To the right folks. So Maggie, if you'd like to make some final comments. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 31:47 
Yeah, sure. So I'm hoping that we could have some more data-driven response. I 
would. I knew people like Sergeant Bushnell, who's done a deep dive research on 
how much they've used Gas House Cove and how how they have. 
extracted or use that point because the fire trucks can get in there quickly. And so I I 
will volunteer to get more numbers from San Francisco Fire and San Francisco Police 
about you know that. And then I'm happy to share our document that we developed 



  
     

        
      

   

 
   

 

 
      

          
         

         

 
   

 

 
      

 

 
   

        
         

   

 
      

 

 
   
     

      
         

      

with California Water. 
Board the Regional Water Board, Angus Chan and Ross, just to show you what their 
response is to the idea of keeping the fuel dock where it is and that it could continue 
where it is. So I think there could be some solutions about how that area is used in 
there. Our big fear is that. 

Scott Humphrey 32:41 
OK. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 32:46 
It's going to just turn into a big mudflat like how West Harbor is at the end. So that is 
what the community is really and then the extraction to a quick and easy dock and 
fuel. So happy to follow up with those three areas to give data-driven. 

Scott Humphrey 32:59 
OK. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 33:05 
Documents. 

Scott Humphrey 33:07 
OK. And are there documents, Monica, that you can provide as well that are publicly 
accessible that we maybe we can post with the minutes of this meeting that will help 
answer some of Maggie's questions? 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 33:07 
Oh. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 33:21 
Yes, for sure. Yeah, we we've addressed many of the concerns about the water quality 
in the future testing that will be required by a different division of the water board 
than where Angus works and also happy to share the estimate and how that was 
generated for the additional remediation costs for keeping the fuel dock. 



 
   

 

 
   

        

 
   

 

 
      

   

 
   

         
     

     
         
    

             
       

 
   

   

 
   

   

 
   

     
        

       

 
   

Scott Humphrey 33:23 
OK. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 33:41 
There it is. Um, is that that's the type of thing that you're thinking of, Scott? OK. 

Scott Humphrey 33:43 
OK, very good. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 33:45 
Yep, that would be great. Yes. Thank you. 

Scott Humphrey 33:49 
Absolutely. Thank you so much. Look, everyone, I really appreciate this very short call 
meeting just to get some facts. And I'm at fault here for not following up at the last 
Harbor Safety in old business. It completely slipped my mind. We probably should 
have done this then, but we'll do it at the next or the following Harbor Safety 
Committee to get the get the. 
While re rolling on this and what is the date to close down the fuel dock and based 
on the current schedule, do you happen to know? 

Scott, Monica (REC) 34:15 
It'll be by June 1st, 2027. 

Scott Humphrey 34:19 
June 1st, 2027. Very good. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 34:19 
Probably, probably shutting down a few weeks prior. That's like construction start for 
the for the demolition. And I'm also happy, Scott, to attend one of your meetings, if 
that makes more sense, you know, so we can follow up. 

Scott Humphrey 34:24 



 
 

 
   

   

 
   

       
      

     
    

 
      

 

 
   

          
    
      

     
   

    

 
      

   

 
   

       
         

 

 
   

  

OK. 
Absolutely. That would be fantastic. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 34:36 
Let me know what what works. 

Scott Humphrey 34:37 
OK. Well, thank you everyone. And I just got to make one plug before we hang up 
and that is to remind you that our Coast Guard VTS people, 35 women and men 
sitting over there on Yerba Buena Island are not getting paid. They have not been 
paid in almost a month. You know it from the TSA. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 34:53 
Wow. 

Scott Humphrey 34:57 
Of course the lines at the airport are backed up for miles, but you know we got folks 
sitting there at Coast Guard VTS that haven't seen a paycheck and it's got to be 
hitting them hard and that has to be impacting safety around the Bay. So please 
keep them in your thoughts and and reach out to your representatives to encourage 
some compromise here. 
To get the money flowing back to our Coast Guard folks. 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 35:20 
Absolutely. Thank you for that comment. 

Scott Humphrey 35:23 
Thank you everybody. I appreciate your time this afternoon. I'll get the notes 
produced for this meeting and get them up posted for with minutes for you to take a 
look at shortly. 

Moreno, Dominic (PRT) 35:32 
Thanks, Scott. Thank you. Bye. 



 
      

    

 
   

    

 
   

   

 
 

Captain Maggie Hallahan 35:33 
Great. Thanks. Thank you. Nice seeing everybody. Thank you. Bye. 

Scott, Monica (REC) 35:33 
Thank you. Nice to meet you all. 

Scott Humphrey 35:34 
Have a nice day, everybody. Good weekend. Bye. 

Scott Humphrey stopped transcription 



  

      
      

    
    

    

         
    

 

          
      

         
              
          

          
 

   

               
           

         
            

              
   

             
           

            
          

         
  

             
              

            
          

    

November 18th, 2025 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
McLaren 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 

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

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

• Conduct an independent review of the project's financial assumptions and 
environmental analysis 

• 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 it is. 

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  

Ian� 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 III 
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�Ian�
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 













 

 

 

 

 

 

From: Grindy, Scott (REC) scott.grindy@sfgov.org 
Subject: RE: Question about West Harbor dredging schedule for Sea Scout trip 

Date: March 16, 2026 at 2:03 PM 
To: Maggie Hallahan 
Cc: Steven Welch stevenwelch22@gmail.com, Grindy, Scott (REC) scott.grindy@sfgov.org 

Hello, 

Each marina up and down the west coast of north America has similar issues of
security but also misuse of access. Some have short term stop and go docks but
still charge a small fee. The fee assists with the dock maintenance. The fee when
not paid or misused in the system gives law enforcement under various regulations
including the DBW California Boating Law to be enforced. As you are aware the
port has at least one near Pier 1 at no charge with a time limit, but it is tied for use
with a restaurant for the revenue linked to that dock. 

You have probably heard about the many boater issues in the north bay and east
delta areas where boats are both abandoned and or using available dock space in
a marina to stop and then burglarize boats. We have had similar past issues as has
most of the marinas around the bay. We also when as example an end tie is empty,
junk boats get dumped at the dock. USCG also being close to the bridge dumps
boats at our docks, requiring us to acquire grant funds to dispose of the junk boats.
Dredging costs alone are causing many marinas to reduce and or close such as
Vallejo. 

Most marinas have specific guest docks in their design layouts where this marina
was designed and approved differently. Boaters here have guest docks but
locations with what is called “Temporary Suspension” which is where they put their
berth as available to use as a guest berth to the marina office when they are away
cruising or in the yard for repairs. If we rent their berth it reduces per day their cost
by 75% per day. We have specific docks typically end ties for guest berthing. 

As you may recall we have an east / west long dock in the east marina design that
will be both serve as a small boat dock for regular berthing and a guest dock in the
east harbor with public access during specific hours of the day. I will be retired by
the time of completion and operation, but the noted dock could have a “loading”
zone intent in one berth if the operation works with the business plan of the marina.
The dock will also be with ADA accessible ramp as part of the design as well.
Monica Scott monica.scott@sfgov.org is the PM for that project and its best if you
have questions on that dock or similar in the east harbor project questions to chat
with her. 

In general, every marina has a different “guest berth” program. The cost overhead
of most of the regional marinas is reducing staff coverage. With less staff to help
control the abuse issues there will be cost impacts to any operational marina. Touch
and go works in some locations but not all and how each marina deals with its
abuse of guest docks is also very different. 

We have in both marinas a sewage pump out station. In general, that is a touch and 

mailto:monica.scott@sfgov.org
mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org
mailto:stevenwelch22@gmail.com
mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org


 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
   

  
   

 

 
 

 

go dock but is limited to the dock the pump is at it is NOT a dock to park and
load/unload. Abuses in our west marina have caused issues enough that we are
considering security gates to the specific dock that has the pump out. Abuses from
illegal charters, to picking and or releasing passengers. It puts liability on the marina
for any personal accidents via the dock use, plus angers paying tenant customers
of the amount of trespass and security issues. With two yacht clubs with their own
berthing in the west marina, their docks are often used as the touch and go docks
for their customer base. The present marina docks of the west marina due to the
narrowness of the marina design do not really allow to have a load/unload berth
without foot traffic walking a distance on occupied docks and then having to deal
with a security one way gate. 

With your board position role on DBW, it seems it would be prudent to find funding
to provide versions of a touch and go dock with proper depths, and capacities in
key bay area locations and statewide. (With no revenue generation it would
probably not be considered a guest dock where there would be grant funds with pay
back funding to be considered in the funding of the grant). 

West coast wise, the marina industry is going through a major downward shift
again, operating costs versus revenue are causing many marinas to consider
shutting down completely and or reducing to best revenue generating berthing only.
Not sure if you have gone through any marina operations training programs via AMI
or similar but if not, it would be worth the time to do so. 

Not sure if you are aware of the Pacific Coast Congress of Harbormasters and Port
Managers, which reaches from Alaska to California, but their next spring
conference is in Emeryville CA this April, and the link is attached, as there might be
some opportunities of training and awareness in the marina field. 

Best Regards, 

Scott Grindy
Harbor Master CMM, CPE 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department | City & County of San Francisco
San Francisco Marina Small Craft Harbor | 1 Marina Green Drive | San Francisco,
CA 94123 
PH: (415) 831.6324 | Fax: (415) 775.1060 |scott.grindy@sfgov.org 

Visit us at sfrecpark.org
Like us on Facebook 
Follow us on Twitter 
Watch us on sfRecParkTV 
Sign up for our e-News 

From: Maggie Hallahan <
S t  M d  M r h 16  2026 12:04 PM 

https://sfrecpark.org
mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org


 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
   

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2026 12:04 PM 
To: Grindy, Scott (REC) <scott.grindy@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Steven Welch 
Subject: Question about West Harbor dredging schedule for Sea Scout trip 

Hi Scott, 

Thank you for the information and for explaining the current security considerations for the marina docks. I
completely understand the concerns about tenant security and unauthorized use of the docks. 

I will follow up with the yacht clubs and Chrissy as suggested regarding possible access through their facilities. 

I did want to ask a broader question: why is there currently no designated public “touch-and-go” dock access at
the San Francisco Marina? Given the Marina’s role as a major public boating facility, it seems like some form of
short-term public landing area could be helpful for boaters who simply need brief access without tying up long-
term or using tenant docks. 

I’m curious whether this has been considered in the past or if there are operational or policy reasons. 

Thank you again for your guidance, and I appreciate the recommendation about using the west channel only at
higher tides until the initial work is completed. How deep is it now at high tide. 

Best regards,
Maggie Hallahan 

On Mar 16, 2026, at 11:53 AM, Grindy, Scott (REC) <scott.grindy@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Maggie, 

The only “touch and go” that I would allow any vessels is via the two-yacht club owned docks
and via the fuel dock area. 

Our gates are locked with access only to our tenants. Marina gates are secured for boating
tenants only, and other access is considered trespassing. Our customers often complain about
“touch and go” of charters and similar activities in regard to their boat security concerns and
misuse of our docks, I am sure you understand dock security matters. 

You might want to reach out to one of the two yacht clubs as their docks especially the St FYC
docks are less secured by gates, and you probably already have contact with their dockmaster
staff as well. 

Their email address is: Docks docks@stfyc.com or Chrissy at the Fuel Dock who you are
already acquainted with at 415-567-6880. 

Guest rates are for 24-hour period and are at $2. Per foot per day this time of year with peak
season rate of $4. Per foot per day. 

I highly recommend only accessing during high tides at this time for the west channel entry till
the initial work is completed as noted earlier. 

Best Regards, 

Scott Grindy
Harbor Master CMM, CPE 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department | City & County of San Francisco 

mailto:docks@stfyc.com
mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org
mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org


 
 

      
     
     
    
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

p y y
San Francisco Marina Small Craft Harbor | 1 Marina Green Drive | San Francisco, CA 94123
PH: (415) 831.6324 | Fax: (415) 775.1060 |scott.grindy@sfgov.org 

Visit us at sfrecpark.org
Like us on Facebook 
Follow us on Twitter 
Watch us on sfRecParkTV 
Sign up for our e-News 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources. 

Hi Scott, 

Thank you. 

We are planning to go out on Saturday, April 4, 2026 with Golden Bear, and one of our volunteer
sailboats may also come in to West Harbor to take some youth aboard. 

If they do join, where would be a good place for them to touch and go to board our Sea Scouts?
The vessel draws about 5–5½ feet. 

Best,
Maggie 

On Mar 16, 2026, at 11:24 AM, Grindy, Scott (REC) <scott.grindy@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Hello Maggie, 

Permitting was just approved on this past Friday late afternoon. 

We are awaiting the contractor for information on mobilization schedule via our consultants, but
we anticipate initiation of the work to begin sometime this week. The initial effort will be 2,500 CY
of knockdown, then actual dredging is anticipated to start on or about the 20th of March. As you
would know the fish window along with the various permit activities add to the effort of dredging
approvals. Anticipate due to volume and contractor equipment size this may be two to three
months of effort. 

In the San Francisco bay, except for the ship channel areas, all dredging is by clam shell only for
many years. Hydraulic is not allowed. 

Please refer to the attachments for the various disposal questions of the dredge spoils. 

Navigation activities and notices will be via the contractor to USCG etc 

From: Maggie Hallahan <
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2026 11:34 AM
To: Grindy, Scott (REC) <scott.grindy@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Steven Welch 
Subject: Re: Question about West Harbor dredging schedule for Sea Scout trip 

mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org
https://sfrecpark.org
mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org


 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

      
  
  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

Navigation activities and notices will be via the contractor to USCG etc. 

Our internal notices to our customers will include contact information for the dredger if active in
the channel when vessels are to transit through that information is as follows: 

· 1. Cell phone on the excavator/crane barge performing the dredge work. Rick cell 415 601
1024 
· 2. Marine radio channel for hailing by recreational vessels in/out bound of the channel. VHF 77 

The Sea Scout Adventure you are mentioning, will your group be entering as a tour or using our
docks as I do not have any reservations regarding dock use? 

What days do you anticipate the activity to occur? 

Note your email system appears to be duplicating your sent emails as I received 2 identical ones
within 2 minutes of each other, I have attached the duplicated emails for your reference. 

Best Regards, 

Scott Grindy
Harbor Master CMM, CPE 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department | City & County of San Francisco
San Francisco Marina Small Craft Harbor | 1 Marina Green Drive | San Francisco, CA 94123
PH: (415) 831.6324 | Fax: (415) 775.1060 |scott.grindy@sfgov.org 

From: Maggie Hallahan <m 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2026 10:41 AM
To: Grindy, Scott (REC) <scott.grindy@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Steven Welch 
Subject: Question about West Harbor dredging schedule for Sea Scout trip 

Visit us at sfrecpark.org
Like us on Facebook 
Follow us on Twitter 
Watch us on sfRecParkTV 
Sign up for our e-News 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources. 

Dear Scott, 

Hope you are well. 

Do you have any information about the upcoming dredging at the West Harbor entrance at the
San Francisco Marina? We are planning an upcoming Sea Scout adventure and would like to
understand how the dredging may affect access to the harbor. 

https://sfrecpark.org
mailto:scott.grindy@sfgov.org


 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Specifically, could you share: 

• Anticipated start and finish dates for the dredging
• The method of dredging that will be used
• Whether there will be navigation restrictions at the harbor entrance during operations
• Where the dredged sand or sediment will be placed or disposed 

Having this information will help us plan safely for youth boating activities. 

Thank you very much for any details you can share. 

Best regards,
Captain Maggie Hallahan 

Maggie Hallahan 

Maggie Hallahan 

Maggie Hallahan 

Mail Mail 
Attachment.eml Attachment.eml 





  
  

   
 

 
    

 
 

    
               

 

 

  
  

 
 

  

 
 

  

 
  

   
 

 
    

 
  

    

  

  
   

  

 
 

Summary: Tenants of the San Francisco Marina Remodel express deep concern that proposed 
changes prioritize aesthetics over a functional working waterfront, risking displacement, reduced 
affordability, and loss of essential services. Key issues include rising berth costs, limited access, 
reduced parking, and insufficient consideration of operational needs, alongside fears that 
relocating critical infrastructure like the fuel dock could compromise emergency response and 
public safety due to congestion and poor access during major events. Tenants also highlight the 
importance of maintaining youth programs, small craft access, and marine services, emphasizing 
that the marina should remain an inclusive, affordable hub for boating rather than becoming a 
park-like space that excludes long-standing users and undermines financial sustainability through 
reduced occupancy and engagement. 

3/29/2026 

To any interested party: 

My name is Ed Tavasieff. I have been a tenant in the East Harbor known as Gas House Cove for over 
40 years. 

Currently there are plans to renovate the East Harbor that include moving the fuel dock to the West 
Harbor. It is my opinion that doing so, will result in unforeseen difficulties rendering the usefulness 
of the proposed fuel dock unacceptable. 

First, there is the moving of such infrastructure to a new location and the cost involved. These 
monies could be used more effectively in creating more revenue generating berthing in the East 
Harbor. 

Second, currently the fuel dock is used by emergency personal on a regular basis for fuel, safety 
operations, homeland security, marine enforcement, injured egress, and event localization for 
emergency services. Agencies such as The United States Coast Guard, San Francisco Police, San 
Francisco Fire Dept. etc. depend upon the easy, centrally located access point, that the current 
fuel dock provides. These services are necessary to carry out essential daily routines that provide 
for the public safety. Moving the fuel dock to the West Harbor will cause a significant impact to 
these essential services and public safety in turn. The West Harbor proposal would not allow these 
essential services to operate at the capacity they provide now, due to overcrowding in the 
waterway by boat traffic and a never-ending need for dredging. Especially during events. 

Third, the West Harbor is host to many events that involve heavy use of the narrow waterway to 
transit the West Harbor. Events such as the Blue Angles or Big Boat Series, or Sail GP, etc. involve 
many boats and support vessels transiting the Harbor. Police, fire, other Bay Area agencies trying to 
get fuel or care for the injured and carry out their jobs would be unable to reach the proposed fuel 
dock during these times. 

Fourth, the West Harbor does not have easy access to marine/ land-based services such as an 
ambulance during the above-mentioned events. Closed off streets and significant pedestrian 



 
  

 
 

  

 
    

 

  
  

 
  

   
  

  
  

 
  

 
   

 
  

  
  

 
  

   

 
 

  
  

 
  

 
  

traffic would prevent prompt medical services to reach an injured person, in a timely manner, who 
is being transferred from marine emergency services to an ambulance. 

The necessity of the current fuel dock in the East Harbor cannot be over emphasized. Its location, 
ease of access from sea to land, remoteness from the congested event confusion found in the 
West Harbor and not having to rely on yearly dredging to access fuel etc. highlights its importance. 

To realize its importance is easily done just by going down and hanging around and seeing with your 
own eyes. 

On a side note: the boat hoist has been decommissioned for many years much to the loss of 
mariners who would otherwise have access to the Bay and are now forced to travel far to launch 
their boats. This hoist was used extensively during its operational period by everyone for fishing, 
sailing, maintenance, and safety. 

What a shame such a strategically located marina is being disregarded and made into a useless 
park that provides nothing to the boating public and puts further financial burden on the Harbor. 
We have so many parks in this vicinity such as Aquatic Park, Fort Mason Park, Moscone Park, 
Crissy Field Park, Tunnel Top Park etc. and hardly any parks for boats. 

There was a time, when San Francisco “knew how”, and the East Harbor was enjoyed by all, from�
Hunters Point to Pacific Heights. Boating was affordable, every berth was occupied, and the 
waiting list was extensive. Since then berth rates have increased ten-fold, and more, and as a result 
only a fraction of boating enthusiasts can afford using the harbor anymore. As the rates continue to 
increase the number of abandoned vessels and empty berths increases putting financial stress on 
the Harbor. 

We recently had a 30% increase in berth rates in order to cover harbor expenses like dredging. As 
would be expected this forced even more vacancies and loss of revenue. As this revenue continues 
to decrease it may become necessary to increase berth rates again, causing current berth holders 
to shoulder harbor expenses or abandon their boats or look for safe harbor elsewhere. More lost 
revenue and financial suicide for the Harbor is likely. 

The solution to this dilemma is creating as many berths as possible in the East Harbor and make it 
attractive and affordable for everyone. Currently this is not the case. The proposed plan includes 
one access gate that is remote and often closed during events. Berth rates are going to be almost 
double what rates are�now in the East Harbor. Only a small fraction�of the berths will be 25’ 
eliminating most of the boating public who would rather keep their boats in the water and not have 
to trailer and launch their boats every time. Parking access is also very limited at the proposed gate 
access point and will make moving gear back and forth difficult and timely. This area is also very 
popular for the public to park or sit on the bench and enjoy the activities and views of the Bay, 
further restricting necessary access to one’s boat.�



  
  

 
    

 
   

   
  

   

   
 

   
  

 

 

   

 

 

Several of us made a proposal that would add 65 berths to the current plan and provide 3 more 
gates to access boats and that would not be impacted by event closures. This was promptly 
dismissed by the project manager over a very minor technicality. Given the importance of more 
occupancy to the financial health of the Marina, we were shocked. 

The proposed plan also creates a one-way direction for vehicular traffic and eliminates 
approximately 50 + parking spaces. This action will make access to berths even more difficult. 
These issues and more could have been addressed and avoided if boaters were just asked. 
Meetings have proven useless thus far. 

Boats are no more a luxury than a set of golf clubs or a horse or tennis racket, or surfboard or any 
part of any form of recreation one participates in. Boats are just what you need to be a boater. 

I am saddened to have to leave the East Harbor after more than 40 years, but I am hopeful that 
there may yet be a solution to address the financial stability and affordability of the East Harbor. 
This can happen only if people who are able to bring common sense to this plan will listen and take 
the necessary action to make the East Harbor a success for all. 

Ed Tavasieff 

Commercial Fisher 

edso_fish@hotmail.com 
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