San Mateo County Harbor District
Board of Harbor Commissioners
Meeting Agenda

August 5, 2015
6:30 p.m.

Sea Crest School, Think Tank, Room #19
901 Arnold Way
Half Moon Bay, Ca. 94019

All Harbor District Commission meetings are recorded and posted at www.PacificCoast.tv within 24-48 hours of the
meeting. Pacifica residents can tune into Comcast Chanel 26 and residents from Montara through Pescadero can
tune into Comcast Chanel 27. Copies of the meetings can also be purchased from PCT and mailed for $18.

Persons requiring special accommodation with respect to physical disability are directed to make
such requests per the Americans With Disabilities Act to the Deputy Secretary to the Board at 650-
583-4400.

A.) Roll Call

Commissioners Staff
Tom Mattusch, President Glenn Lazof, Interim General Manager
Nicole David, Vice President Debra Galarza, Director of Finance
Robert Bernardo, Secretary Marcia Schnapp, Interim Administrative
Pietro Parravano, Treasurer Services Manager
Sabrina Brennan, Commissioner Scott A. Grindy, Harbor Master

Debbie Nixon, Deputy Secretary
Steven Miller, District Counsel

B.) Public Comments/Questions —

The Public may directly address the Board of Harbor Commissioners for a limit of three
minutes, unless a request is granted for more time, on any item of public interest within the
subject matter jurisdiction of the San Mateo County Harbor District, Board of Harbor
Commissioners that is not on the regular Agenda. If a member of the public wishes to address
the Board on an Agenda Item, that person must complete a Public Speaker Form and wait
until that Item comes up for discussion. Agenda material may be reviewed at the
administration offices of the District, 504 Avenue Alhambra, pi loor, El Granada CA
94018 or online at www.smharbor.com.
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C.) Staff Recognition-

D.) Consent Calendar

All items on the consent calendar are approved by one motion unless a Commissioner
requests at the beginning of the meeting that an item be withdrawn or transferred to the
regular agenda. Any item on the regular agenda may be transferred to the consent calendar.

TITLE: Minutes of May 26, 2015

REPORT: Draft Minutes

PROPOSED ACTION: Approve

TITLE: Review and Renew Investment Policy for FY2015/16

REPORT: Galarza, Memo, Resolution

PROPOSED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 36-15 to renew District Investment Policy

TITLE: Increase Agreement With Cox, Wootton, Lerner, Griffin,
Hansen & Poulos LLP In The Matter Of The “Spirit Of
Sacramento” Vessel Arrest To Increase The Not To
Exceed Contract Amount By $25,000, And Approve
Budget Amendment In The Same Amount

REPORT: Grindy, Memo, Resolution

PROPOSED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 34-15 and approve $25,000 increase to
agreement for legal services related to “Spirit of Sacramento”
and necessary budget revisions

TITLE: CARTEL Application for S Year Extension Permit for
Big Wave Contest Event through March 2021

REPORT: Lazof, Memo

PROPOSED ACTION: Staff is recommending that topic of granting multi-year
permits to promoter be postponed until April 6, 2016 meeting
of the Board of Commissioners

TITLE: Extension of Current Services from McCoy’s Patrol
Service at Oyster Point Marina/Park through November
2015

REPORT: Schnapp, Memo

PROPOSED ACTION: Approve extension of current services from McCoy’s Patrol
Service at Oyster Point Marina/Park through November 2015

TITLE: Fiscal Year 2014-15 Salary Schedule Correction

REPORT: Corrected Salary Schedule

PROPOSED ACTION: Approve correction to FY2014-15 salary schedule
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7 TITLE: Proclamation for Michelle Reloba
REPORT: Proclamation
PROPOSED ACTION: Approve Proclamation commending employee for
demonstrating emergency response skills to save a life of a
member of the public

E.) Old Business

8 TITLE: Refinance of Division of Boating and Waterways (DBW)
Loan
REPORT: Lazof , Memo,

PROPOSED ACTION: Informational item only. Presentations on public financing
options will be made by Holman Capital and Cameron Wiest
of Wiest Law.

F.) New Business

9 TITLE: Amend Interagency Agreement With Regional
Government Services And Approve Budget Amendment
Re Same
REPORT: Lazof, Memo

PROPOSED ACTION: Amend Agreement with RGS to (a) increase not to exceed
contract amount by $30,000 and (b) authorize General
Manager to use additional project manager administrative
services in a variety of finance-related areas and approve
necessary budget revision

10  TITLE: Romeo Pier Update (Requested by Commissioner David)
REPORT: Memo, Grindy
PROPOSED ACTION: Staff will provide an informational report concerning status of
actions regarding Romeo Pier, including report on bids,
permits, funding options, and proposed timeline. The
Commission may provide direction to staff.

11 TITLE: Commissioner Attendance at CSDA September
Conference
REPORT: Memo, Lazof

PROPOSED ACTION: The Commission may elect to send up to five members to the
September CSDA Conference and consider approving the
necessary budget revision
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12

13

14

TITLE:

REPORT:
PROPOSED ACTION:

TITLE:

REPORT:
PROPOSED ACTION:

TITLE:
REPORT:
PROPOSED ACTION:

Half Moon Bay Art And Pumpkin Festival-Harbor
District Participation October 17-18

Memo, Grindy

The Commission may consider sponsorship of this event at a
cost of up to $5,000

Discussion and Possible Action on Fees for Fish Off-
Loading, Fees for Wholesale Purchase and Fees for Retail
Sales (Requested by Commissioner Brennan)

Memo, Lazof/Grindy

Discussion of Fish Buyer Fees and direction to Staff for
future action

Bills and Claims in the Amount of $635,301.70

Bills and Claims Detailed Summary

Approval of Bills and Claims for payment and a transfer in
the amount of $635,301.70 to cover payment of Bills and
Claims

G.) Staff Reports: a) Administration and Finance

15 Interim General Manager — Lazof
16 Director of Finance — Galarza
17 Interim Administrative Services Manager — Schnapp

b) Operations

18 Oyster Point Marina/Park and Pillar Point Harbor — Grindy
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H.) Board of Harbor Commissioners

19 A. Committee Reports

B. Commissioner Statements and Requests

1. The Board of Harbor Commissioners may make public statements limited to
five (5) minutes.

2. Any Commissioner wishing to place one item on a future agenda may do so.

For additional items, any Commissioner may make a motion to place the item on
the Agenda and must have a majority vote to pass.

I.) Closed Session

20 TITLE: Conference with Labor Negotiator Pursuant to
Government Code Section 54957.6
DISTRICT Scott Grindy, Deborah Glasser, Glenn Lazof
REPRESENTATIVES:
EMPLOYEE Operating Engineers Local Union 3 and Teamsters Local
ORGANIZATIONS: Union 856

J.) Adjournment

The next scheduled meeting will be held on August 19, 2015 at the Municipal Services
Building, 333 Arroyo Drive, South San Francisco at 6:30 p.m.

Agenda Posted As Required:
July 31st at 9:00 a.m.

/QWMW

Debbie Nixon
Deputy Secretary

San Mateo County Harbor District — Agenda for August 5, 2015
Page 5 of 5



ITEM 1

(650) 583-4400
Fax (650) 583-4611
www.smharbor.com

San Mateo County Harbor District
Board of Harbor Commissioners
Meeting Minutes

May 26, 2015
5:30 p.m.

All Harbor District Commission meetings are recorded and pe s ‘ 8 hours of the
meeting. Pacifica residents can tune into Comcast Chanel 26 i escadero can
tune into Comcast Chanel 27. Copies of the meetings can a m PCT and mailed for $18.

bility are directed to make
lary to the Board at 650-

Persons requiring special accommodation with respect to phys
such requests per the Americans With Disabilities Act to the De
583-4400

A.) Roll Call

Commissioners Staff
Sabrina Brennan, Preside: , Interim General Manager
Tom Mattusch, Vice Pres 1Her District Counsel

Nicole David, Secre
Robert Bernardo, Co
Pietro Parrav

lic Comment: Jame anked Brennan for helping to save the boating resources on

Peninsula. (0:58)

ommission and Brennan for moving the District’s Office to

videotapes and bro ] as:ts the meetings. (3:08)
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B.) New Business

1 TITLE: Reorganization of Harbor Commission: Selection of
Officers
REPORT: Bernardo

PROPOSED ACTION: To be determined

Public Comment:

For Reorganization of the Harbor Commissio

John Dooley

Brian Rogers

Jeff Clark
Cassandra Clark
Kelsey Kaulukukui
Brian Waters
Mike Alifano

Against Reorganization of th
Mark DePaula
Kathryn Slater-Carter
Bill Kehoe

Dan Haggerty
John Ullom
Michael Stogner
Shaunn Cartwright

James Lee
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Declined to Declare Position:

April Vargas
Brennan resigned as Board President effective immediately. (1:16:33)

Action: Motion by Brennan, second by David to nominate Commissioner Mattusch as
President to the Board. The motion passed unanimously:

Action: Motion by David, second by Pan ‘ oner Bernardo as the

Secretary to the Board. The motion p:

te Commissioner Parravano as the

Debbie Nixon Tom Mattusch
Deputy Secretary President
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San Mateo Harbor County District Commissioners Bernardo, Brennan, David, Mattusch, and Parravano,

It has come to the National Women's Political Caucus of Silicon Valley’s attention that a special meeting
is called today for the removal of Commissioner Sabrina Brennan from her position as President of the
San Mateo County Harbor District Board. This is a letter of opposition of any motion or action to
remove Commissioner Brennan from presidency.

Notice

We are especially concerned with the lack of notice to not only the public, but to Commissioner
Brennan. We believe that advance notice of three business days for today’s special meeting, scheduled
late last Wednesday night, is insufficient notice for the Commission to hear public comment, especially
after a nationally recognized and celebrated holiday weekend. While the minimum require notice to call
a special meeting is one day, the subject matter of removal is a cause for concern as this tactic so grossly
affects the District’s responsibility to the residents of the San Mateo County Harbor District.

inconsistent Application of Action

in 2013, Commissioners Holsinger and Tucker attempted to strip President Bernardo of his position at a
regularly scheduled and noticed meeting. As such, no extra taxpayer funds or staff time was devoted to
a special meeting then. If Commissioner Brennan’s presidency is to be challenged, she is entitied to the
same opportunities afforded to her colleague — whom she defended at that particular meeting ~
Commissioner Bernardo. To obfuscate the process by calling for special meetings would be an
inconsistent application of action and we would support any equal protection claims Commissioner
Brennan should make if a removal action should occur.

Support of Commission President Sabrina Brennan

Harassment allegations must always be taken seriously. We agree that review must happen in order to
determine how to move forward during a conflict. This is why we are in complete support of President
Brennan. President Brennan has a long standing, successful history of advocating for government
transparency and fiscal responsibility. She moved to have board meetings televised for better access to

the public as well as the districts new location to save the district money.

We support President Brennan because she has been a steadfast advocate for the residents of the San
Mateo Harbor District. She is thoughtful and meticulous — qualities that the residents deserve in an
elected official. We are exceptionally proud of her gravitas to vote with the thought of how it would
affect the residents, and not with her ego. We have been monitoring Commissioner Brennan’s
achievements and want to remind the Commission of all that she has done to be a deserving and
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effective leader. Since 2012, Commissioner Brennan has been the lone dissenting vote when efforts
were being made to turn back or stall progress on the issues of board transparency, reform, and
modernization. She was the lone dissenting voie in 2013 when the board voted to abolish the
videotaping of meetings which she spearheaded. We especially find this to be an amazing feat
considering the well documented and reported constant verbal aggressive criticisms coded in sexist
language by former commissioners against Commissioner Brennan.

It is our position that any action to remove President Brennan would be inappropriate and baseless. We
are especially concerned of the historic lack of representation by women on this Board and will openly
oppose any insidious sexist actions taken against the Commissioner. We urge all Commissioners to think
about the residents they purport to represent and let any motion fail due to lack of support.

caff fams

Angelica Ramos
President, National Women's Political Caucus of Silicon Valley

angelica@nwpcsiliconvalley.org
408.597.4946

Respectfully,

The National Women's Political Caucus (NWPC) is & multicultural, intergenerational, and multi-issue grassroots organization dedicated to
increasing women's participation in the political process 2nd creating a true women's political power base to achieve equality for all women.
The mission of NWPC is to increase women's participation in the political process and to identify, recruit, train, and support feminist worren for
election and appointment to public office. While in pursuit of this goai, NWPC Silicon Valley will strive to win equality for all women; to ensure
reproductive freedom, to achieve quality dependent care: and to eradicate sexisti, racism, anti-Semitism, ageism, ableism, violence, poverty,
and discrimination on the basis of religion or sexual crientation.



Coastside Democrats

2.G.Box 1046 Half Moon Bay, CA 94019-1046

WWW.CoastsideDemocrats.org

San Matec Harbor County District President Brennan and Commissioners Bernardo, David,
Mattusch. and Parravano,

This is a letter of opposition of any motion or action to remove Commissioner Brennan from
presidency.

The Coastside Democrats are especially troubled with the special meeting today calling for
the removal of Commissioner Sabrina Brennan from her position as President of the San
Mateo County Harbor District Board. The lack of notice to not only the public, but to
Commissioner Brennan on the heels of a national holiday only adds to the public's mistrust of
the Harbor Commissions transparency and fairness in doing the public's business. We believe
that the serious but unsubstantiated accusations made against Ms Brennan need to be
investigated by an impartial committee before any drastic actions are taken.

We also feel that the Commissioners should be consistent in their actions with Ms Brennan as
they were with Mr. Bernardo in 2013. As you will recall, Commissioners Holsinger and Tucker
attempted to strip President Bernardo of his position at a regularly scheduled and noticed
meeting at with no extra taxpayer funds or staff time needed for a special meeting. If
Commissioner Brennan’'s presidency is to be challenged, she is entitled to the same
opportunities afforded {o her colleague, whom she defended at that particular meeting.

The Coastside Democrat's Board supports Commission President Sabrina Brennan who has
a long standing history of advocating for government transparency, public participation and
fiscal responsibility. She fought to have board meetings televised for better access, she has
investigated many irregularities in administrative operations and she has sought to reduce
cost by moving the district's offices to a new iocation to save the district money.

We support President Brennan because she has been a steadfast advocate for the residents
of the San Mateo Harbor District. She is thoughtful and hard working — qualities that the
residents deserve in an elected official. We are exceptionally proud of all her
accomplishments while serving on the Board and the support given her by the community.
We take this opportunity to thank Commissioner Brennan for all that she has done to be a
deserving and ask her to continue working for the people.

Sincerely,

7: /’: / fﬁ&c_;n
Harvey Rarback, President Coastside Democrats



May 26, 2015
San Mateo County Harbor District Commissioners

RE: Special Meeting : Bernardo: Reorganization of Harbor Commission: Selection of
Officers

As a resident of San Mateo County Harbor District I object to this move to strip
President Brennan of the Presidency of this Harbor Commission.

The process is faulty - called after midnight for no reason given, after the pubic had
been long gone. In fact Commissioner Bernardo tried to discuss this in public and
was stopped by either or both the Interim General Manager or the Board Attorney.

There is no staff report. There appears to be no reason given prior to this meeting
for this rash action.

If it is as rumor has it is as misogynistic as it can be. Strong women who seek to
remedy identified fiscal and other mismanagement practices should be praised not
censured. If Commissioner Brennan were a man she would be praised for being a
strong, decisive leader.

I support Commissioner Brennan for her efforts to make this district a transparent,
responsible district. Under her leadership the district has accomplished the first set
of Grand Jury recommendations from 2001/02. When President Commissioner
Bernardo did not.

The most recent set of Grand Jury recommendations hinge upon having a competent
general manager who can work with all board members. Newspapers reports
indicate this is not the case, even today.

That said, I support Commissioner Brennans decision tonight .
Sincerely,

e VSl =Tl

‘Kathryn Slater-Carter



May 26, 2015

Re: May 26™ Special Meeting

Harbor Commissioners:

We strongly protest the special meeting that is scheduled for May 26" at 5:30pm at the Oyster
Point Yacht Club and we feel that this meeting should be cancelied and the topic of
Commissioner Sabrina Brennan’s presidency should rescheduled to a regular meeting held at
the regular time and at the regular location.

First of all, we strongly support the work that President Brennan has done and all that she has
accomplished in the areas of open government (such as televising meetings) and financial
responsibility (reducing the cost of District operations & IT/computer purchasing and inventory
practices and moving the district's offices to save money).

Regardiess of how we feel about whether a person should or should not be removad from
office, we are very concerned about the process. We strongly object to the special meeting at a
special time and a special location. The time is terrible. We, along with many members of the
public, will not be able to make it to the meeting because we physically cannot leave work early
and drive through one of the most congested areas of Highway 101 traffic at the height of rush
hour in order to make it to a meeting at 5:30pm. Having a meeting at this time and locaticn is
NOT open government, in fact, it seems quite the contrary. It seems that the board is
attempting to limit the public’s participation.

If there are allegations of potential wrongdoing that are strong enough to warrant removal of a
commissioner from office of presidency, then these allegations need to be fully investigated
and verified, possibly by an independent third party. The removal of a person from office is
serious and should not be rushed into by other board members who may just have a difference
of opinion.

Again, to ensure true open government and full public participation, this meeting should be
CANCELLED and rescheduled to a REGULAR MEETING TIME and REGULAR MEETING LOCATION
and be given REGULAR MEETING PUBLIC NOTICE.

If you will not reschedule this meeting, then we urge you to NOT remove Ms. Brennan from the
Board Presidency.

Frank and Doreen Gerrity
689 Silver Avenue
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
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To: San Mateo County Harbor District Commissioners Robert Bernardo, Torm Mattusch, Nicole David, Pietro
Parravano and Sabrina Brennan

Dear Harbor Commissioners,

From:;

Jack McCarthy

400 California Ave.
Moss Beach, CA 94038

This is a short note to tell you of my strong support for Sabrina Brennan and the continuance of her position as
President of the Harbor District.

Everyone knows that Sabrina has been instrumental in starting the process of reforming the District. She has
encountered opposition at every step of the way. This process is not easy and it takes a strong character to do it.

To put roadblocks in front of this process now will rightly be seen by those who voted for reform as muddying the
waters toward reform. It will also be seen as a reason to end the district's independence.

Please do not create another problem for the Harbor District and let Sabrina continue in her term as President.

Best,

Jack McCarthy

400 California Ave.
Moss Beach, CA 84038



From: Fran Pollard LPFP@comcast.net e
Subject: Fwd: For Reorganization of the Harbor Commission ¢
Date: May 26, 2015 at 4:48 PM
To: Sabrina Brennan sbrennan@smharbor.com, Tom Mattusch tmattusch@smharbor.com, Nicole David ndavid@smharbor.com,

Robert Bernardo rbernardo@smharbor.com, Pietro Parravano pparravano@smharbar.com

To The San Mateo County Harbor Commissioners:
May 26, 2015

Since i am unabile to attend this meeting tonight, | decided to write a message of concern. As a
resident of over 40 vears, | have been following the Harbor Commissioner all these years and in
fact, my husband even served as a Harbor Commissioner in the late 70s/early 80's.

Sabrina, singlehandedly worked hard for 2 years against a very strong and uncooperative
Commission. And ! have been watching and seeing how hard all of you are working currently to set
things right. And | understand how things car get heated at times and out of control.

For that reason, I'm hoping you will all try to get along for the good of the Community. I'd like to
suggest a compromise, that Nicole nominate Tom Mattusch for President and Sabrina remain on
the Commission and on all her committees.

Thank You in advance and | hope for the best in the future,

Fran Pollard

PO Box 832

El Granada, CA
LPFP@comcast.net




Debbie Nixon
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From: angelica.ramos@gmaii.com on behalf of Angelica Ramos
<angelica@nwpcsiliconvalley.org>

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 12:10 PM
To: Robert Bernardo; Sabrina Brennan; Nicole David; Tom Mattusch; Pietro Parravano
Cc: Debbie Nixon
Subject: Letter of Opposition to Commission’s Special Meeting for Removal
Attachments: NWPC-SV Letter of Support - Sabrina Brennan.pdf

Commissioners Bernardo, Brennan, David, Mattush, Parravano and Deputy Secretary Nixon,

Attached is a letter of opposition to today's special meeting called for the removal of Commissioner Brennan's
presidency. We object to the meeting's lack of notice and lack of equal application in terms of process. Further,
we support Commissioner Brennan as she has a record of success and achievement benefiting the residents of
the San Mateo County Harbor District. Our letter is attached. Per state and local ordinances, we are aware of
and expect this to make it into the public record for today's meeting.

Respectfully.

Angelica Ramos, J.D.
President, National Women's Political Caucus of Silicon Valley
(main) 408.597.4946

(email) angelical@nwpcsiliconvalley.org
Hove to see a voung girl go out and grab the world by the lapels. Life’s a bitch. You 've gof (o g out and kick ass. - Maya Angelou

*#For media inquiries please contact Shaunn Cartwright, Communications Chair by emailing her here.



Wednesday, June 17, 2015
Re: California Open Meeting Concerns

Dear President Mattusch and Commissioners,

The Harbor District and law enforcement missed an opportunity to
provided better guidance at the May 26th Special Meeting.

In addition to the unfortunate removal of John and Dan Ullom’s livestream
device the meeting was held during cocktail hour and alcohol was being
consumed before, during and after the meeting.

From my seat | could see SSFPD and public member John Ullom standing
by the barroom door and later on the deck. At one point | was concerned
Mr. Ullom would be tasered. | saw public member Bill Kehoe intervene on
the deck and deescalate the situation. It’s my understanding that a SSF
police officer told Mr. Ullom that he knew who he was and the officer
credited Mr. Ullom for being the source of all the problems with the Harbor
District.

With so many elected officials, public agency staff members, SSFPD and
County Sheriff in the room it's a very sad commentary that the public right
to record and broadcast public meetings was violated.

As board President during the meeting | regret not stopping the meeting
when | first noticed a problem between SSFPD and a member of the public.
The meeting was a disgrace in many ways and reflects poorly on all five
Harbor Commissioners.

Going forward i hope elected officials and law enforcement will do a better
job serving the public and adhere to California open meeting laws.

Sincerely, 7
e &6%__

Sabrina Brennan



June 16th, 2015

Steven D. Miller, Esquire

Hanson Bridget, LLC smiller@hansonbridgett.com
425 Market Street Direct Phone 415-995-5831
San Francisco, CA 94105 Fax 415-995-3426

Dear Mr. Miller,

We write regarding your participation as Legal Counsel to the Harbor Commission in the special meeting of Tuesday, May 26th, 2015,
which was attended by Mark De Paula and Michael Stogner. Mr. De Paula requested a meeting with South San Francisco's Assistant
City Manager Jim Steele and Chief of Police, Jeff Azzopardi, this past Tuesday, June 9th, which was attended by Mr. Stogner and Mr.
John Ullom to discuss the interference with his recording and broadcast of the Harbor Commission meeting. Mr. Lamont Phemister,
also attended the meeting with the Mr. Stecle and Chief Azzopardi. Mr. De Paula was unable to attend due to an injury.

Mr. Stogner, reported to Mr. Steele and Chief Azzopardi that an unknown person removed Mr. Ullom's broadcasting device which
aborted his broadcast of the Harbor Commission meeting. Mr. Ullom discovered this by a text message from someone who was
watching the broadcast.. Mr. Phemister noted that he was informed by his friend, Commissioner Robert Bernardo, for whose re-election
he worked, that Mr. Ullom has recorded and broadcast Harbor Commission meetings for years without objection.

Mr. Ullom told Mr. Steele and Chief Azzopardi that on searching for his device, he learned a bartender in the adjoining room had it. The
bartender refused at first to return it, but fater did surrender it to a police officer who returned to Mr. Ullom, ordering him to not resume
the broadcast, saying his operation was not needed because Pacific Coast TV (engaged by the Harbor Commission) was recording it.
This police order violated the California Open Meetings Law because the pubtic is free to record and breadeast public meetings.

Mr. Ullom complained about the interference with his recording and broadcast operation without success to Harbor District Interim
General Manager, Glenn Lazof, during a break in the meeting. In the public comments time, shortly after the break, Mr. Ullom reported
the removal and interference with his recording/broadcast operation to the Commissioners, and asked Mr. Lazof again for permission.
After hesitation and a chorus of demands from the audience Mr. Lazof said yes. Mr. Ullom told Mr. Steele and Chief Azzopardi that he
misspoke at the Harbor Commission meeting to have said the officer told him he could be arrested. Mr. Ullom said he should have said
that he feared he would be arrested it he did not follow instructions of the officer. Mr, Ullom asked that his apology be accepted, and
said he did not wish to make a criminal complaint. We who write this letter are agreed to regard the police action about Mr. Ullom's
device as closed because we believe South San Francisco police in attendance at future public meetings will know they are obligated to
protect the public right to record and broadcast public meetings, rather than interfere..

Others. and chiefly you, failed in your gbligation to protect the public's right at the Harbor Commission meeting. California
Government Code, Sections 11120-11124. [Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act] declares "17124.1. (a) Any person attending an open
and public meeting of the state body shall have the right to record the proceedings with an audio or video recorder or a still or motion
picture camera in the absence of a reasonable finding by the state body that the recording cannot continue without noise, illumination,
or obstruction of view that constitutes, or would constitute, a persistent disruption of the proceedings. (b)... (c) No state body shall
prohibit or otherwise restrict the broadcast of its open and public meetings in the absence of a reasonable finding that the broadcast
cannot be accomplished without noise, illumination, or obstruction of view thar would constitute a pessistent disvuption of the
proceedings.

Accordingly, the Harbor Commission cannot refuse, and the public does not need. permission to record & broadcast.

The journalist and a number of law officers, including a deputy sheriff on duty, and other officials, and a San Mateo County Supervisor
at the meeting should have known Mr. Ullom did not and does not have to ask Harbor District Commission permission to record and
broadcast this public meeting,.

But, as counsel to the Harbor District Commission, you, most of all, should have spoken up when this question arose in your presence.
You owed it to the commissioners and to us voters to speak up and advise the commisssion that no interference to Mr. Ullom's operation
is permissible. Counsel and law officers must be vigilans w protect the righis of the public. You kept silent while they erred and risked
embarrassment to the Harbor Commission for illegal behavior. If you fail to recommend to the Harbor Commissioners that they affirm
to meeting attendees that the public has the right to record and broadeast, you will compound your error. Your competence as counsel
would be questioned.

Sincest c[x \ours / DR !

ol . e = e "b’w’ ’ Sl i
Mark D’e QAux'x Michael Stogner ffarnom V“{Ex{f for
"3932 Branson Drive 645 Prospect Street #201 2011 Parrott Drive #1

San Mateo, CA 94403 San Carlos. CA 94070 San Muaico, CA 94402

Copy: Harbor Commission
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OP-ED: I’'m your Harbor Commissioner
June 03, 2015, 05.00 AM By Sabtrina Brennan
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Every morning | wake up and think about how | can add value to Harbor District operations and the voters of San Mateo County. And frankly the value |
add is not in ceremonial management of bureaucracy. My strength is in developing creative solutions that address decades of mismanagement.
Sometimes my questions and ideas rattie the cages of pecple attached 1o past practices.

With the support of county voters, | was elected in 2012 by the biggest margin in history. | am here to advocate for the needs of the fishing and boating
communities, for public safety, for fiscal responsibility, for transparency and for environmental stewardship, and to promote active racreation, tourism
and econamic prosperity for waterfront business communities.

Since 2010, I've led the effort to build a publicly responsible Harbor District, and although this effort may ruffle feathers, it doesn't change the fact that it 3
will also take us intc the 21st century. |

Of course there is a difference between good governance and advocaling for reform, but unless we as commisstoners govern in a creative, madern way
that moves us away from the district's pas! practices, we'll never solve the problems outlined in the Local Agency Formation Commission Municipal
Service Review Draft Report published last Friday, the 2014 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury report, and the many other issues that continue to
plague the district.

Sabrina Brennan

I support warking collaboratively with partner agencies to bacome a hub for active recreation arxd visitor education about the history and economic significance of the San Mateo County commerciat
seafood industry.

it's time the district focus on making measurable progress to improve Pillar Point Harbor by developing a dredging plan that prevents boats from running aground, reduce erosion by moving sand trapped
inside the breakwater to Surfer's Beach and the Princeton shoreline, repair trail erosion near Pitlar Point Marsh, build additional commercial lease space 1o generate revenue, renovate Johnson Pier,
replace floating docks that pose a safety hazard, expand the sidewalk in front of tenant restaurants and businesses to meet ADA requirements, provide storage for kayaks and other human powered
vassels, improve Coastal Trail access and continue to monior water quality.

As a founding member of the district’s Finance Committee, | fotally agree with the LAFCo recommendation to “engage an accounting firm to review our budget accounts for both operations and capital
improvements, and establish a financial accounting system consistent with besl practices for California public agencies ... monitor inventory, to allocate costs and revenue according to enterprise versus
other public purposes, and to provide immediate access to cusrent lease and tenant information.”

The to-do list is long and it will take time to correct decades of mismanagement. Piease continue to support this indeperdent special district, as we transition to a new permanent general manager later this
summer at our new coastside headquarters in El Granada.

t accept responsibility for pushing the envelope and | will endeavor to find new ways to work cooperatively with my colieagues. | am committed to continuous improvement as a board member.
if you have suggestions or questions please don't hesitate to call me at (650} 479-5654; your input is extremely valuable.

Sabrina Brennan is a member of the San Mateo County Harbor District Board of Commissioners.



ITEM 2

STAFF REPORT

TO: San Mateo County Harbor District Commissioners
FROM: Debra Galarza, Director of Finance
DATE: August 5, 2015

SUBJECT: REVIEW AND RENEW INVESTMENT POLICY FOR FY2015-16

Recommendation
Adopt Resolution 36-15 to Renew District Investment Policy

Background
The State of California requires that the District have an Investment Policy (Policy) that adheres
to State regulations. Periodically the District reviews its Policy to ensure that it still adheres to

State regulations.

Analysis
Staff has reviewed the District’s Investment Policy and found that there are no changes needed at
this time (current investment policy follows).

Staff is recommending that the Board adopt Resolution 36-15 to reflect staff’s review actions for
regulatory and audit purposes.

Fiscal Impact
There is no additional direct fiscal impact.

Conclusion
Approval as recommended.



Resolution 36-15

to
Adopt San Mateo County Harbor District
Investment Policy for FY 2015-2016

Whereas, State law requires that the District have an ir licy; and

Whereas, the treasurer or fiscal officer of:

annually prepare and submit a statement o
changes thereto, shall be considered by the
53646(a)]; and

Harbor District shall

p and any
ing [CGC

Whereas, after review, it has been determined icy is consistent with current
State Law, and that no changes are needed; nc

Therefore, be it resolved

District Investment Policy”, attached
District for Fiscal Year 2015-2016.

ntitled “San Mateo County Harbor
the Investment Policy of the

Approved this 5th day of A
Commissioners by a vote as

“meeting of the Board of Harbor

BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

Tom Mattusch
President

Debbie Nixo
Deputy Secret:

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING RENEWAL OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT INVESTMENT POLICY FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-2016



San Mateo County Harbor District

Policies and Procedures Number: Original Date: Renewal/Revision:
44.1 6/5/96 08/05/2015
Title: Prepared By: Approved By: # of Pages:
Investment Policy DG 6
Purpose: To Establish an Investment Policy for the San Mateo County Harbor District.

STATEMENT OF POLICY

WHEREAS; The Legislature of the State of Californ
public funds by local officials and local agencies is an
CGC 53630.1) and

Sections 5922 and 53601; and
WHEREAS: the treasurer or fiscal officer of the 8¢

THEREFORE; it shall be the policy of the
which will provide the highest investment re
flow demands of the entity and conforming t
County Harbor District funds.

SCOPE

This investment poli ‘ 1] assets of the San Mateo County Harbor District. These funds
are accou A ort and include: General Fund and Enterprise Funds.

ENCE

ents shall be made wit
e, discretion and intelli

ient and care, under circumstances then prevailing, which persons of
=xercise in the management of their own affairs; not for speculation,
able safety of their capital as well as the probable income to be

e used by investment officials shall be the “prudent persons standard
| in the context of managing an overall portfolio. Investment officers
ocedures and the investment policy and exercising due diligence shall
lity for an individual security’s credit risk or market price changes,
tations are reported in a timely fashion and appropriate action is taken to

control adverse d

OBJECTIVE

When investing, reinvesting, purchasing, acquiring, exchanging selling and managing public funds, the
primary objectives, in priority order, of the investment activities shall be:

F:\District Docs\District Docs\District Docs\BOARD\BOARD PACKETS\2015 STAFF FOLDER\GALARZA\8 AUGUST 5 2015\4_4_1 Investment
policy_2015_16_201500805.doc
FORM SMCHD509 (8/96) Page 1 of 6



Safety

Safety of principal is the foremost objective of the investment program. Investments of the San Mateo
County Harbor District shall be undertaken in a manner that seeks to ensure the preservation of capital in
the overall portfolio. To attain this objective, diversification is required in order that potential losses on
individual securities do not exceed the income generated from the remainder of the portfolio.

Liquidity
The investment portfolio will remain sufficiently liquid to en: County Harbor District to

meet all operating requirements, which might be reasona

Return on Investments

The investment portfolio shall be designed with the obje‘5 (
budgetary and economic cycles, taking into account the in
characteristics of the portfolio. (CGC53600.5)

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

m Ca fﬁmla Government Code Sections 5922
n 1s hereby delegated to the
the investment program
to: safekeepmg, PSA

and 53601, et seq. Management responsibili
Finance Director, who shall establish writt
consistent with this investment policy. Pro
repurchase agreements, wire transfer.ag
contracts, as appropriate. Such pro
responsible for investment transact
provided under the terms of thig:p

| shall establish a system of controls to
ials. The Finance Director is a trustee and a fiduciary subject to

n the investment process shall refrain from personal business activity that
?ton of the investment program, or which could impair their ability to

AL INSTITUTIONS AND DEALERS

in a list of financial institutions, selected on the basis of credit worthiness,
financial stren. and minimal capitalization, that are authorized to provide investment services.
In addition, a list w ¢ maintained of approved security broker/dealers who are authorized to provide
investment and financial advisory services in the State of California. No public deposit shall be made except
in a qualified public depos1tory as established by state laws

The Finance |

For brokers/dealers of government securities and other investments, the Finance Director shall select only
broker/dealers who are licensed and in good standing with the California Department of Securities, the
Securities and Exchange Commission, the National Association of Securities Dealers or other applicable
self-regulatory organizations.
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Before engaging in investment transactions with a broker/dealer, the Finance Director shall have received
from said firm a signed Certification Form. This form shall attest that the individual responsible for the San
Mateo County Harbor District’s account with that firm has reviewed the San Mateo County Harbor
District's Investment Policy and that the firm understands the policy and intends to present investment
recommendations and transactions to the San Mateo County Harbor District that are appropriate under the
terms and conditions of the Investment Policy.

AUTHORIZED AND SUITABLE INVESTM

The San Mateo County Harbor District is empowered by: ¢
the following:

de 53601 to invest in

Bonds issued by the San Mateo County Har
United States Treasury Bills, Notes & Bonds.

Registered state warrants or treasury notes or bon tate of California.

issued by federally or state chartered banks or associations. Not
invested in certificates of deposit.

h Money Market Mutual Funds.

Funds held under the terms of a Trust Indenture or other contract or agreement may be invested
according to the | provisions of those indentures or agreements.

Collateralized bank deposits with a perfected security interest in accordance with the Uniform
Commercial Code (UCC) or applicable federal security regulations

Any mortgage pass-through security, collateralized mortgage obligation, mortgaged backed or
other pay-through bond, equipment lease-backed certificate, consumer receivable pass-through
certificate or consumer receivable backed bond of a maximum maturity of five years. Securities in
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this category must be rated AA or better by a national rating series. No more than 20% of surplus
funds can be invested in this category of securities.

Any other investment security authorized under the provisions of CGC 5922 and 53601.

Also, see CGC 53601 for a detailed summary of the limitations and special conditions that apply to each of
the above listed investment securities. CGC 53601 is attached and included by reference in this investment
policy. .

he San Mateo County Harbor
1S, range notes, interest
interest accrual if held

Prohibited Investments. Under the provisions of CGC 53601.6 an
District shall not invest any funds covered by this Inves '
only strips derived from mortgage pools or any investm
to maturity.

COLLATERALIZATION

All certificates of deposits must be collateralized by U.S. Treasury
third party and valued on a monthly basis. The percentage of collate
will adhere to the amount required under CGC 53601(i}(2).

s. Collateral must be held by a
:Repurchase Agreements

SAFEKEEPING AND CUST(

All security transactions entered into by th V ;
delivery-versus-payment (DVP) basis. All securities pﬁir
Mateo County Harbor District by book entry, physica
53601)

istrict shall be conducted on
shall be delivered to the San
hird party custodial agreement (CGC

DIVERSIFICATION

For brokers/d nt securities and other investments, the finance Director shall select only
broker/dealers who d and in good standing with the California Department of Securities, the
Securities and Exchange Commission, the National Association of Securities Dealers or other applicable
self-regulatory organizations.

Before engaging in investment transactions with a broker/dealer, the Finance Director shall have received
from said firm a signed Certification Form. This form shall attest that the individual responsible for the San
Mateo County Harbor District’s account with that firm has reviewed the San Mateo County Harbor
District’s Investment Policy and that the firm understands the policy and intends to present investment
recommendations and transactions to the San Mateo County Harbor District that are appropriate under the
terms and conditions of the Investment Policy.
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REPORTING

The Finance Director shall submit to each member of the governing body a quarterly investment report. The
report shall include a complete description of the portfolio, the type of investments, the issuers, maturity
dates, par values and the current market values of each component of the portfolio, including funds
managed by third party contractors. The report will also include the source of the portfolio valuation. In the
case of funds invested in The Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIE), FDIC Insured accounts or county
investment pools, current statements from those institutions will sa Ve reporting requirement.

The report will also include a certification that (1) all investment a since the last report have
‘ ounty Harbor District

e Finance Director shall

INVESTMENT POLICY ADOPTIO

The Investment Policy shall be adopted by resolution of the
the Policy shall be reviewed on an annual basis, and modifications
County Harbor District.

Harbor Distrlcf. Moreover,
ved by the San Mateo

APPROVED:

Name:

Title:

Date:
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INVESTMENTS AUTHORIZED

UNDER CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE 53601

CGC Investment Type Authorized Required
Section Limit (%) Rating
53601 (a) Local Agency Bonds None None
53601 (b) U.S. Treasury Bills, Notes or Bonds None None
53601 (c) State Warrants ; None
53601 (d) Notes & Bonds of other Local Agencies - None
53601 (e) U.S. Agencies None None
53601 (f) Bankers Acceptance 40% None
53601 (g) Prime Commercial Paper 25% Al1/P1
53601 (h) | Negotiable Certificates of Depo 30% None
53601 (i) Repurchase Agreement * - 20% None
53601 (j) Medium Term Corpy ' ENote‘s 5 Years 30% A
53601 (k) | Money Market Mu ﬁhds & Mutu 5 Years 20% AAA (2)
53601 (m) Collateralized : 5 Years None None
53601 (n) 5 Years 20% AA

N/A None None

N/A None None

y be defined as the weighted average maturity. Under SEC Regulations,
1ds must have an average maturity of 90 days or less.
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ITEM 3

Staff Report

Increase Agreement With Cox, Wootton, Lerner, Griffin, Hansen & Poulos
LLP In The Matter Of The “Spirit Of Sacramento” Vessel Arrest In A Not To
Exceed Amount Of $25,000, Proposed Contract Total Amount $45,000,
Approve Budget Resolution Increasing Miscellaneous Revenue $25,000
And Oyster Point Marina/Park Legal Expense $25,000

Recommendation

Direct the Interim General Manager to modify the contract with Cox, Wootton, Lerner, Griffin, Hansen &
Poulos LLP in the amount of an additional $25,000 for continuation of legal services for the arrest and
removal of the vessel at Oyster Point Marina/Park by the name “Spirit of Sacramento” and approve
necessary budget revision.

The additional revenue is from repayment of funds owed by Coastside Water District, see IGM report.

Background

The 99 foot paddlewheel vessel Spirit of Sacramento is presently on dock 11 at Oyster Point
Marina/Park. This is a United States documented vessel. A few months after the vessels initial slip use
of the marina, payments were not forthcoming and after many attempts of the District to obtain payment
with the subsequent slip termination, the vessel has not left the dock.

Maritime Legal services were initially contracted and there was potential to resolve the vessels amount
due and to have the vessel removed from Oyster Point Marina/Park. Promised actions by the vessel
owners did not occur and we now continue to take further action to resolve.

Presently a US Marshall Arrest has occurred and the vessel awaits actions in Federal Court.

Legal expenses have already exceeded the original contract by $1,323.52.

Analysis

The noted vessel is too large to relocate to another marina location and the use of a commercial tug(s)
is required if removed from the marina. Presently the vessel has been secured via District staff and the
US Marshalls office is awaiting outcomes of the Federal Court.

Fiscal Impact

The amount presently owed to the District on this Vessel is $37,619.25. Staff has a high level of
confidence that the value of this vessel exceeds what will be needed to recover both legal and storage
owed.

Conclusion
Legal steps appear to be the only option the district has for this vessel.

Alternatives
Discontinue legal actions and wait out the vessel owners.

Relocate the vessel to another storage location on the bay.

1



Resolution 34-15
to
Amend the Fiscal Year 2015-16
Integrated Operating and Capital Budget
of the
San Mateo County Harbor District

for
Legal Se

Whereas, the Board of Harbor Commissio lution 20-15, adopted the Final

issioners approve an amendment
oulos LLP to add an additional

to the Agreement with Cox, Wooten, Lerner,
$25,000 to the not to exceed contract amount f

or Commissioners authorizes the Interim
ntract with Cox, Wooten, Lerner, Griffin,
ract amount by an additional $25,000; and

Board of Har cr»Cc;mmissioners approves an Amendment to the
pital Budget for Fiscal Year 2015-16 of $25,000 as set forth in

Abstention:

Attested BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS

Debbie Nixon, Deputy Secretary Tom Mattusch, President

RESOLUTION 34-15
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FY 2015-16 INTEGRATED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET
August 5, 2015



Exhibit A

The Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget that was adopted by Resolution 20-15 on June 17, 2015 needs to be
amended due to the need for additional legal services for Oyster Point Marina/Park. The augmented
amount of $25,000 is offset by the additional miscellaneous revenue in the budget from repayment of funds
owed by Coastside Water District referenced in the Interim G er's Report.

See Details below:

Legal Services
Increase contract with Cox, Wooten for
Legal services regarding vessel

Legal Services
Total Cost

Miscellaneous Revenue from repayment
of funds owed by Coastside Water Dist.

Augmentation needed in FY 2015-16 B
For Legal Svcs-Oyster Point Marina/Park

RESOLUTION 34-15
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FY 2015-16 INTEGRATED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET
August 5, 2015



ITEM 4

Staff Report

Response to CARTEL Application for 5 Year Extension Permit for one Big Wave
Contests Event through March 2021

Glenn Lazof: Interim General Manager (IGM)

Background: The last time a multi-year permit was requested it was agreed that the $5,000
application fee would be due on July 1 of each year, conditioned upon the right of the Harbor
District to review and modify its approval of additional years. (See attached excerpt from
minutes of June 5, 2013).

Other than the multi-year aspect of the permit, this event has traditionally been treated as a
Special Permit under the events policy. When the permit for this year was additionally
discussed in May staff noted that the commissioners may want to consider other options for
this event, including whether this could be considered a Commercial activity of the District.

The IGM is aware, as of this report, that at least one other entity, the World Surf League
(WSL) has expressed interest in promoting the big wave surf contest in the future.

Staff is recommending that this item be tabled until the April 6, 2016 meeting of the
Commission. This will allow the District and the Community evaluate this year's CARTEL
event in their decision making regarding future events.

Recommendation: Approve postponing the discussion of options for multi-year permits for
the Big Surf Contest until the April 6, 2016 meeting of the Board of Harbor Commissioners.

Fiscal Impact: None




San Mateo County Harbor District

400 Oyster Point Blvd., Suite 300,
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 583-4400 T

(650) 583-4611 F
www.smharbor.com

Please supply the information requested below. Please remit this application at least 21 days prior to your event.
Attach additional sheets if necessary, to provide required information. A non-refundable application fee of should
accompany this application. You will be notified of the disposition of the application and the necessary steps to
secure your final permit. A permit fee, signed permit agreeing to reimburse District for any costs incurred by
damages and proof of liability insurance named the San Mateo County Harbor District as also insured will be
required. See Event Policy, Permit Fee Schedule and Category Definitions.

APPLICATION FORM — Special Use Permit

Applicant Name:

Titans of Mavericks, Zoe Lee Ahn

Organization Name:

Cartel Management, Inc. c/o Titans of Mavericks

Address:

5870 Melrose Ave

City, State, Zip Code

Los Angeles, CA 90038

Telephone

Day 323-790-7333 Cell 310-480-2577 Fax

Alternate Contact Person
(s) and Phone Number

Cassandra Clark, (510) 305-6262

San Mateo County Yes No
Resident: ] /1
Non- Profit: Yes L[] No [/]
Commercial: Yes [/] No []
Type of Event: Big wave surf competition

Description of Proposed
Activity:

This is a five-year extension permit application, to our existing contract
with SMCHD to hold an invitation-only surf contest at the Mavericks
surf break 1/2 mile offshore of Pillar Point. The contest will have an
impact on certain Harbor District properties.

Event Date (s)

November 1 - March 31, 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19, 2019/20, 2020/21

Number of Events per

(1) One

year:
Event Hour: Start 4:00 a.m. | End 6:00 p.m.

Set up Time: 24 hours prior to day of event

Exit Time: 8:00 p.m. day of event

Number of Approximately 300 staff, competitors and volunteers. Event visitors and
Participants/Guests: fans to be accommodated off site.

Maximum number of
vehicles/parking
requirements for the
event: (provide parking

plan)

Approximately 75-100 located on SMCHD property. All others to be
located off SMCHD site.




San Mateo County Harbor District

400 Oyster Point Blvd., Suite 300,
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 583-4400 T

(650) 583-4611 F
www.smharbor.com

Equipment to be used: Primary equipment, supplies and materials will be located on water
(Chairs, tables, tents, and on property not owned by SMCHD. There will be several tents
microphones, speakers) and tables located near the launch ramp to accommodate staff,
agencies and competitors upon check-in and after water-borne event
is complete. All water vessels will pay the required SMCHD launch
fees. The parking lot at Pillar Point will be used for parking of
emergency, staff and agency vehicles. The trail leading to Pillar Point
is for use of emergency vehicles, pedestrian (staff) and transport (no
personal vehicle transport). The parking, beach and adjacent bluffs
will be closed to public access per the requirements of the partnering

agencies.
Individual in charge on Brian Waters, Griffin Guess, Zoe Lee Ahn, Cassandra Clark, Jeff Clark Brian
event day (include name, | Overfelt handle all aspect of the event on water and land. The Command
address and contact Center incorporating all emergency response and coordinating agencies will

be located at the installation at Vandenberg AFB. Complete list of personnel

number on the day of the and contact information is in Incident Action Plan we have on file with SMCHD.

event)

Information will be used to determine whether a permit will be issued. Completed application
must be accompanied by an application fee based on the Permit Fee Schedule. The District
may require additional information.

[ Request for fee waiver: | Yes | | [No [v] i

i e

Reason for request of fee waiver:

Are you familiar with/have you | Yes No
visited the requested area? I:I

Do you plan to advertise or Yes No

issue a press release before |:|

the event?

Is there any reason to believe | Yes No

there will be attempts to D
disrupt, protect or prevent
your event? (If yes, please
explain on a separate page.)

Do you intent to solicit Yes No
donations or offer items for |:|

sale?

Applicant is required to comply with all Federal, State, Local and District laws and ordinances,
and represents as part of this permit application that he/she reviewed the Ordinance Code of



San Mateo County Harbor District

400 Oyster Point Blvd., Suite 300,
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 583-4400 T

(650) 583-4611 F
www.smharbor.com

the San Mateo County Harbor District and is fully familiar with the restrictions and laws stated
therein.

Applicant is required to submit with this application any permit or license if required by the
governing local jurisdiction (e.g. San Mateo County, City of South San Francisco, or City of
Half Moon Bay wherein the event or activity will take place.) The Event Permit issued by the
San Mateo County Harbor District will be null and void if applicant is required to have San
Mateo County, City of South San Francisco, or City of Half Moon Bay permit or license and
does not obtain said permits or license.

Prior to commencing any activities hereunder, applicant shall furnish to District satisfactory
evidence of insurance written upon a form and by a company acceptable to the District,
insuring District, its directors, officers, agents and employees against any losses or liabilities
which may arise out of applicant’s use of the facilities, including all costs of defending any
action. Said insurance shall consist of a Comprehensive General Liability policy with a Broad
Form Endorsement that provides coverage for bodily injury and property damage in the
amount of $1,000,000 per occurrence and $2,000,000 in aggregate. Said policy shall be in
favor of, and name applicant and District, its directors, officers, agents and employees as
additionally insured and shall be maintained in full force and effect during the term of the
permit.

Absence of insurance makes the Event Permit null and void.

In signing this application, and accepting the permit issued thereby, the undersigned certifies
under penalty of perjury that any and all events or activities will be attended by the applicant

personally or by individuals known to the applicant, the names of whom must be provided in

advance to the District on this application, or on any future amendment to this application, to
enable the District to monitor the use of their facilities.

The applicant by his or her signature certifies that all the information given is complete and
correct, and that no false or misleading information or false statements have been given.

Signature Date_ 72415

Note: This is an application only, and does not serve as permit to conduct any use of the
Harbor or Marina. If your request is approved, a permit containing applicable terms and
conditions will be sent to the person designated on the application. The permit must be signed
by the responsible person and return to the San Mateo County Harbor District prior to the
event for final approval by the General Manager or his/her designee.
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TITLE: Special Event Permit for Mavericks Invitational LLC

REPORT: Grenell, Memo, Attachments

PROPOSED ACTION: Approve Special Event Permit for Mavericks Invitational
LLC

Grenell stated this item is a request for a special use permit under the District’s new event
policy. He stated that the request is for a Mavericks surf event for the 2013-2014. He stated
that the contest window would be from November 1* through March 31st, as in previous
years. He stated that the last couple of years, contest staff and contestants would be the only
people provided access down to the west trail from the parking lot to the trail. He stated that
Mavericks Invitational has made well organized arrangements for mobilizing the contestants,
working with the various safety agencies, as well as having an arrangement with Oceano
Hotel & Spa to hold their festival behind their hotel. Grenell stated that the festival happened
last year very successfully. He stated that the packet includes the application and the plan.
He stated that in past years before the new policy was adopted the practice was to require
payment of fees by the applicant on or before the opening of the permit window. He stated
that it is very important for the applicant to line up their sponsors, which is why the request is
before the Commission now. Grenell stated that the applicant would like to pay the
application fee now but pay the permit fee closer to the event, which would be an exception
to the new event policy.

Tucker stated that he was concerned with the request of a 3 year permit but understands the
reason behind the request. He stated that the event policy is a three-tiered system of fees,
there is an application fee of $5,000, and permit fee is $6,800 plus $4,800 because it is a
water-related event. He asked Grenell if the applicant is asking to pay the permit fee at the
time of the event. Grenell stated the applicant was there and deferred to them. Cassandra
Clark stated that the event is unique to the harbor. She stated that since there is no cost
incurred by the District and their permit is unique as it is for a certain window of time, she
would like to pay the permit fee prior to the window opening of November 1, 2013. She
stated the need to secure the permit early is to obtain sponsors and let them know that the
permit is in place. She stated that the reason for the three year permit is to also let the
sponsors know that the permit is secure and hope that they can secure a sponsor for multiple
years ahead of time. Tucker asked Clark if she had a problem paying the $5,000 application
fee now. Clark stated that she did ask Grenell if that payment could be deferred to November
1 as well. Tucker stated that the application fee is different than the permit fee and rather
than change the event policy he felt that it would be okay if the permit fee was paid prior to
the start window of the event but not the application fee. He asked Clark if a three year
permit was to be approved, was she asking to pay the application fee of $5,000 one time, or
pay it each year for the next three years. Clark stated that she would still like the item to be
brought to the Board each year but have the approval for the three year permit tonight.
Parravano clarified that the current item is a request for a three year permit. Clark stated yes
and that each year they would pay the $5,000 application fee. Grenell conferred with counsel
regarding the multi-year permit and given the good track record of the applicant felt that a
three year permit was not unreasonable. Brennan asked for clarification regarding the three
year permit. Tucker stated that the Board would act and give Mavericks Invitational
permission for three years but the fees would be paid during the contest period for each event.
He stated that it enables them to go to their sponsors and say they have secured a permit from

San Mateo County Harbor District — Minutes for June 5, 2013
Page 11 of 17



the Harbor District for three years. Clark stated that there are 16 other agencies involved in the
event and the three year permit allows them to work with those agencies and allows those
agencies to budget for the next year years. Bernardo felt that asking for the application fee
upfront was reasonable and was fine with the permit being paid prior to the event start window.
He stated he supports the event and commended Mavericks Invitational regarding the
thoroughness of the report and detail provided. Holsinger stated he felt comfortable with the
application fee being paid each year on July 1 on the same terms and conditions. Brennan asked
if there were any issues that came up during a contest, what protection the District had and would
the applicant be allowed to continue with future events. Grenell stated that there is language in
the permit that either party can withdraw.

Action: Motion by Brennan, second by Bernardo to allow the application fee of $5,000 due July
1 of each year and approve the special use permit for Mavericks Invitational, Inc. for use of
specified District facilities and services for an annual Mavericks Big Wave surf contest event
during 2013-2014 at or in the vicinity of Pillar Point Harbor, and for up to two additional years
(2014-2015 and 2015-2016), conditioned upon the right of the Harbor District to review and
modify its approval of the additional years as may be deemed appropriate by the District.
Grenell stated there was a typo in this memo and corrected the name of the event production
company from Rhody Co. to Mountain Sports International. Savaree stated that the motion
didn’t clarify when the permit fee would be due. Tucker stated on or before November 1. The
motion passed by a roll call vote.

Ayes: -+
Nays: 0
Abstention: 1 (Holsinger)

San Mateo County Harbor District — Minutes for June 5, 2013
Page 12 of 18



ITEM 5

STAFF REPORT

TO: San Mateo County Harbor District Commissioners

VIA: Glenn Lazof, Interim General Manager

FROM: Marcia Schnapp, Interim Administrative Services Manager ‘VéD

DATE: August 5, 2015

SUBJECT: Extension of Professional Services Contract with McCoy’s Patrol Service at Oyster

Point Marina/Park at Current Rates through November 30, 2015

Request Board to Extend Professional Services Contract with McCoy’s Patrol Service at Oyster
Point Marina/Park at Current Rates through November 30, 2015.

Background

The previous HR Manager was responsible for renewing contracts. It has come to the
attention of Staff that the contract needs to be renewed. Therefore, Staff is requesting the
following: )

1) In the interim, extend McCoys Patrol Services contract for enough time to allow Staff to
draft and issue an RFP;

2) Issue an RFP to ensure that McCoys Patrol Services continues to be the lowest cost
provider of service.

The District began contracting with McCoys Patrol Services as of October 30, 2008.
McCoys was selected via a competitive bidding process at the time. The District has
annually extended their contract for a one year period since October 2009. The current
extension expired on March 31, 2014. The District has been continuing to pay for service
at the 2013 rates since that time (approximately $20/hr per staff), with no additional
contract extension in place.

Previous to contracting with a patrol service to provide security services for Oyster Point
Marina/Park from 10PM to 6AM, the Harbor District paid staff to work the graveyard shift.
Given the limited activity requiring District attention between the hours of 10PM and 6AM,
the District made the decision to utilize a security service for less than the cost of providing
a deputy harbormaster to work these hours.

The cost of the service is approximately $240/evening, or approximately $87,500 a year.
The expense covers 7 days a week, 10 hours of service a night: 8 hours at $20.33/hr for



the guard gate at OPM, and 2 hours at $37.76/hr for 2 hours aggregate of patrol services
at OPM.

As a comparison, 10 hours a night times 7 days a week equates to 70 hours a week, or
the equivalent of two full time harbor staff. This would equate to an estimated cost to the
District of over $180 thousand a year, including payroll, vacation, sick leave, health
insurance and retirement benefits, and workers compensation costs. In addition, because
it is the graveyard shift, it is difficult to have staff do much productive work, given how dark
it is and the higher risk for injury when having staff do work during nighttime hours.

Financial Impact

The Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget has already budgeted for the continuation of this service.
There is no budget amendment needed at this time.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board extend the Professional Services Contract to McCoys Patrol
Services through November 30, 2015 to allow time for staff to draft and issue an RFP for
Security Services at Oyster Point Marina/Park.

Alternatives
1) Cancel contract and have no security coverage;

2) Cancel contract and increase expense by hiring harbor workers to provide security
services;



ITEM 6
San Mateo County
Harbor District

Memo
Date: August 5, 2015

To: Board of Harbor Commissioners
From: Debra Galarza, Director of Finance
CC: Glenn Lazof, Interim General Manager

Re: Fiscal Year 2014-15 Salary Schedule Correction

RECOMMENDATION

Approve amended FY 2014-15 Salary Schedule as corrected.

BACKGROUND

During the review of the Salary Schedule | noted the “Office Assistant” Annual Range Bottom was higher than the
Annual Range Top scale. It appears there were typographical errors in this schedule and it should be corrected
for the record. (See Exhibit A)

DISCUSSION

| brought this error to the attention of our auditors, JUACPA, during the preliminary field work and they directed
that the schedule be corrected. (See Exhibit B)

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no fiscal impact to this item. Currently, there is no one in the position of Office Assistant.



San Mateo County Harbor District

Wage and Salary Schedule
Fiscal Year 2014-2015

Effective July 1, 2014- 2.50 % Wage Increase and 2.6 COLA

Effective on April 16, 2015

EXHIBIT A

Title Hourly Hourly Salary Range Salary Range
Range Annual Range Annual Bottom Top
Bottom Top
Management*
Executive General Manager $121,29449 | % 175,000.00
Management Director of Finance $ 9187437 |$ 134,174.02
Harbor Master $ 9187437 % 140,552.89
Human Resources Manager $ 9187437 |9% 128,285.86
Administrative
Administrative Assistant 4 Accountant 33.509] 69,698.72] 44.905| 93,402.40
Administrative Assistant 3 Accounting Specialist 29.401 61,154.08| 39.826| 82,838.34
Administrative Asst./
Deputy Secretary
Administrative Assistant 2 Accounting Technician/ 25.730| 53,518.40| 34.484| 71,726.72
Administrative Asst.
Administrative Assistant 1 Administrative Assistant 21.331 44,368.91 28.593| 59,472.48
Office Assistant Office Assistant 13.646| 28,382.65| 16.290| 28,043.01
Project Coordinator $72,389.296 $97,009.528
Operations
Assistant Harbormaster (AHM) |Assistant Harbormaster 40.429| 84,092.32 46.795| 97,334.16
Deputy Harbormaster B (DHMB)|Deputy Harbormaster B 31.673| 65,879.84| 36.667| 76,267.36
Deptuy Harbormaster A (DHMA)|Deputy Harbormaster A 27.359| 56,907.19| 30.133| 62,676.64
Harbor Worker C Lead Maintenance Specialist] 36.668| 76,269.44| 42.447| 88,289.76
Harbor Worker B (HWB) Harbor Worker 15.219 31,656.46 22.948| 47,732.45
Harbor Worker A Lifeguard 19.304




Wage and Salary Schedule
Fiscal Year 2014-2015

Effective July 1, 2014- 2.50 % Wage Increase and 2.6 COLA

Corrected on August 5, 2015
Title

EXHIBIT B

Hourly Hourly Salary Range Salary Range
Range Annual Range Annual Bottom Top
Bottom Top
Management*
Executive General Manager $ 121,29449|9% 175,000.00
Management Director of Finance $ 91,874.37 | $ 134,174.02
Harbor Master $ 9187437 |% 140,552.89
Human Resources Manager $ 9187437 |$% 128,285.86
Administrative
Administrative Assistant 4 Accountant 33.509] 69,698.72] 44.905| 93,402.40
Administrative Assistant 3 Accounting Specialist 29.401| 61,154.08| 39.826| 82,838.34
Administrative Asst./
Deputy Secretary
Administrative Assistant 2 Accounting Technician/ 25.730] 53,518.40 34.484|71,726.72
Administrative Asst.
Administrative Assistant 1 Administrative Assistant 21.331] 44,368.91| 28.593| 59,472.48
Office Assistant Office Assistant 13.646] 28,382.65| 18.290| 38,043.01
Project Coordinator $72,389.296 $97,009.528
Operations
Assistant Harbormaster (AHM) Assistant Harbormaster 40.429| 84,092.32| 46.795| 97,334.16
Deputy Harbormaster B (DHMB) |Deputy Harbormaster B 31.673| 65,879.84| 36.667| 76,267.36
Deptuy Harbormaster A (DHMA) |Deputy Harbormaster A 27.359( 56,907.19| 30.133| 62,676.64
Harbor Worker C Lead Maintenance Specialist 36.668| 76,269.44| 42.447| 88,289.76
Harbor Worker B (HWB) Harbor Worker 15.219| 31,656.46] 22.948| 47,732.45
Harbor Worker A Lifeguard 19.304




ITEM 7

PROCLAMATION

SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT

C R AR A A AR A A

TO COMMEND

WHEREAS, San Mateo County Harbor District e

Michelle I onstrated emergency
response skills and behaviors in actions to save a | isi

visitor who was threatening to take his own
ka Harbormaster Office; and,

President




ITEM 8

Staff Report

Refinance Of Division Of Boating And Waterways (DBW) Loan Educational
Session On Options, Direction To Staff Regarding Refinancing Of Existing
Loan, And Inclusion Of Funding For Other Capital Projects

Glenn Lazof: Interim General Manager (IGM)

Background: Commissioners requested additional information regarding Public Finance
options prior to making a decision on the refinancing of the existing Division of Boating and
Waterways loan. Staff has set up this presentation to provide additional general information.
Both of these firms are aware that they are here in an educational role, and while their
participation is much appreciated, that there is no obligation regarding the District’s future
debt financing.

Wiest Law: Attorney Cameron Wiest of Wiest Law in Scott’s Valley has volunteered his
time to make a presentation. In addition to acting as Bond Counsel, Wiest Law has
experience with many of the other roles in Public Finance, including working directly with
banks that could fund the District’s refinancing. This firm has worked with Moss Landing,
Humboldt Bay Port Harbor District, and The Port of Santa Cruz.

Holman Capital Group is a private company that packages public agency financing for what
they describe as “local banks”. They provide this service with a minimal cost of issuance
($10,000), offer quick close, and minimal impact on the workload of District Staff. This firm
has worked with District and Cities including Mission Springs Water District, Diablo Water
District, City of Vacaville, City of Santa Ana, and City of Hayward among others.

The packet also includes Capital Projects that were included in the Preliminary 2015/2016
budget, most of which were pulled for lack of funding, when the final budget was adopted.
Staft has begun taking a second look at the cost estimates for possible updating, consideration
of contingencies, and the adequacy of project management services.

Please also see attached e-mail from Stern Brothers regarding interest rates.

Recommendation: Direct staff regarding proceeding with refinancing of Division of Boating
and Waterways Loan, and funding of other Capital Projects.

Fiscal Impact: The longer the district delays in refinancing, the longer we are paying above
market interest. Currently we project $250,000-$340,000 in interest savings through Fiscal
Year 2019, assuming tax exempt status, in addition to savings in staff time and other benefits
from being released from DBW requirements. A decision to add additional Capital needs or
extending the term of the loan will naturally impact costs and payments going forward.




Capital Improvement Projects

Oyster Point Marina:

Correct Flooding Issues 25,000
Compactor 40,000
Dock 12 Referbishment 500,000
Total Oyster Point Marina 565,000
Pillar Point Harbor:
Mooring Replacements 25,000
Leasee Sidewalk 300,000
Rip Rap Fishing Pier Repair 300,000
Johnson Pier Electrical Feed Power 173,000
Dock Fingers 580,257
Radon Boat Replacement or Repair 120,000
Harbor Office Remodel 200,000
Romeo Pier 650,000
Trench Drains at Boat Launch Ramp 40,000
Launch Ramp Restroom Design 250,000
Inner Harbor Dredging 70,000
West Trail-Fix Erosion 355,933
Total Oyster Point Marina/Park: 3,064,190

TOTAL DISTRICT 3,629,190



Glenn Lazof

= -]
From: Andrew G. Ciocca <ACiocca@sternbrothers.com>
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2015 9:20 AM
To: Glenn Lazof
Subject: Follow up
Mr. Lazof:

I just wanted to check in to see if there is any follow up information I can provide in considering the refunding of the San
Mateo Harbor Districts DBW loans. The markets, although volatile, still present an opportunity in the range of 1.75% to
2.25% which provide for relatively attractive savings. I am in the Bay Area for the next few weeks and would be happy to
make myself available to discuss in person any thoughts, ideas or plans you might have.

Thank you for your time,
Drew Ciocca

Andrew G. Ciocca

Vice President

Stern Brothers & Company
(415)710-8920

aciocca@sternbrothers.com

CONFIDENTIAL AND PROPRIETARY INFORMATION. This e-mail, including attachments, is intended solely for the person(s) named and may contain
confidential and/or legally privileged information. No part of this e-mail or accompanying material may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in
any form or by any means without prior permission of Stern Brothers & Co.



California Debt Issuance Primer — Summary of Financial Instruments

: ADMINISTRATIVE
INSTRUMENT ISSUER SECURITY LEGAL AUTHORITY PROCEEDINGS RESTRICTIONS
DIRECT BONDS
Assessment Bonds | Multiple Entities = [ Assessments on Improvement Bond ¢ | State Constitution - ! | Projects must
: 5 (see reference table | Property / Fees Actof 1911 and 1915 | Proposition218 and - | distinguish between -
D-1-2forlisting) 7. | ewine (see reference Tahle | Special Assessment, |-and identify parcels
| D-1-1forlisto Investigation, ** . | being assessed and
- | statutes) State Limitation and | specific beneﬁts 2o
- | Constitution-~ Majority Protest Act recewed
Proposition 218. - | 0f 1631 for detailed -

requirements. .

Typical Projects: Works of a “local nature”. Improvements authorized by the Bond Acts of 1911 and 1915.

Project Examples: Streets,roads,parks,sewer,lighting, water,drains, transportation, water, gas, electric power.

Local Agency Multiple Entities % | Ad ValoremTax . | Improvement Bond ~ | Article XVI, Section - | 2/3 majority <52
General Obllgatmn (see referenceTable | i+ " Actof 1911 and 1915 | 18 and Article XIlIA = | approval of votersin
Bonds o | D=251 for listing 2 (See Tables D-1-2 | Section 1(b) of the | specified area (with -
© | of special districts : and D-2-1for = . | California Constitut-- | some exceptions). .
authorized to issue - listings). Artic!eXVI ion. Cities (GC e :

general obligation Section.18and - 43600), Counties

Article XIIIA Sectlon (GC 29900), School
1(b) of the California | Districts (Ed Code ¢
Constitution. Cities, | 15100) and Special =
Counties, School =+ | districts (see D-2-1 -
districts and Special .| for listings) eac

bonds)

 districts each have | have specific
specific | requirements.
requirements. s

Typical Projects: PI’O]ECtS are classified by City, County, School District and Special District.

Project Examples: Schools, parks, highways bridges, airports. (See tables in Local Agency General Obligation Bonds section for a
comprehensive description of projects financed categorized (by county, city and school district).

Mello-Roos Bonds

Mello- RoosFacllmes See'Mello-Roos"
Act of 1982, hond section for the
establishmentofa.
CFDand approval =
process.

2/3 majority voter
approval of
landownersin-
district. Must be sold
using compet‘twe o
bid unless
negotiated bid cost

is proven lower. =

Community FaCﬂltIES Parcel Taxes
District(CFD) ;

Typical Projects :
the CFD.

Project Examples: Local parks, recreation, open-space, schools, libraries, child care centers, water/power/gas facilities. Services such as
police, fire, recreation, and park maintenance.

Pension Ohhgatlon Local Agencies - | General Fund Structuredas ="~ | Resolution of Must be bond =~
Bonds e : refunding bonds issuance, vatidation | issuance refunding.
; issued pursuant to ¢ -Cannotexceed © .
the Local Agency Unfunded Accrued -
Refunding Law Actuarial Pension -
(GC Section 53580) Liability (UAAL)
Article XVI, Sectio o

18. Qualify for
exception of
"obligations
imposed by law" No
| 2/3 majority needed.

Typical Projects: Refunding of UAAL.

Project Examples: Restricted to UAAL.

17 se»



California Debt Issuance Primer — Summary of Financial Instruments
ADMINISTRATIVE

| INSTRUMENT

ISSUER SECURITY LEGAL AUTHORITY PROCEEDINGS RESTRICTIONS
DIRECT BONDS
Salesand use tax : | Revenue Bond California

Sales Tax Bonds ~

Special sales tax :
chstncts 4

revenues

Act 0f 1941. See _:
Table D-6-1 for -

listing of statutory
authorizations. =+

Constitution, Article
XVISec 18 for
issuing, Community
RedevelopmentAct
0f 1993 (ABIZQO) for :
restrictions. v

Typical Projects: Trans

portation infrastructure.

Project Examples: Highway improvement, expansion, and maintenance. Public transit systems.

Tax Allocation / |
Redevelopment
Bonds

Redevelopment ©
Agencies, Chartered
Cmes :

Mostly tax increment
but may include tax
allocations, transient
occupancy taxes,
revenues ormcome
from projects,
contributions from
state or federal
government.

California = %
Constitution Amcle z
XVi Sec 16, Health
and Safetg Code
Sections =+
33640,33204.

- | and Safety Code

California =2

Constitution Article

_XVISec 16, Health

Sections =

3364033204,

Community =i,
Redevelopment Act -
0f 1993 (AB1290) for
a.complete listing of
restnctlons :

Typical Projects: Activi

ties that reduce or elimi

nate blight within a proj

ect area not expected to be improved by private or government action.

Project Examples: Buildings, housing, freeway

interchange, sewer systems.

Public Enterprise
Revenue_ Bonds

Cities, Counties; * <+
Joint Powers - -
Authorities

Revenue from the -
enterprise : :

Revenue Bond
Actof 1941. See -
Table D-3-1 for
listing of statutory .

autharizations.

Revenue Bond Act of 1941. See Table D- +

3-1 for specific codes relatmg to lssuance

requlrements

Typical Projects : Revenue producing enterprises. See "Public Enterprise Revenue Bond" section for examples.

Project Examples: Public buildings, stadiums, electric utilities, water and sewer treatment, airports, police stations, libraries, low-income
housing, police and fire vehicles, computers.

Public Lease 5
Revenue Bonds

Joint Powers ¢
Authorities,

Non Profits, = - :
Redevelopment = .
Agencies, Parking
Authorities, Public
Works Departments

Lease Payments =

Instruments #*
structured as leases,
not classifiedas
debt for purposes -
of debtlimitand ©
voter approval. See
Table D-4-1for i
codes addressing =
authorization for
specific issuers, ==

See Table D-4-1 fkor :
codes addressing - -

approval procedures
for specific issuers.

Maturity cannotbe - -
longer than useful =
life of project. A - =
legally enforceable =
lease mustbe it

Typical Projects: Capital improvements to be leased by a public agency.

Project Examples: Stadiums, parking facilities, convention centers, school buildings, airports, entire water or sewer systems.

5 18



California Debt Issuance Primer — Summary of Financial Instruments

y
| INSTRUMENT
[

CONDUIT BONDS

ISSUER

SECURITY

LEGAL AUTHORITY

ADMINISTRATIVE
PROCEEDINGS

RESTRICTIONS

Conduit Revenue .
Bonds - Economic

Development

CEDFA, CPCFA, Joint
Powers Authorities, -
Industrial Develop- -
ment Agencies ==

Revenue derived
from project -

Various - See Table

D-8-1forspecific ©*

issuers.

Various - See Table
D-8- 1forspec1ﬁc
lssuers :

CDLAC Volume Cap, -
CIDFAC Approval,
CPCFA Approval

Typical Projects : Small manufacturing facilities, pollution cantrol facilities, specific narrowly defined projects.

Project Examples: Manufacturing, assembly fabrication, renovation or processing plants for goods or agriculture. Hazardous waste disposal
and processing facilities, waste collection/treatment facilities.

Conduit
Revenue Bonds
- Educational
Facility

| CEFA, Joint Powers
Authontles Charter

Payments from = -
Educational Facility -

California o
Educational Facilities
Act - Education Code

Section 94100

(alifornia =
Educational Facﬂmes
Act - Education Code
Section 94100. "

No facﬂities'for .
religious worship.

Typical Projects: Educatlonal facilities.

Project Examples: Dormitories, administration buildings, dining halls, student unions, school libraries, research facilities, student loan
programs.

Conduit Revenue
Bonds - Hospita
and Health Care

CHFFA, Countg
Health Care Dlstrlcts
Charter Cities, Joint
Powers Authorities

{ Payments from -
Health Care Facility .

California Health
Care Facilities -
Financing Authontg
Act - GC Section
15430. &

(alifornia Health
Care Facilities
Financing Authority
Act - GC Sectwn
15430

TEFRA heating. .
required.

Typical Projects: Const

ruction, renovation, expansion of health care facilities.

Project Examples: Acute care hospitals, psychi

atric care hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, co

mmunity clinics, outpatient hospitals.

Conduit -
Revenue Bonds
- Multifamily
Housing

“|-Redevelopment

Cities, Counties,
| Joint Pawers ¥
Authorities, Huusmg
Authorities, °

“Agencies (Described

inTable D-9-1) -+

| Revenue derived

-from project or -
lending program

See Cade Sections
described in Table
D-9-

See Code Sections
descnbed m Tab!e

Various rentand

CDLAC Volume Cap

income limitations.

Typical Projects: Financing and/or refinancing construction, renovation, rental housing developments for private developers.

Project Examples- Multi-family projects, mcludmg apartment buildings.

Marks- Roos Bonds

loint Powers-
Authorities

‘revenue derived
from participatin
local agency -

General Fundor -

Marks=Raos Local -

Bond Pooling Act of

1985- GC Section
6584. See “Marks-
Roos" hond section
forcomplete
dlscusswn

Marks-Roos Local Bond Pooling Act of 168
GC Section 6584. See “Marks-Roos hond.
section for complete discussion

Typical Projects: Asmstmg local agencies with financing needs. Capital improvement bonds, bond pooling and working capital or insurance
programs.

Project Examples: Public buildings, stadiums, electric utilities, water and sewer treatment, airports, police stations, libraries, low-income
housing, mass transit, telecommunications.

Single Family
Mortgage Revenue
Bonds

(ities, Counties
loint Powers
Authorities; Housmg
Authorities

Revenue from
project

Authorized through *

CA Health and Safety

Code. See table

D-7-1 for specific

Authorized through

CA Health and Safety
Code. For codes
related to issuance =

procedure see table i

D-7-1.%

CDLAC Volume Cap, =
various rentand -,
income limitations

Typical Projects: Below market loan programs for low to moderate income families, acquisition, rehabilitation and improvement of single
family homes.

Project Examples: Purchase mortgage loans originated by one or more fenders participating in the program.

19 s&»



California Debt Issuance Primer — Summary of Financial Instruments

ADMINISTRATIVE

HINSTRUMENT ISSUER SECURITY LEGALAUTHORITY 5o 0 ceEDINGS RESTRICTIONS
LEASES

Certificates of Joint Powers : Instruments ¢~ | See Table D-5-1for ;| May be used for
Participation / Authority, Nen-- structured as lease, | codes addressing « 7
Financial Leases Profit-Corporation, not classified as approval procedures | property

Leasing Company, fﬁi
Bank or Other Lesso

debt for purposes -

authorization for
specificissuers,

for specific issuers..-

Typical Projects: Public buildings. Only land and depreciable property that a public agency has statutory authorization to lease.

Project Examples: Educational facilities; irrigation, water, sewer, police and fire facilities; transportation equipment.

SHORT TERM DEBT /OTHER

Commercial Paper Issuer must have

State, Local Agencies

General Fund

amount and sellin
negotiatedsale. =

statutory authority *
toissue notesinan ¢
unlimited principal .

Govemmg bodg
adopts resolutmn

issuance.

| Denominations of

$25 Mﬂhon

Typical Projects: Provide short term working capital.

Pru]ect Examples: Operating expenses or capltal project start-up costs.

Pubhc Agencxes 5 Generaland 77
individual entity
authorizations
detaited in GC -
Sections 53820 thr

53859 08

Taxand Revenue
Anticipation Notes
(TRANS ,

| GeneralFund

“individual entity

Generaland

authorizations
detailedinGC -+
Sections 53820 th

53859 08. -

15 month'maturity,
85% of estimated -
uncollected taxes,
income, revenue
or other sources
needed to repay
notes.

Typical Projects: Fund cash flow deficits in a fiscal year.

Project Examples: Provide funds to cover operating expenses {salaries,

miscellaneous expenses) for a school dtstncts

California Revenue
and Tax Code =

Counties Delinguent property |
taxes, fines, and

penalties -

kTeeter Plan

Sections 4701-4717.

TeeterPlan one

Types of Projects: County financing of local agency'’s delinquent property taxes fines and penalties.

Project Examples: County acts as "bank" to local agencies and loans on delinquent property taxes and penalties.

s 20
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- INTRODUCTION TO DEBT FINANCING

FUNDAMENTAL PROCEDURES AND BASIC TERMS USED IN DEBT FINANCING

Mum’cipal bonds represent a promise by state or
local agencies or other qualified issuers to repay to
investors an amount of money horrowed, called the
principal, along with interest according to a fixed
payment schedule. Municipal bonds generally are
repaid, or mature, anywhere from one to 40 years
from the date they are issued.

THE MARKET FOR
MUNICIPAL BONDS

Bonds are utilized to finance a wide variety of
projects in addition to satisfying ongoing cash
flow requirements. Projects range from streets and
roads to low-income housing.

The municipal bond market consists of the primary
market, which deals in newly issued bonds and the
secondary market, where securities are bought,
sold, and traded after they have been issued. There
were approximately 52 trillion dollars in municipal
bonds outstanding in the U.S. at year-end 2004.

U.S. MUNICIPAL BONDS OUTSTANDING

2,100
1,800
1,500
1,200
900
600 -
300
0 -

Bilions}

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

{Year)

Source. Federal Reserve

The key to understanding the secondary market
for municipal bonds is recognizing that it differs
from other security markets. The municipal bond
secondary market, unlike the corporate stock and

bond markets, is not a formal market. There are no
public listings of sale offerings and no institutions
such as the New York Stock Exchange for these
bonds to be traded. The size of the market, types of
dealers and their function in the market, sources of
information determining the market, and uniform
regulations governing trading practices all serve to
make this secondary market unique.

OVERVIEW OF CALIFORNIAS
MUNICIPAL DEBT MARKET

Debt issuance in California, as with the national
market, is governed by a number of factors
including the economy, public need, and the
availability of funds. The following charts provide
information reported to CDIAC on the major
companents of debt issued by public agencies

in California for the year 2004.

California Local Government Debt Issuance by Type 2004
($ in millions)

Condult re ,nue bond
General obhgatlon bond
- Limited tax obhgatlon bond o
Other bond ey
Lo Publxc enterprise revenue bond
a Publlc lease revenue bond :
2:“ Revenue bond (pool) *-
- Sales tax revenue bond
- Special assessment bond
~ Taxallocation bond - .
-+ Certificates of partnc:patlon/lcase
~ Commercial paper :
_QTax and revenue anticipation notes
Other notes =+~
Local Issues




The types and issuance of debt involves many
facets—it includes both Tong-term and short-term
debt, tax-exempt and taxable debt, as well as
debtissued for the purpose of refunding existing
indebtedness.

(alifornia has been a significant issuer relative to

other states and continues to be a prime contributor

to the growth in U.S. municipal debt markets. Total
California debt issuance, including state and local
agencies, normally ranges between $40-50 billion
annually, but has risen sharply over the three years
ending prior to 2004. The following chart describes
issuance over the prior 10-year period.

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC ISSUANCE
TOTAL PAR AMOUNT 1994-2004

£ Miilions)

(Yoar)
Counties, cities, school districts and joint powers
authorities (groups of counties and/or cities) make
up the majority of issuers. Otherissuers include
special districts that target specific purposes. The
following tahles provide an overview of the local
issuers, types of debt and purpose for issuing debt
for the year 2004.

California Local Government Debt Issuance hy Agency 2004
: ($ m m:lhons)

g County Government
> City Government =

- City and County Govemment
Jomt Powers Authormes
- K-12 Schocx} Dlstrxcts

- Other Issuers ¢

California Taw allows for both competitive bidding
and negotiated sale in placing debt issues. Over
the ten-year period from 1994-2004, an average
of 70 percent of the issues have been sold through
negotiated sale.

@ 6

California Lociﬁo

i
nment Debt Issuance by Project 2004

&0 Additional California Issuance Statistics are
available on the CDIAC website under “Current
and Historical Data” and “Publications and Policy
Information/Annual Reports”.

KEY TERMS RELATING TO
MUNICIPAL BONDS

Municipal bonds have certain key components that
are described below.

Principal. Debt instruments typically have a
“principal” component. Principal is the total
amount horrowed and owed. The term principal is
also referred to as the face or par value of the deht
investment. Interest typically accrues based on the
principal.

Interest. A key characteristic of a debt instrument
is that it bears interest on the outstanding principal
amount; the “interest” component is compensation
by the debtor to the lender for the use of money
for a period of time. Interest is calculated as a
percentage of the principal amount borrowed

over the time period of the financing. The basis of
calculating is routinely a defined term of days such
as a 360 day year with 30 days per month (30/360)
or a 365 day year with actual days per month
(actual/365).

Maturity. A key characteristic of a debt instrument
is that principal is typically payable by a certain
date. The term “maturity” means the date that the
stated principal amount or face amount of the debt
issuance becomes due and payable to the lender.
Principal also may “mature” on multiple dates,
such as with serial bond issues.



Face Value/Par Value. The face value, also known as
the par value, is the amount of money a bondholder
will receive back once a bond matures. A newly
issued bond usually sells at par value. The par
value is NOT the price of the bond. A bond's price
fluctuates throughout its life in response to a
number of variables. When a bond's price trades
above the face value it is said to be selling at a
premium. When a bond sells below face value,

itis said to be selling at a discount.

Denomination. Denomination means the minimum
increments by which debt investments may be
sold to investors. Minimum denominations may
be used for investor and seller convenience.

They are also used to limit the types of entities
that may be potential purchasers by limiting
minimum denominations to those that would
typically be purchased by “institutional investors.”
Most municipal bonds are sold to investors in
denominations of $5,000.

Yield. Yield is the annual interest rate paid by

a bond, expressed as a percentage of its current
market price. Yield calculations are expressed
in a variety of ways depending on the investor's
analytical needs.

There is an inverse relationship between the yield
and the price on municipal bonds. As interest

rates rise, fixed income municipal bonds become
less desirable and lose value, and as interest

rates decline, they become more valuable. This is
important to the issuer, as it dictates the cost of
money at different times within the economic cycle
and must be a consideration in project and debt
issuance planning.

@ A detailed review of yields and the time value
of money are available in Chapter 7 under “Capital
Market Considerations”.

Bond Rating. Municipal bond credit ratings
measure the issuer's risk of paying all interest and
principal back to investors. A bond rating system
helps investors distinguish a company's credit

risk. Municipal issuers rely on specialized rating
agencies to determine the overall risk of the issue
and assign a “grade” to the bond. The three major
rating agencies are Moody's Investor Services,
Standard and Poor’s, and Fitch Ratings. Ratings
have a significant affect on both the ability of the
issuer to raise funds and the price the issuer will be
required to pay. Investors seek high quality issues,
while Tower quality issues are harder to place, at a
much higher interest cost.

€ See Chapter - 1 “Credit Rating Agencies” for
a complete description of the rating process.

Bond Insurance. Insurance may be purchased by
the issuer from a bond insurer pursuant to which
the insurer promises to make scheduled payments
of interest, principal and the mandatory sinking
fund on an issue if the issuer fails to make timely
payments. When an issue is insured, the investor
relies upon the creditworthiness of the insurer
rather than the issuer.

Refunding. Generally, the purpose of a refunding
is either to reduce the interest rate paid on the
outstanding bonds or to remove or replace a
restrictive covenant imposed by the terms of the
refunded bonds. The proceeds of the refunding
bonds are either deposited in escrow to pay the
refunded bonds when subsequently due or applied
immediately to the payment of the refunded honds.

@ ror additional definitions and terms please
refer to Chapter 7 - “Capital Market Considerations”,
Chapter 11- “Evaluating Investment Alternatives”,
and Appendix C - “Debt Financing Terms and
Concepts”.
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SOURCES OF INFORMATION

A significant amount of bond issuance information
is available for municipal issuers. Information
provided by financial institutions, government
organizations, trade groups, educators, along with
state and local oversight a gencies is available

through traditional published and electronic
Internet sources. The following sources contribute
significantly to the understanding of issues related
to markets, credit ratings, oversight, and current
trends in the industry.

PURPOSE

ORGANIZATION

The Bond Market Association®
http://www.bondmarkets.com/

The main trade association representing firms involved in
the debt markets.

The Bond Buyer
http://www.bondbuyer.com

Thevdailg newspaper serving the municipal bond in'dusfrg e

The Government Finance
Officers Association (GFOA)
http://www.gfoa.org/

Principal professional association of state and local finance
officers in the United States.

Fitch Ratings =~ -
http://www.fitchratings.com/ .

http://www.standardandpoors. com/

 agencies utilized as sources for credit ratings, research

The three largest nationally recognized credit rating

and risk analyst

The Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board (MSRB)
http://www.msrh.org/

Makes rules and regulations, along with setting standards
for all municipal securities dealers.

The deérnmental Accounting Standards (GASB) Board
http:y/»/wWw.gasb.;qrg

Establishes and improves standards of state and local :
governmental accounting and financial reporting

California Debt and Investment Advisory Commission
http://www.treasurer.ca.gov/cdiac

Provides information, education, and technicat assistance
on debt issuance and public fund investment to local
agencies.

*Internal Revenue Service
http://www.irs.gov/ !

“Provides informationand technical assistance on tax law

and requirements.

Securities and Exchange Commission
http://www.sec.gov/

QOversees securities markets, including stock exchanges,
broker-dealers, investment advisors, and mutual funds
companies.
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~THE FINANCING TEAM

AN OVERVIEW OF THE PARTICIPANTS AND THEIR ROLES

The coordinated efforts of a specialized group of
professionals all working in concert is required to
successfully issue debt. This section provides an
overview of the participants and their roles.

@ Please refer to Chapter 1 - “ Roles and
Responsibilities of Principal Participants.”

ISSUER

The tax-exempt status of the municipal issuer
distinguishes them from other issuers of debt. A
municipal debt issuer can be any entity authorized
by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to issue tax-
exempt securities. IRS code defines tax-exempt
municipal issuers in a variety of ways, but the main
types of municipal issuers are states, counties,
cities, and school districts. In addition to these
typical government units, there is a category of
entities classified as "special districts”. A special
district is a limited-purpose government unit with
the authority to tax and includes, among others,
water districts, sanitation districts, and community
facilities districts.

INVESTOR

Three classes of investors dominate the municipal
marketplace: (1) households, consisting of
individuals acting directly or through investment
counsel; (2) mutual funds typically classified

as closed-ended funds, open-ended mutual
funds, and money market funds, and (3) financial
institutions (primarily commercial banks and
property/casualty insurance companies). The
investment market for municipal bonds is one

of the world's Targest securities markets with
approximately $2 trillion worth of municipal bonds
in the hands of investors. There are more than
50,000 state and local entities that issue municipal

securities comprising approximately two million
separate bond issues outstanding. The principal
characteristic of all buyers of municipal bonds is
that they are in a sufficiently high tax bracket that
they can benefit from the tax exemption.

BOND COUNSEL

Bond counsel is the attorney, firm of attorneys, or
group of firms that give the legal opinion delivered
with the bonds confirming that the bonds are valid
and binding obligations of the issuer and that
interest on the bonds is exempt from federal

and state income taxes.

DISCLOSURE COUNSEL

Disclosure counsel is the attorney or law firm
retained by the issuer to provide advice on issuer
disclosure obligations and to prepare the official
statement and continuing disclosure agreement.

FINANCIAL ADVISOR

A financial advisor is a professional consultant
retained to advise and assist the issuer in
formulating and/or executing a debt-financing
plan to accomplish the public purposes chosen
by the issuer. The role of or necessity for the
financial advisor may depend upon the financial
sophistication of the issuer and its staff, the
workload capacity of the issuer’s staff and the
division of labor among the staff and other
participants in the debt financing. A financial
advisor may be a consulting firm, an investment
banking firm or a commercial bank.

UNDERWRITER

An underwriter is a firm, or group of firms, that
purchases bonds directly from a bond issuer
and resells them to investors. Underwriters are
intermediaries between issuers and investors.




Underwriters fill the void in the marketplace by
purchasing whole bond issues and then reselling
them, ideally for a profit, to investors. The
responsibilities and functions of the underwriter
will depend primarily on whether the bonds are

to be sold at competitive bid or at negotiated sale.

UNDERWRITER'S COUNSEL

Underwriter's counsel is customarily selected by
the underwriter to represent the underwriter and
its interests in a negotiated sale. Normally, no
underwriter's counsel is retained in a competitive
sale. Underwriter's counsel will customarily review,
from the underwriter's perspective the documents
prepared by bond counsel, and will negotiate
matters relating to those documents on behalf of
the underwriter.

CREDIT RATING AGENCIES

Debt issued by governmental entities is rated

to reflect the degree of risk and probability

of repayment of all interest and principal to

the investor. Investors use the bond ratings to
determine the level of repayment risk associated
with the specific issue and determine a minimum
rate of return for the risk involved. If the bonds
have high ratings, they are assumed to have

low risk and the investor will therefore require
alower yield. Just the opposite will occur for a
lower rated (riskier) bond. There are four major
investment grade ratings assigned to bonds by
the rating agencies - Highest (AAA/Aaa), High
(AA/Aa), Above Average (A), and Medium (BBB/
Baa). All long-term bonds rated below the fourth
category are judged to be below investment grade
(speculative grade) and are often referred to

as "junk” bonds. Most financial institutions are
prohibited from lending on any securities rated
below (BBB/Baa).

TRUSTEE

The trustee is responsible for carrying out the
administrative functions that are required under
the bond documents. These functions include
establishing the accounts and holding the funds
relating to the debt issue, authenticating the
bonds, maintaining a list of holders of the bonds,

paying principal and interest on the debt, and
representing the interests of the bondholders
in the event of default.

CREDIT ENHANCEMENT PROVIDER

Credit enhancement provider and credit provider
are terms describing any entity that guarantees or
insures, in one form or another, the sufficiency of
revenues to pay the bonds. The credit enhancement
provider will make available, for a fee, additional
security for the bonds. The credit enhancement
increases the credit rating of the issue and thereby,
lowers the required yield. Typical forms of credit
enhancement include bond insurance and letters

of credit.

INVESTMENT ADVISOR

In many cases, issuers will wish to retain an
investment advisor to assist them in investing bond
proceeds. Investment advisors are professionals
with experience, training, and special expertise in
the area of investment management.

With a few limited exceptions, investment advisors
must register with the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC) or the California Department of
Corporations. However, there is no required license
exam or certification for investment advisors.
Investment advisors receive a fee for their service.
Certain investment advisors specialize in the
management of local agency funds.

NON-GOVERNMENT BORROWER

In California, various issuers are authorized to
issue bonds and lend the proceeds to one or

more nongovernmental borrowers to finance the
development of facilities which is deemed to serve
a public purpose. Such financings are often called
conduit financings and the nongovernmental
borrowers are often called “conduit beneficiaries”.
Such facilities include, among others, single-
family housing, multifamily housing, student loan
programs, hospitals and other health care facilities,
educational facilities, pollution control facilities,
solid waste facilities, power facilities, airports,
seaports, marinas, various sports facilities, and
certain other types of industrial or commercial
facilities.



"DEBT STRUCTURE

AN OVERVIEW OF GENERAL BOND STRUCTURES AVAILABLE TO THE MUNICIPALITY

Debt comes in many specialized forms that are
tailored to the local agency’s funding needs. This
chapter provides an overview of general bond
structures available to the municipality.

STRUCTURING THE
BOND ISSUANCE

There are many variations on the structure and
security for bonds. Bonds which are general
obligations are payable from general funds of the
issuer. Others are limited obligations payable from
only a specified source of funds. Bonds can have
one maturity date or multiple maturity dates. Bonds
can have a fixed interest rate or a variable interest
rate. A primary consideration in any financing

plan is the relationship between the term of the
ﬁnancing and the life of the asset being financed.

SHORT-TERM VERSUS
LONG-TERM BOND ISSUANCE

Short-term borrowing is generally defined as debt
maturing no later than one year after the date of its
issuance. The two basic reasons for horrowing short
term are to smooth out cash flows due to the timing
of tax receipts and to cover start-up costs for large
projects until the actual final costs are known. For
example, short-term operating needs are generally
financed with short-term borrowing, such as a “tax
and revenue anticipation note” (TRAN), while a
capital asset, such as a library building, is typically

financed with a debt instrument having a longer
maturity.

Long-term debt is usually defined as bonds or other
obligations with maturity of 10 years or longer.
Most “long-term" assets such as public buildings
and major infrastructure are financed over 25 or

30 years. On the other hand, equipment, which
typically has a much shorter economic useful life,

is usually financed over an intermediate term of
310 10 years.

FIXED AND VARIABLE-RATE BONDS

FIXED-RATE BONDS

Most municipal bonds are issued as fixed-rate
bonds, which means that the rate of interest to be
paid is “fixed" at the time of issuance and never
changes over the life of the bond.

VARIABLE-RATE BONDS

In recent years, a significant proportion of
municipal bonds have been issued as variable-rate
bonds, which do not have a fixed rate of interest.
Instead, the interest rate is re-set periodically

to match current market conditions, often daily,
weekly or monthly. The re-setting can be hased
upon an index of interest rates, suchas a U.5S.
Treasury Index, Bond Market Association (BMA)
Index, or the London Interbank Offered Rate
(LIBOR). Using this mechanism, issuers can borrow
long term at lower short-term rates if the rate
environment is favorable.

Key types of variable-rate bonds:
« Variable-Rate Demand Obligations (VRDO)

A variable-rate demand obligation (VRDO) is
a security for which the interest rate is reset
periodically according to a specified index.



The bond's demand feature permits the
bondholder to require the purchase of the bonds
by the issuer or by a specified third party, either
periodicaliy, at a certain time prior to maturity,
orupon the occurrence of specified events or
conditions. This process is often referred to

as “putting” a bond or exercising a "tender
option.” Interest rates generally are based on
market conditions and the length of time until
the bondholder can exercise the put option.
VRDOs typically have a 1-day or 7-day put option
where the investor receives the par value plus
accrued interest. The minimum denomination is
$100,000.

Almost all VRDOs carry credit enhancement,
either a Letter of Credit (LOC), or Stand-by
Purchase Agreement (SBPA).

The market for VRDOs is large, with many issuers
and investors. Issuers include state and local
governments and municipal service providers
such as water and sewer districts healthcare
entities and colleges. Investors include money
market funds (VRDOs qualify for purchase under
SEC rule 2a-7), corporations, and high net worth
individuals.

« Auction Rate Securities (ARS)

Auction Rate Securities (ARS) are long-term,
variable-rate bonds tied to short-term interest
rates. ARS have a long term nominal maturity
with interest rates reset through a modified
Dutch auction process, at predetermined
short-term intervals, usually 7, 28, or 35 days.
They trade at par and are callable at par on any

interest payment date at the option of the issuer.

Interest is paid at the current period based on
the interest rate determined in the prior auction
period. Although ARS are issued and rated as
long-term bonds (20 to 30 years), they are
priced and traded as short-term instruments
because of the Tiquidity provided through the
interest-rate reset mechanism.

« Tax-exempt Commercial Paper (TXCP)

TXCP notes are usually unsecured obligations
payable from a specified source of funds.

Exempt from SEC registration, TXCP generally
matures in a short period of time and usually
does not exist for more than 270 days. The
average maturity of TXCP is between 30 and 35
days. The average investment is about $100,000,
but some investors like TXCP because they are
able to negotiate note amounts and maturities
that fit their investment objectives and portfolio
needs. Major investors in commercial paper
include money market mutual funds and
commercial bank trust departments. These large
institutional investors often prefer the cost
savings inherent in using commercial paper
instead of traditional bank loans.

Although commercial paper is occasionally
issued as an interest-bearing note, it typically
trades at a discount to its par value. In other
words, investors usually purchase TXCP below
par and then receive its face value at maturity.
The discount, or the difference between the
purchase price and the face value of the note, is
the interest received on the investment. All TXCP
interest rates are quoted on a discounted basis.

One attractive feature is that TXCP notes can
generate quick cash; investors pay for notes on
the day notes are sold. Another attractive feature
is that TXCP interest rates ate typically lower
than long-term fixed rates. A third attractive
feature is simplicity of documentation in that
TXCP notes can be sold without an Official
Statement or other issuer-prepared disclosure
document, although, as explained below, TXCP
dealers have been pressing issuers to take
responsibility for disclosure.

Dealers are generally unwilling to undertake
a TXCP program unless a minimum amount
(say $25 million) of notes will be outstanding.
Consequently, smaller borrowers do not have
access to the TXCP market and small programs

& A CDIAC “Issue Brief” on Auction Rate Securities

. ; , are generally not cost effective.
is available at the CDIAC website.
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In order to undertake a TXCP program, an issuer
must have statutory authority to issue notes in
an unlimited principal amount and sell notesina
negotiated sale.

INTEREST RATE SWAPS AND CAPS

Interest rate swaps are contracts that allow a

debt issuer to “swap” the interest rate it currently
pays on an outstanding deht issue. For instance,
an issuer with variable-rate debt outstanding

may want to lock in a fixed-rate of interest. To

do this, the issuer enters into a floating-to-fixed
rate swap, whereby the issuer will now pay a fixed
interest rate. The counterparty to this swap is

then obligated to pay a floating rate of interest

as determined by some benchmark, such as LIBOR
or the BMA Index. Neither the principal nor the
actual interest payments change hands. Instead,
the net difference between the two interest rates is
determined - monthly, semiannually, or annually -
and is paid by the party whose payment obligation
exceeds that of the other.

€ A CDIAC “Issue Brief” on Interest Rate Swaps is

available at the CDIAC website.

Under an interest rate cap, an issuer enters into a
contract with a counterparty who, upon receipt of

a one-time premium from the bond issuer, agrees
to pay the issuer if a specified interest rate index
rises above a certain percentage rate, known as the
cap or strike rate. The main advantage of caps is the
protection they offer against rising interest rates.
They can provide an issuer the stahility associated
with fixed rate debt, while allowing the issuer to
take advantage of the lower interest rates often
associated with variable rate debt.

SERIAL BONDS AND TERM BONDS

There are two approaches to structuring the maturity
of bonds. A serial hond issue consists of a series

of bonds that mature in a regular pattern, usually
annually over the entire life of the issue. The
interest on each series is paid at regular intervals
until that particular bond matures. Serial bonds
allow the investor a variety of maturities to fit his or
her specific needs. Usually, a single bond issue will

consist of a series of bonds with different maturities.

The further away the maturity of a bond, generally
the higher the risk of the investment and the higher
the interest rate associated with the bond.

A term bond issue has a single maturity date when
the entire principal will be repaid for all the bonds
in the issue. A term bond is usually financed
through the use of a sinking fund. A sinking fund
is a fund into which the issuer makes payments

so that when the maturity date of the term bond
arrives there will be sufficient funds available to
repay the bonds.

CREDIT ENHANCEMENT

Credit enhancements generally provide a source

of repayment funds that may be relied upon if the
primary source of repayment becomes unavailable.
Common types of credit enhancement include

(1) bond insurance, which insures the timely
payment of scheduled principal and interest on

the bonds, (2) a letter of credit, which is a standhy
obligation of a bank to make payments with respect
to debt service on bonds if the issuer fails to do
s0, and (3) a liquidity facility, which is often used
with variable rate issues to provide the issuer the
amount necessary to purchase the bonds if the
investor exercises the option to “put” the bonds
back to the issuer.

CALL PROVISIONS

Most sizahle tax-exempt bonds contain provisions
that allow the issuer to redeem all or a portion of its
bonds prior to maturity at specific prices. Issuers
frequently want the option to refund previously
issued bonds to obtain interest-rate savings in
lower interest-rate environments than when the
bonds were issued. On the other hand, investors
normally prefer the certainty of a fixed maturity
with no possibility of a call.

Callable bonds typically will carry a higher

interest rate (10 to 50 basis points in the current
environment) to offset the risk to the bondholders
of having their investment cashed out. Often the
bond includes a call protection period of five to ten
years after the sale date. During this period, the
bonds cannot be called. After the call protection
period has expired, the issuer must decide if it
isin its best interest to call the debt. Most call
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provisions require the issuer to pay a call premium
to compensate the investor for an early retirement
of the debt. The call premium is usually 2 percent
to 5 percent above the par value of a bond and will
often decrease as the bond ages.

REFUNDING

A substantial amount of long-term debt issuance
consists of debt issued to refund other existing
outstanding debt. In simple terms, new debt is
issued to pay off old debt, normally to achieve cost
savings associated with lower interest rates.

A current refunding is a transaction where the
outstanding bonds to be refunded are called and
paid off within 90 days of the date of issuance of
the refunding bonds. There is no federal limitation
on the number of current refundings that an issuer
may conduct. In an advance refunding, the issuer
sells new bonds and places the proceeds into an
escrow account. These proceeds, along with the
interest earnings that result from their investment,
are used to pay off the bonds at their scheduled
maturity or first call date (which is more than 90
days after the date of issuance of the refunding
bonds). Federal tax law generally provides that a
bond issue may be advance refunded only once
(although bonds issued prior to 1986 may be
advance refunded twice). Issuers should believe
that the savings to be generated by the advance
refunding if it is done now significantly exceed
the potential savings that could be generated if
itis done later in a more favorable interest rate
environment.
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& Detailed reviews of refundings and advance
refundings are available in Chapter 7 - under
“Restructuring Debt Service.”

ARBITRAGE

Arbitrage in the municipal bond market is the
difference in the interest paid on an issuer's tax-
exempt bonds and the interest earned by investing
the bond proceeds in taxable securities. Proceeds
from a bond issue are usually put into short-

term investments until either they are spent on
theirintended use or, in the case of a refunding
issue, used to call the original bonds. Both of
these situations can generate arbitrage earnings.
If interest rates on investments are below the
interest rates on the bonds, then there is “negative
arbitrage.” If interest ra tes on investments are
higher than interest on the bonds, then there is
“positive” arbitrage.

During the 1980s, the federal government became
concerned that municipal governments were
abusing their power to issue bonds by issuing
bonds unnecessarily in order to try to take
advantage of positive arbitrage. The 1986 Tax
Reform Act put into place a variety of restrictions
and regulations designed to prevent such abuse.

@ A detailed discussion of federal arbitrage
restrictions also is contained in Chapter 4 of the
CDIAC California Public Fund Investment Primer.



- TYPES OF INSTRUMENTS

VARIOUS TYPES OF FINANCING INSTRUMENTS AVAILABLE TO THE LOCAL AGENCY

&0 Chapter 6 presents a full description of types
of instruments including legal authority and
allowable projects.

& Appendix F - provides a quick reference table
summarizing all the instruments described in
the Primer.

ASSESSMENT BONDS

Assessment honds are repaid from taxes collected
from those who benefit from the project. An
assessment is any levy or charge imposed upon
real property by a local agency for a special
benefit conferred upon the real property from

a public improvement.

Assessment bonds are issued upon the security of
the assessments and are payable from either (a)
scheduled installments of assessments, collected
either by a direct billing to the property owner or
by posting to the secured property tax roll of the
county in which the real property is located or (b)
proceeds of prepayments of assessments made by
property owners to discharge the lien of the unpaid
assessment on a specific parcel.

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS

General obligation (GO) bonds are bonds secured
either by a pledge of the full faith and credit of
the issuer and/or by a promise to levy taxes in an
unlimited amount as necessary to pay debt service.
The State of California’s GO bonds are full faith and
credit bonds, to which the state's general fund,
rather than any particular tax revenue, is pledged.

With very few exceptions, local agencies are not
authorized to issue “full faith and credit” bonds.
The GO bonds of such agencies are typically payable
only from ad valorem property taxes, which are

required to be levied in an amount sufficient to
pay interest and principal on the bonds maturing
in each year.

While GO bonds typically are the least expensive
debt available to a government, there are drawbacks
to using GO debt in certain situations. GO bonds
require voter approval, which may delay the
financing of a project. If the voters do not approve
the bonds, then officials must find another way to
finance the project, or cancel the project outright.
Furthermore, the ability to issue GO bonds may be
constrained by legal debt limits for entities with
such restrictions.

REVENUE BONDS

Revenue bonds are long-term debt instruments
retired by specific dedicated revenues, often
revenues generated by a project funded out of
bond proceeds. Revenue bonds are designed to be
self-supporting through user fees or other special
earmarked receipts; the general taxing powers of
the jurisdiction are not pledged. The debt created
through the issuance of revenue bonds is to be
repaid by the earnings from the operations of

a revenue-producing enterprise (an enterprise
revenue bond), from special taxes (a special
revenue bond), or from contract leases or rental
agreements (a lease revenue bond).

MARKS - ROOS BONDS

The Marks-Roos Local Bond Pooling Act of 1985
provides Joint Powers Authorities (JPAs) with
hroad powers to issue bonds for a wide variety

of purposes. As the name of the Act implies, the
law was originally enacted to facilitate local bond
pooling efforts, which allowed local agencies to
achieve lower costs of issuance through spreading
fixed costs across a number of small issues.



MELLO-ROOS BONDS

The Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982
authorizes a public entity to form a Community
Facilities District (a “CFD" or “district”), otherwise
known as a Mello-Roaos district. Once formed,

the district can finance facilities and provide
services. Upon approval by a two-thirds vote of
the registered voters or landowners within the
district, the district may issue bonds secured by
the levy of special taxes. The special taxes are not
assessments, and there is no requirement that the
special tax be apportioned on the basis of benefit
to property. A special tax levied by a district is
not an ad valorem property tax, however the lien
of the special taxes has the same priority as
property taxes.

PRIVATE ACTIVITY
(CONDUIT) BONDS

Private activity bonds are used either entirely

or partially for private purposes and are given
tax-exempt status. Section 141 of the Internal
Revenue Code qualifies a bond as tax-exempt if
it meets the private business test and falls within
certain categories.

Abond issue is categorized as a private-activity,
tax-exempt bond if it meets the following criteria;
(1) more than ten percent of the proceeds of the
issue are to be used in the trade or business of

any person other than a governmental unit, (2)
more than ten percent of the payment of principal
or interest on the issue is, directly or indirectly,
secured by property used in a trade or business,

or derived from payments related to property used
in a trade or business, or (3) the amount of the
proceeds of the issue to be used to make or finance
loans to persons other than governmental units
exceeds the lesser of five percent of such proceeds,
or $5,000,000.

TAX AND REVENUE
ANTICIPATION NOTES

Tax and revenue anticipation notes (TRANs) are
issued by public agencies to fund cash flow deficits
in a fiscal year. Typically, they would be issued at
the beginning of the fiscal year and mature at the
end of such fiscal year. Similarly, grant anticipation
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notes (GANs) are issued by a public agency to cover
anticipated shortfalls in project funds pending
receipt of federal or state grant monies. A bond
anticipation note (BAN) is a short-term debt
instrument that is issued by a municipality or a
state to fund the start-up costs for a project prior
to the actual long-term debt issuance. At maturity,
the debt is paid from the proceeds of a new

bond issue.

FINANCING LEASES AND
CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION
(COPS)

In alease-purchase agreement, a government
seeking to acquire an asset makes a series of lease
payments that are considered installments toward
the purchase of the asset.

The participants in a lease-purchase agreement
are (1) the lessee, which is a government, (2) the
lessor, which may be a private firm, vendor, or
another governmental entity, and (3) investors.
Often the lessor, after arranging an agreement,
will assign the rights to the lease payments to a
number of investors.

Certificates of participation, (COPs), are a widely
used type of lease-purchase financing mechanism.
Each certificate signifies that the investor owns a
proportional interest in the lease payments to be
made by the governmental entity. In a typical COP
transaction, the lessor assigns the lease and lease
payments along with its rights and obligations

to a trustee, who executes the certificates. The
tax-exempt status will be passed through to the
owners of the COP to whom the interest component
is distributed.

PENSION OBLIGATION BONDS

Pension ohligation bonds (POBs) are financing
instruments typically used to pay some or all of
the pension plan's unfunded pension liability.

In order to achieve the expected financial relief,
the issuer hopes to invest the bond proceeds ata
rate higher than the total cost of borrowing. POBs
were originally tax-exempt borrowings. Currently,
pension ohligation bonds must be issued on a
taxable basis because federal law restricts the use
of tax-exempt proceeds for investment in higher
yielding taxable securities.



~ SELLING YOUR BONDs

BASIC FACTS ON THE UNDERWRITING PROCESS

Most 1ocal governments do not have the expertise
or resources to find investors for their proposed
bond offerings and will require the services of a
specialized municipal securities dealer, underwriter
or a syndicate of underwriters to sell the bonds

for them.

The legally required procedural steps vary widely
among the different types of public debt financing.
For example, some types of debt require voter
approval; some require approval by ordinance
subject to referendum; and others may be approved
by simple resolution of the governing body of the
issuer. Some types of debt require action by official
bodies other than the issuer; others need only be
approved by the issuer.

Nevertheless, much of the process is common to
virtually all types of public debt. Broadly speaking,
the issuer must undertake the above steps before
and after the debt is issued.

COMPETITIVE SALE VERSUS
NEGOTIATED BID PROCESS

& Special restrictions on the types of sales process

are different for many different circumstances and
types of debt instruments. Please see Chapter 1 for
a general overview and Chapter 6 for restrictions on
specific debt instruments. In addition a CDIAC “Issue
Brief"” on competitive sale versus negotiated bid is
available at the CDIAC website.

The decision of how to market municipal bonds
should be hased on the characteristics of the issuer,
the bond issue, and the market. Governmental
entities usually issue bonds through competitive
bid or a negotiated sale. The goal of an issuer

undertaking a bond issue should be the proper
administration of the bond issue at the least
possible issuance cost and interest rate. Both
methods are used frequently in bringing municipal
bonds to market. The overriding concern of

many issuers is the minimization of interest rates
and issuance costs; however, there currently is
disagreement in the industry regarding which
types of sale results in the lowest costs.

Competitive bidding is appropriate when the
issuer is well known, good demand for the bonds is
predicted, and the market is stable. A negotiated
sale is more appropriate when the issuer is less
known, the market instrument is complex and less
well understood by investors, and/or the market is
less stable.

Competitive Bid Process. In a competitive hid sale,
the issuer conducts all of the tasks necessary

to offer bonds for sale including structuring

the maturity schedule, preparing the official
statement, verifying legal documents, obtaining

a bond rating, securing credit enhancement, if
advantageous, and timing the sale. These tasks
are normally done with the assistance of outside
consultants, including a financial advisor and bond
counsel. Once the issue is structured, the public
sale begins with the publication of an official
notice of sale that delineates the size, maturities,
purpose, and structure of the proposed issue, along
with instructions for submitting bids.

Underwriters submit closed bids to the issuer on
the day and time designated in the official notice
of sale. The honds are awarded to the underwriter
that has submitted the best bid, i.e. the Towest true
interest cost bid. No structural aspects of the bonds



are changed regardless of the success or failure of
the underwriter/underwriting syndicate to sell the
bonds. Any unsold bonds remain the responsibility
of the underwriter.

Negotiated Sale Process. In a negotiated sale, the
bond issue is not structured before an underwriter
is chosen. If the issuer has not retained a separate
financial advisor, the underwriter may assist the
issuer in determining what is to be financed, the
method of financing and the financing structure.
The underwriter is chosen based on expertise,
financial resources, compatibility, and experience.
After the underwriter is selected, the issuer and the
underwriter will begin the process of structuring
the bond issue and completing the other origination
tasks. The underwriter starts the marketing process
and develops an interest rate to be negotiated with
the issuer. The issuer often employs a financial
advisor not associated with the underwriting firm to
represent the issuer's interests in the process.

AFTER DEBT IS
ISSUED AND CLOSED

v PRIOR TO ISSUING DEBT

Ensure that continuing
disclosure undertakings
are fulfilled

Determine that a project or
program to be financed is
necessary or desirable

Respond to investor
inquiries LT 0

Calculate and file arhitrage
rebate returns

Structure the financing

Administerany - %
assessments orspecial
taxes securing the issu

o

Obtain formal approval by
the governing body of the
issuer and, if applicable,
conduit borrower <.+ o

s

Administering any
construction or
acquisition program !

Market and close the issue - |

Deal with any workout-
related issues !
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THE COSTS OF ISSUANCE

Borrowing costs money, in addition to the interest
on the amount borrowed. Additional costs include
expenses for:

- Bond Counsel Services,

« Publishing Bond Documentation,

- Determining Credit Ratings,

- Trustee/Paying Agent Services,

» Financial Advisor Consulting Fees, and
+ Underwriter Commission.

The profits made by underwriters are referred to as
the spread. The spread is the difference between
the price the underwriter pays the issuer for the
bonds and the price the underwriter receives from
the resale of those bonds to investors. The spread
can be calculated by basis points. One percent of
the bond issuance equals 100 basis points. For
example, an underwriting spread of 100 basis
points or $10 per $1000 bond would equal one
percent of the principal amount of the honds.

& / CDIAC “Issue Brief” on the Underwriter’s Spread
is available at the CDIAC website.

For both competitive and negotiated bids, the
spread is made up of four separate components: the
management fee, expenses, the underwriting fee
and the takedown.

- IThe Management Fee - The management fee
compensates the underwriters for their efforts
in creating and implementing the financing
package. The amount of the management fee
depends on the complexity of the issuance.

« lUnderwriting Fee - The underwriting fee, also
known as the “risk” component of the spread,
is designed to compensate the underwriter for
the risk incurred by buying the entire issuance
before it has received orders from investors for
all the bonds.






. INVESTING BOND PROCEEDS

A GENERAL SURVEY OF INVESTMENT ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE FOR BOND PROCEEDS

€% Chapter 11 - “Investment of Bond Proceeds” for

a description of issues affecting the investment of
proceeds.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE
INVESTMENT OF PUBLIC FUNDS

The fundamental considerations for the investment
of public funds are safety, liquidity and yield.

SAFETY

Preservation of principal (or safety) is the first
and most important consideration of public
investment. Public agencies address the safety
consideration through the implementation of

an investment program that controls exposure

to many risks, including risk of principal loss
through excess exposure to market or credit risk.
The public investment program must provide

for third party custody of the agency’s assets to
avoid the possibility of principal 1oss through
theft or collusion, and must avoid strategies that
may provide higher yield, but hold risk that is
inappropriate for the public agency.

In the context of public fund investment, safety
relates to preserving the principal of an investment
in aninvestment portfolio; Tocal agencies address
the concerns of safety by controlling exposure

to risks.

Interest Rate Risk (Market Risk)

Interest rate risk, also known as market risk, means
the potential risk that the value of securities will
decline as the general level of interest rates rises.
For example, given a fixed coupon rate, the value
(price) of an investment is inversely related to
interest rates. As interest rates rise, price falls.

Credit Risk

Credit risk means the risk that the financial
performance or status of an issuer will fall during
the time a security remains outstanding. In the
context of a debt security, credit risk means the
possibility that the issuer will be unable to make
scheduled payments of principal and interest. A
more common concern for investors is that the
market's perception of an issuer’s credit will cause
the market value of a security to decline, even if
default is not expected.

LiQuIbDITY

The second consideration of public fund investment
(after safety concerns are addressed) is liquidity.
Public agencies invest funds that are intended

to meet their ongoing demands for cash for
operations and capital spending. One of the
agency's objectives must be to structure a portfolio
that ensures adequate cash flow to meet both
anticipated and unanticipated expenditures when
needed. Beyond projected cash flow needs, the
agency must be prepared for the unexpected, such
as when actual revenues fall short of projections
due to a weakening economy. The agency can meet
this need with additional short-term investments
or securities that can readily be sold without the
risk of a significant loss of principal risk to meet
unexpected cash flow needs.

In the context of public fund investing, liquidity
can have different meanings. Liquidity can mean
the measure of the ability to convert an instrument
to cash on a given date. Another definition of
liquidity is the ability of an agency to pay its
expenditures with cash equivalent investments,

or with investments that mature on the date cash
is needed.




ITEM 9

Staff Report

Amend Interagency Agreement With Regional Government Services To For
Finance Project Manager. Increase Not To Exceed Amount $30,000 To A
$180,000 Total; Approve Budget Resolution Increasing Miscellaneous Revenue
$30,000 And Contract Services Expenditures $30,000

Glenn Lazof: Interim General Manager (IGM)

Background: Staff has reported that our administrative resources are not adequate to make
good progress on implementing direction given by the commission.

We can expect RGS to supply us with someone with Finance Director level experience.

The current IGM is an employee of Regional Government Services, a public agency (Joint
Powers Authority).

Analysis: The District has a number of finance projects on which it wishes to make
expedient progress in implementation. Note that most of these projects either have never been
done, not been done in recent history, or have not been done sufficiently, therefore additional
staff resources are required.

These projects include, but are not limited to:
Cost Allocation — Public Vs Enterprise
Revisions to Chart of Accounts
Journals to properly and efficiently track labor expense
Review Financial Policies and Recommend Revisions including
Procurement
Reserve Policy
Debt Management
Auditing Leases
Completion of Capital Improvement Plan (workload depends on assignment to Lisa
Wise Consulting as part of Strategic Plan)
Implementing Commission Chosen Debt Finance Options (Refinance DBW loan or
combine with longer term loan to fund Capital Improvements)
Open Gov Implementation
Data Transfers
“Canned” Reports
Frequently Asked Questions
Improve ability to respond to questions and concerns which result from greater
transparency
Development of Transparent Budgeting Tools
Budget Reporting Actual YTD to Budget, Public Vs Enterprise, etc.
Improved Contract Tracking
Provision of Cost Information to Support Labor Negotiations
Grant Reporting and Review




New Emphasis on Grants requires Fiscal Review of applications
Additional Cost Accounting and Tracking of Grant Funds and Match
Keeping Current on current Vessel Abatement Grant Reporting
Oil Recycling Cost Share Information

Tracking Insurance Reimbursements

Development of Recommendations for District Fees

Leases
Completing and Developing Summary of Lease Information
Improved Lessee Water and Utility Billing
Auditing and Audit Adjustments

RFP for new Independent Auditors

Depending on Commission action, several of these projects could result in additional revenue
for the district. The additional $30,000 will purchase 240 hours of a Finance Project manager.
This should be adequate for the new GM to assess the usefulness of this resource. A
permanent GM has the authority to choose to use or not use this resource as they see fit within
the parameters of the contract. Per the action taken on July 14, the new GM will be able to
utilize RGS support within the contract not to exceed amount as needed.

Recommendation: Approve resolution authorizing staff to amend the Agreement with
Regional Government Services to (a) permit adding a Finance Project Manager, (b) increase
the not to exceed amount by $30,000 to $180,000, and (c) Approve budget adjustment.

Fiscal Impact: The additional revenue in the budget adjustment is from repayment of funds
owed by Coastside Water District, see IGM report.




Resolution 35-15
to
Amend the Current Contract with Regional Government Services
and to
Amend the Fiscal Year 2015-16
Integrated Operating and Capital Budget

of the
San Mateo County Harbor District
for
Outside Contractual Service

Whereas, the Board of Harbor Commissioners authorizes the Interim General Manager to
amend the current contract with Regional Government Services to hire a Finance Project
Manager; and

Whereas, the Board of Harbor Commissioners, through Resolution 20-15, adopted the Final
Integrated Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2014-15 on June 17, 2015; and

Whereas, subsequent to the adoption of the Final Integrated Operating Budget for Fiscal Year
2015-16 said Board authorized the execution of contracts for Outside Contractual Service with
Regional Government Services, and

Whereas, fulfilment of these contracts will require additional appropriation authority by the
Commission for the Administration budget.

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that an Amendment to the Final Integrated Operating and
Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2015-16 of $30,000 as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and
by reference incorporated herein, be adopted for Fiscal Year 2015-16.

Approved this 5th day of August, 2015 at the regular meeting of the Board of Harbor
Commissioners by a recorded vote as follows:

For:

Against:

Absent:

Attested BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS
Debbie Nixon Tom Mattusch

Deputy Secretary President

RESOLUTION 35-15
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FY 2015-16 INTEGRATED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET

August 5, 2015



Exhibit A

The Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget that was adopted by Resolution 20-15 on June 17, 2015 needs to be
amended due to the need for additional administrative services for additional Finance department duties.

The augmented amount of $30,000 needed is offset by the additional miscellaneous revenue in the budget
adjustment from repayment of funds owed by Coastside Water District referenced in the Interim General
Manager's Report.

See Details below:

Outside Contractual Services
Increase contract with Regional Government

Services
Outside Contractual Services 3 30,000
Total Cost $ 30,000

Miscellaneous Revenue from repayment
of funds owed by Coastside Water Dist. $ 30,000

Augmentation needed in FY 2015-16 Budgeted
For Legal Svcs-Oyster Point Marina/Park $ 0

RESOLUTION 35-15
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FY 2015-16 INTEGRATED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET
August 5, 2015



ITEM 10

Staff Report

ROMEO PIER UPDATE: REPORT ON PERMITS, BIDS, FUNDING
OPTIONS, AND PROPOSED TIMELINE

Recommendation
This item was placed on the Agenda by Commissioner David. The Commission will review Status

of Actions Regarding Romeo Pier and may provide direction to staff.

Background

The pier was built around 1950. The Harbor District identified a replacement pier for Romeo
Pier as a priority; it remains, but now as a long term priority. In 1996, the Army Corps of
Engineers produced a Phase I Reconnaissance Study for a deep water navigation channel from
the federal breakwater entrance to the pier; it had a positive 2.5:1 benefit/cost ratio. Project
was discontinued because the Harbor District had not established a location for a replacement
pier. In 1998 The Romeo Pier had an engineer’s investigation report performed (see
attached).In 2000 there was an update performed to the 1998 report (see attached). In 2014,
Moffitt Nichol Engineering was tasked with developing a demolition plan for the pier due to
the pier’s failing condition. The planning was stopped at the 50% point awaiting approval to
move forward bidding and related permitting processes.

At the same time in April of 2014, an Emergency Permit request was submitted to the
California Coastal Commission; however the Commission action to fund the approximate
$600,000 removal of the pier did not occur. Staff was informed in April of 2015 that
proceeding with permitting will require a regular Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and not
an emergency permit. It is anticipated that a Water Board Permit and a San Mateo County
Building Permit will also be required upon the CDP being approved for the piers removal.

The total pier area is approximately 18,000 square feet. Pier buildings total approximately
2,800 square feet.

Two components of the project that should also occur are the mitigation credits for the
amount of creosote pilings removed for future piling installation of new material pilings in the
harbor, and the historic photographic documentation of the pier and its buildings as part of a
preservation action. Additionally, the old growth (redwood and fir) salvageable lumber
should be collected and dispersed for public preservation projects around San Mateo County.

Moffitt Nichol Engineering upon board direction is prepared to move towards acquiring all
permits, finalizing bid documents and project management of the pier removal.

Analysis

Under the present lineal timeline below noted the start to end of this project could last up to
10 months, this really depends on permits, construction bidding and direction to move
forward.




The staff recommendation is to perform two tasks in parallel, task one would be to obtain all
permits for the project, and task two would be to put to bid the project with an allowance
incase permit agencies require any additional tasks beyond the original bid. The desire to fast
track this project where possible before winter storms cause additional impact prior the
project start.

An overall estimated timeline for completion of this project is as follows:

Coastal Development Permit, and other required permits 3-4 months
Bidding 30-60 days from permit approval

Demolition (start to finish) 60-90 days * {assuming no fish window impacts}
Project closeout (documents, billing, permit closeouts etc.) 30 days

Fiscal Impact
Construction demolition costs MACC (Maximum Allowable Construction Cost) was
estimated in 2014 to be approximately $600,000.

Presently in the budget Moffat & Nichol have a carryover balance of $55,796 from when the
effort stopped in 2014. Moffat & Nichol have provided report an update to their project cost
reflecting that an Emergency permit has changed to a Coastal Development Permit. In
addition the FY 2015-16 has an additional $50,000 for study/engineering for this project.

Staff recommends further in the bid process that an “alternate” be provided in the bid to
reduce costs by leaving pilings that are still secure. Depending on outcome of bid results this
alternate could be added to the overall bid costs. Construction work is not budgeted in the FY
2015-16 budget, however, augmentations to the budget can be made and would be taken out
of the District’s unrestricted reserves.

Conclusion

It is anticipated this winter will have a greater amount of El Nino storm impacts, and it would
be staff’s expectation that the pier will have a greater potential for failing. Most of the pilings
do not touch the surface of the harbor bottom. Pier structure is too weak for top side removal
of buildings and deck surfaces without increased safety concerns.

No action could result in debris above and below water surfaces interfering with vessel traffic,
and adding to harbor pollution concerns.

Alternatives
None proposed at this time.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

San Mateo Harbor District, as a participant in a dredging project at Pillar Point
Harbor with the Corps of Engineers, needed an assessment of the condition of the
pier structure and the implication of dredging to a deeper depth adjacent to the
eastern side of the pier. This report presents the results of a field inspecticn of the
pier and engineering analysis to determine probable costs ta retrofit the pier, and an
assessment of the implications of the proposed dredging. The results were
developed to provide planning guidance.

As shown by the costs developed to retrofit the pier, it does not appear to be
economically viable to proceed with a retrofit program. Also, because dredging to a
deeper depth adjacent to the pier would be detrimental to the structure, we do not
recommend that this pier be retrofitted. Although this study does not include an
evaluation of the feasibility of constructing a new pier, we recommend that this
approach be investigated. To that end, we recommend repairing the present pier
and modifying usage so that it can be used safely for the length of time necessary
(two to three years) to investigate and possibly construct a new pier,

Romeo Pier is a timber structure constructed approximately 50 years ago. It
extends approximately 640 feet out from shore. A building at the pier head, used
for fish handling operations, covers 2,800 square feet of the pier. The total pier
area is approximately 18,000 square feet.

The inspection consisted of an abovewater and an underwater inspection. Results
of that inspection indicate that the structural members are generaily in good
condition, and that about 10 percent of the members need replacement. However,
the engineering analysis shows that the pier has a capacity for vertical load that is
significantly less than the 15,000 pound truck weight limit posted at the approach.
This is primarily due to the deck planks, and to a lesser extent the stringers. Also,
the pier is not adequate for lateral loads. It is severely overstressed from
earthquake loading, and to a lesser extent from wind loading. The deficient lateral
capacity is primarily due tc the lack of a horizontal diaphragm at the deck level, and
the inadequate bending capacity in the piles,

Retrofitting the structure was investigated. Both retrofit for vertical load and
retrofit for lateral were studied. Three alternatives to retrofit for lateral load were
identified. Alternative 1 requires installing cross-bracing on the piles. Alternative 2
provides batter piles to resist the lateral loads, and Alternative 3 utilizes new
vertical steel piles to resist lateral loads. Costs were developed for all retrofit
methods investigated. For comparison, costs to replace the pier structure were
estimated. A summary of the cost figures are shown on the following page. It
should be noted that these costs were developed based on limited information and
are therefore meant to provide a comparison between the various approaches.



ROMEO PIER REPAIR/RETROFIT

COST SUMMARY COMPARISION

APPROACH AMOUNT
$ {1000s)

ALTERNATIVE 1
Repair for Vertical Load 924
Retrofit for Seismic Load 1,190
$2,114

ALTERNATIVE 2
Repair for Vertical Load 924
Retrofit for Seismic Load 684
$1,608

ALTERNATIVE 3
Repair for Vertical Load 924
Retrofit for Seismic Load 684
$1,608

NEW PIER STRUCTURE

New Pier Construction 1,800
Existing Pier Demolition 360
$2,160



2.1

2.2

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION
PURPOSE OF STUDY

San Mateo County Harbor District is participating in a dredging project with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers in Pillar Point Harbor alongside Romeo Pier. The District
requested that a structural assessment be made to determine the adequacy of the
pier to support vertical and lateral loads, and the estimated costs to retrofit the pier
if required. The effects on the pier, if any, of dredging to a deeper depth adjacent
to the pier was also requested in order to assess the District’s interest in continuing
with the dredging project.

SCOPE OF WORK

The scope of work included a field inspection of the pier structure, preparation of
engineering calculations to assess the condition and capacity of the structure, and
identification of possible retrofit methods and the estimated costs of the retrofits.
The field inspection included both abovewater members and selected underwater
inspection of piles. The building was not inspected as a part of this study. The
field inspection and engineering assessment was made of selected elements of the
structure to determine the general condition of the pier to provide planning
assistance to the District.



DESCRIPTION OF ROMEO PIER

Romeo Pier is a timber framed and timber pile supported structure which is
approximately b0 years old. The pier in plan consists of a 16 foot wide by 390 foot
long approach section and a 35 foot wide by 250 foot long head section, for a total
length of 640 feet. It is oriented in a north/south direction with the landfall at the
northern end. A plan view, elevation and sections of the structure are shown in
Figure 1 and Figure 2. Grid lines are shown on the plan view of the pier. These
grid lines are used as a reference system in this report to help identify specific
locations being discussed in the text. It should be emphasized that the gird is an
idealized representation of the pier, and the actual pier is skewed in many locations.
The pier deck is at Elevation + 13.8 Ft relative to Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).
This relatively high deck elevation is because the pier was constructed before the
breakwater was built and therefore at one time required clearance for storm waves.
Total plan area of the pier is 18,000 square feet. Photographs 1 through 3 provide
a general view of the pier structure.

Framing consists of 3 x 12 deck planks supported on 6 x 12 stringers with 4 x 12s
along the deck edges. The stringers are supported on 12 x 12 pile caps. Timber
piles range in diameter from 8-inch to 12-inch. Caores taken indicate all framing is
Douglas Fir timber.

The ocean bottom slopes down rather quickly to an elevation of -7.00 Ft (MLLW)
approximately 285 feet from the pier abutment on shore, and then continues
relatively flat frorn that location to the end of the pier. Maximum height from
mudline to deck is therefore approximately 21 feet.

The pier supports a two-story building used for fish handling operations
(Photographs 2 and 4). The building occupies approximately 2,800 square feet of
pier area. Abalone tanks are located at the head of the pier under the shelter of the
building. The pier also supports a number of storage containers along the western
side (Photograph 5). Utilities on the pier include water, gravity sewer, power, and a
dry seawater line.

Fishing boats berth along the eastern face at the outer end for general fish
offloading operations, and at the southwest corner for access to the abalone tanks.
Timber fender piles, a boat access stair, and two cranes for offloading are located
along the eastern face.



4.1

4.1.1

4.1.2

4.2

4.2.1

INSPECTION METHODS AND RESULTS
INSPECTION METHODS
Above-water Inspection

Pier structural members above the water were inspected by visual examination and
by probing and recorded as good, fair, or poor condition. Field notes, still and video
photography were used to record the condition of the structure. Members
inspected included the deck planks, stringers, pile caps, and above water portion of
the piles. Pile inspection is discussed in Section 4.1.2. Deck planks were observed
for their general condition, and were probed where the condition appeared fair to
poor. Deck stringers can generally be seen from under the deck. However,
stringers were probed from above the deck from between the deck planks along the
approach, and over selected areas of the remainder of the pier. Pile caps were
probed from over the deck and visually observed from under the deck. Deck planks
were removed in specific locations, to observe or confirm the condition of the
stringers and pile caps (Photograph 6}. Utility pipes are supported along the
western side of the pier on the deck on a timber framed pipe support., The
condition of this pipe support was also observed.

Underwater Inspection

The underwater inspection work was conducted by a two-person dive team
consisting of two registered professional engineers-divers and a boat attendant.
The boat and attendant were provided by the District. Pile condition was listed as a
percentage of section remaining: O to 25%, 26% to 50%, 51% to 75%, and
above 75%. This inspection consisted of visually inspecting, probing with an awl,
and sounding with a hammer to assess timber integrity and the presence of and/or
extent of marine borer damage. A total of 70 piles were inspected under water. In
addition, cores taken from seven piles were sent to a materials laboratory for
analysis, All core holes were plugged with treated timber dowels. Piles were also
inspected visually above water, and selected piles were drilled through to determine
if pile cores were rotted out while appearing visually sound. Field notes, still and
video photography were used to record the pile condition. No fender piles were
inspected.

Depth to mudline measurements were taken at selected locations along the length
of the pier. This information was used to estimate the pile lengths used in the
engineering analysis.

INSPECTION RESULTS
Deck Planks

Deck planks are generally in good condition. There are a number of planks, which
have been replaced during the past couple of years. Approximately ten percent of
the deck planks are recommended for replacement. Those recommended for
replacement show excessive wear, end cracking, and in some instances general

5



4.2.2

4.2.3

4.2.4

decay. The ice maker in the building leaks water which then keeps some deck
planks in the ice maker area wet. This has allowed moss to grow on the planks.
The planks in this area do not appear to have been adversely affected by this
wetness.

Deck Stringers

Stringers are generally in good condition. Approximately 9 percent {35 stringers out
of 400 total) are recommended for replacement. These stringers are spongy with
significant deterioration, and as such, pose either a current safety hazard or will
pose this level of hazard in the near future. Wet stringers also occur under the
icemaker as discussed in Section 4.2.1. Stringers identified for replacement are
shown in Figure 3.

Pile Caps

Pile caps are also in good condition. A total of 80 lineal feet of cap material, out of
approximately 1,230 feet, is recommended for replacement. Those caps
recommended for replacement show significant deterioration. One specific area of
deterioration is located under steel plates placed on the deck at Grid Line 29. These
plates have been placed at this location because the cap is no longer capable of
safely carrying load. Pile caps identified for replacement are shown in Figure 3.

Piles

Piles are generally between fair and good condition. All pile cores indicated piles are
treated with creosote. Many of the older piles have been replaced with ‘sister’ piles
located directly beside the old pile. These piles were driven next to the existing pile
and then pulled into place under the existing pile cap. The piles replaced with sister
piles were typically not removed. A total of 50 piles are identified for replacement
as shown in Figure 4.

Fender piles were not specifically inspected. However, it is apparent based on a
general observation of these piles that the fender system is very old, deteriorated
and in need of replacement. Photograph 7 shows a fender pile connection at the
deck level that is no longer attached due to a deteriorated timber. Photograph 8
shows a fender pile attached at the deck level, but broken at the waterline. It is
therefore being held in place by the connection at the deck.



5.1

ENGINEERING EVALUATION
VERTICAL LOAD CAPACITY

The vertical load carrying capacity of the pier was calculated using the 1994
Uniform Building Code (UBC) as the basis for allowable member stresses. The
strength of the existing structural members was assessed by assuming a grade of
timber and then calculating the allowable load carrying capacity. Allowable timber
stresses are typically determined by visual grading. The UBC specifies allowable
stresses for various grades and species of timber. The laboratory analysis indicated
that the timber is Douglas Fir. A grade of timber one level below the best possible
grade was used for allowable stress levels in the deck planks and stringers. This
means that the allowable bending stress assumed for the planks and stringers is 20
to 25 percent lower than the maximum obtained by assuming the best grade. The
allowable stress assumed for the pile caps is about 45 percent lower than the
maximum, but the caps do not have stresses which are of concern. Douglas Fir
piles have one grade and therefare one level of allowable stresses.

Vertical load carrying capacity was investigated for self-weight plus live loading. A
15,000 pound truck, assuming an AASHTQ 'H’ load distribution, was used for the
live load condition. The 'H’ loading specifies that 80 percent of the truck weight be
placed on the rear axle. This rear axle weight is divided equally between the wheels
so that 40 percent is applied under one set of wheels. A 50 pounds per square foot
uniform live load was also used in areas not accessible to truck traffic.

Results of the vertical load carrying capacity check are described below,

Decking: Two thicknesses of 3x12 deck planks occur on the pier; full section
planks and net section planks. The full section planks measure 3 inches by 12
inches. The net section planks measure 2 % inches by 11 % inches. The net
section planks will support less load and were used in this analysis. The truck
weight, which can be supported by the deck planking, varies based on the span
of the deck planks. The maximum ailowable weight varies from 11,154 pounds
for a 16-inch span to 5,310 pounds for a 48-inch span. Figure 5 shows the
change in allowable truck weight versus span.

e Stringers: The allowable truck weight on the stringers varies from 12,425 lbs.
for a 14-foot span to 8,300 Ibs. for a 21-foot span, as shown in Figure 5.

s Pile Caps: Caps are capable of supporting a 15,000 |b. truck up to the
maximum span of 16 feet found on the pier.

» Piles: Piles {assuming 12-inch diameter) are capable of supporting the vertical
toad from dead load (seif weight) and live loads {truck or uniform load). Piles
under the building structure with the live load are approximately 1 percent
overstressed under the vertical load condition with no lateral loading.



5.2

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.3

5.2.4

LATERAL LOAD CAPACITY
Earthquake Load

The structure was evaluated for seismic loading based on the 1994 UBC. The pier
relies on bending in the piles to resist the lateral loads. The lateral forces are
transferred to the pites, which in turn resist the load in bending. They act as a
cantilever fixed at some point below the mudline. There are two primary
deficiencies in the pier to resist lateral loads. First, there is not a horizontal
diaphragm to transfer the loads to the piles. Second, the piles do not have
adequate bending capacity.

This check assumed a typical framing condition with 12-inch diameter piles; all
members in good condition. Framing, both member sizes and spans vary
considerably throughout the pier structure. The intent of this analysis was to
determine the general condition of the structure without the expense of measuring
and analyzing each member size and span. The framing pattern from Guidelines 1
to 26 was used as the typical framing pattern for this study. Based on this framing
layout, the structure is adequate for seismic loads from the beginning of the
approach out approximately 270 feet to Gridline 19. From that location and farther
out the piles are overstressed. The ratio of actual stress to allowable stress varies
from 1.0 at Bent 19 to 3.7 at the end of the pier under the building. The ratio
would be higher for both those piles in less than good condition and for those
smaller than the assumed 12-inch diameter.

Wind Load

Wind loading on the building aiso overstresses the piles in this area but to a smaller
degree than the earthquake loading condition.

Boat Impact Load

This condition was not calculated; however, it is apparent that the structure is
deficient with regard to lateral capacity. Lateral movement of the pier from general
vehicular use on the pier, as well as impact of the boats moored to the structure is
easily felt on the pier.

Wave Load

Romeo Pier is located within a protected harbor and will be exposed to relatively
low period and therefore low energy waves for any wave height greater than about
2 feet. Wave heights of approximately four feet have been observed at the pier
during storm conditions and would have had relatively low energy due to the low
period. Based on this information, earthquake and wind conditions are more severe
and were therefore used for this assessment.



EFFECTS OF DREDGING ALONG PIER

The structure is just adequate for vertical load, and does not meet code
recommendations for lateral load. Dredging alongside the pier will increase the
water depth another six feet. There are three significant problems associated with
the additional water depth. First, the capacity of the piles to carry vertical load is
reduced due to the additional pile height. This is because the piles will have a lower
stress threshold before buckling can occur. Second, the bending stresses due to
lateral loads increase in direct proportion to the pile length. Bending stress is
already the primary problem, increasing the pile length by dredging will make the
situation worse. Third, the embedment of the piles is not known. Dredging another
six feet could undermine the piles.



7.1

REPAIR/RETROFIT ALTERNATIVES
RETROFIT FOR VERTICAL LOAD

Retrofit of the pier structure would require waork at various locations on all of the
structural member types; deck planks, stringers, pile caps, piles, and pipe supports.
The estimate of amount of work required is based on the general review of typical
conditions as described elsewhere in this report, and is not meant to serve as a
detailed breakdown of items to be completed. Retrofit work is described below for
each primary structural member type on the pier.

¢ Deck Planks: Approximately 1,600 square feet of deck plank needs
replacement. This work would require removing the existing planks and
installing new 3x12 planks.

e Stringers: Approximately 35 stringers require replacement. This work would
require remaoving the existing planks and stringers and installing new 6x12
stringers. A small number of new stringers could be installed to reduce the
maximum deck plank spans.

e Pile Caps: Approximately 80 lineal feet of pile caps are in need of replacement.
This work would require removing the existing deck planks, stringers and caps.
The new 12x12 caps must be attached to the piles with drift pins or bolted
plate connections.

¢ Piles: Approximately 50 piles require replacement. Replacement of these piles
would require removal of members supported by the piles or providing temporary
support. The piles can be driven adjacent to the existing piles and then pulled in
to align with the cap.

s Pile Wraps: We recommend wrapping piles, which are in good condition. This
will help to maintain these piles in their good condition,

e Boat Landing Stair: The boat landing stair area on the eastern side of the pier
has deteriorated to an unsafe condition. We recommend that the stair be
replaced and new support members be installed, or that the stair be removed if
not needed, and the area be re-framed.

» Reset/Add Spikes and Bolts: Deck planks are not adequately attached to the
stringers. The spikes, which are holding the planks, are loose, and many of the
planks do not have adequate spikes attaching them tc the stringers. All bolts on
the structure should be checked for tightness and replaced where severely
corroded.

» Fender Piles: The existing fender piles are either in poor condition or are
missing, The fender piles are important for absorbing energy from boat berthing
and for resisting loads from boat mooring loads. Installation of fender piles is
essential to resist the boatloads so that the main structure has limited exposure
to either the abrasion or loading.
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7.2

7.2.1

7.2.2

e Guard Rail: The pipe support along the western edge of the pier is in disrepair.
We recommend that a new pipe support/guard rail be installed along the western
side and a new guardrail be provided along the eastern edge to provide added
safety.

s Wheel Planks: The iow allowable truck weight is primarily due to the capacity of
the deck planks. This situation can be improved to a large extent by the
addition of wheel pianks as shown in Figure 6. Loaded trucks should be
restricted to the areas with wheel planks. These planks should be installed in
areas where loaded trucks are expected to require access for normal fish
handiing operations on the pier.

e ladders: Access ladders along the eastern side of the pier shouid be inspected
and re-supported were necessary.

RETROFIT FOR LATERAL LOAD

Three alternatives were investigated to provide additional lateral load capacity to the
pier. Although these alternatives would not bring the pier up to current code
recommendations, they would provide a significant improvement to the structure. It
shouid be noted that it is difficult, and in most respects impractical, to retrofit a pier
of this age and type to resist current code defined ioads. The existing structure has
no inherent lateral system, and installing one is difficult because the piles do not
align, and framing bents are all different dimensions. Development of the following
alternatives affords an opportunity to develop estimates of construction cost for
comparison with other approaches such as a replacement structure.

Alternative 1: Cross-Bracing

A significant deficiency of the existing structure is bending of the piles due to lateral
load. This bending can be reduced by bracing the structure. Laterai loading from
an earthquake can occur from any direction. Therefore, cross bracing would be
required in both directions; transverse to the pier and longitudinal to the pier.
Although not a practical solution for this pier because the piles do not align, this has
been a relatively common method of bracing timber piers, and is included for cost
comparison purposes. It would be difficult to implement on Romeo Pier because of
the irreguiar pattern cf the piling and resulting difficulty of installation. Due to the
high bending stress in the piles, the bracing would be required to extend below the
waterline, necessitating underwater work. Figure 7 illustrates this retrofit
alternative.

Alternative 2: Batter Piles

Introducing batter piles to the structure has an effect similar to cross-bracing the
structure by taking the lateral load in the batter piles rather than by bending of the
older timber piles. Batter piles would be required in both tha transverse and
longitudinal directions because earthquakes can occur from any direction. The
batter piles could be spaced so that the batter piles are not required at each frame.
Spacing the batter piles requires that a new horizontal bracing system be installed
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to transfer the laterai load to the bents with batter piles. Horizontal bracing would
be less expensive than installing batter piles at each bent. This alternative is
illustrated in Figure 8.

7.2.3 Alternative 3: Vertical Steel Piles

This alternative is similar to using batter piles except that vertical steel piles are
used in place of the batter piles. The advantage of this method is less interference
with the existing structure, and the possibility of using these same piles as fender
piles along the eastern side of the dock. A horizontal bracing system is also
required. This alternative is illustrated in Figure 9.

7.3 MINIMUM REPAIR

If the present structure is to be replaced within the next three to five years, the
following repairs are recommended as minimum work to maintain a safer work

environment.
» Repiace deck planks, stringers, and pile caps where required.
s Rebuiid or remove stair to boat landing.

e Add fender piles as required (this could be done for those specific areas where
boats currently tie up and restricting vessels to those areas).

e Replace piles as required (this can be investigated to identify those piles which
must be replaced to help ensure a safe working environment).

s Add wheel pianks {Adding the wheel planks adds a significant upgrade to the
structure, as well as additional safety feature. The wheel planks could be
limited to certain areas and then restrict loaded trucks to those areas).

¢ Inspect and repair access ladders.

12



ESTIMATED COSTS OF REPAIRS/RETROFIT

Construction costs were developed for both vertical load and lateral load repairs and
retrofit. These costs are conceptual estimates, based on square foot prices due to
the level of engineering analysis done and on the detail of inspection work carried
out at the pier to determine the extent of work required. A cost summary
comparison of the repair/retrofit alternatives are shown below. A new pier structure
is included for comparison purposes. It assumes that a pier of approximately the
same area be constructed. The cost of providing a new building on the pier for fish
handling is not included. A detail of the repair cost for vertical load follows the cost

summary comparison.

REPAIR/REPLACE COST SUMMARY COMPARISON

APPRQACH AMOUNT
$ (1000s)
ALTERNATIVE 1
Repair for Vertical Load 924
Retrofit for Seismic Load 1,190
$2,114
ALTERNATIVE 2
Repair for Vertical Load 924
Retrofit for Seismic Load 684
$1,608
ALTERNATIVE 3
Repair for Vertical Load 924
Retrofit for Seismic Load 684
$1,608
NEW PIER STRUCTURE
Pier 1,800
Pier Demolition 360
$2,160
REPAIR FOR VERTICAL LOAD
ITEM UNITS AMOUNT
${1000s)
Replace Decking where Required {1600 SF) 5
Replace Stringers where Required (500 LF} 40
Replace Caps where Required {80 LF) 10
Replace Piles where Required (50 EA) 200
Add Wheel Planks {500 LF) 40
Add Pile Wraps {280 EA) 280
Add Guard Rail {1200 LF] 356
Rebuild Stair to Boat Landing {LS) 5
Reset/Add Spikes and Tighten Bolts {LS) 5
Add Fender Piles (60 EA) 150
Total 770
Contingency (20%) 154
Estimated Total $924
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The cost to retrofit the pier is almost as much as the cost of constructing a new
pier structure. Furthermore, retrofitting the pier will not resolve the issues related
to dredging to a deeper depth adjacent to the pier. We, therefare, do not
recornmend retrofitting the pier for use in conjunction with the Corps of Enginsers
proposed dredging project. Although this study does not include an evaluation of
the feasibility of constructing a new pier, we suggest that this approach be
investigated. To that end, we recommend repairing the present pier and maodifying
usage so that it can be used safely for the length of time necessary to investigate
and possibly construct a new pier. The items identified in Section 7.3 — Minimum
Repair, should be included in a repair program for continued use of the pier for the
next two to three years.

We aiso recommend that the pier be re-posted to show a lower allowable truck
weight until the deck plank, stringer, and pile cap repairs noted in Section 7.3 are
completed. Installation of the wheel planks should also be considered to increase
the allowable truck weight.

Even though we are not able to predict when an earthquake might occur, the
District can take measures that would help minimize the risk to personnel, such as
limiting activities on the pier to items essential to the fish handling operations only
as opposed to more permanent uses. A final recommendation would be to vacate
the pier structure during storm conditions. It is recommended that a threshoid wind
speed be determined and that the pier be closed during wind conditions, which
exceed that level.
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DECK PLANKS

DECK PLANK SPAN
{Stringer Spacing)

ALLOWABLE TRUCK
WEIGHT

16 INCHES 11,150 POUNDS
24 INCHES 8,780 POUNDS
30 INCHES 7,870 POUNDS
36 INCHES 7,080 POUNDS
42 INCHES 6,070 POUNDS
48 INCHES 5,310 POUNDS

STRINGERS

STRINGER SPAN

ALLOWABLE TRUCK
WEIGHT

14 FEET 12, 420 POUNDS
17.5 FEET 9,940 POUNDS
21 FEET 8,300 POUNDS

ALLOWABLE TRUCK WEIGHT
BASED ON DECK PLANKS AND STRINGER SPANS

FIGURE NO. 5
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PHOTOGRAPH NO. 1

SOUTH END OF PIER LOOKING WEST SHOWING FISH HANDLING BUILDING
PHOTOGRAPH NO. 2
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VIEW OF PIER FROM WATER AT GRIDLINE 20 SHOWING FRAMING PATTERN LINE
(NOTE CABLES HOLDING PIER)
PHOTOGRAPH NO. 3

FISH HANDLING BUILDING
PHOTOGRAPH NO. 4



STORAGE ON DECK
PHOTOGRAPH NO. 5

STRINGER AND PILE CAP INSPECTION
PHOTOGRAPH NO. 6



FENDER PILE CONENCTION DAMAGE AT DECK LEVEL
PHOTOGRAPH NO. 7

FENDER PILE BROKEN AT WATERLINE
PHOTOGRAPH NO, 8
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PILE INSPECTION FORM



| ROMEOQ PIER-PILE INSPECTION: SEPT 29, OCT 1, 1997
E T
BENTIPILE IPN North (1) :East(i) |OBSERVED [DIVE WIS iDIA (COMMENTS CAP SPAN
# NO CONDITION [COND |COND i
L ? 2) i | |
1 7 111 0.0 i15.0 s | 3 | 6.0
1 2 12 00 14.0 S ! 13 4.0
1 3 13 00 '8.0 'S ‘3 1.5
1 4 14 00 20 S 13 2.0
1 5 115 04 {1.0 s i3 2.3
2 1 21 15.0 5.0 S 3 1.0
2 ‘2 2 150 14.0 iS i3 1.0
2 i3 23 150 8.0 S 13 1.0
2 4 124 150 2.0 IB i3 1,0
2 5 25 '15.0 1.0 5 3 6.0
3 i1 31 i30.0 15.0 s 3 6.0
3 ‘2 132 300 114.0 S 3 42
3 ‘3 133,300 ‘8.0 S 3 55
3 4 34 300 2.0 S i3 6.0
3 5 i35 300 1.0 ‘s 13 1.0
4 1 41 450 -15.0 ) | 3 ! 1.8
4 ‘2 142 450 140 'S i i3 1.0
4 13 143 450 8.0 S 3 1.0
4 4 44 450 2.0 S 3 -37.25
4 5 |48 450 i1.0 S 3 1.0
5 7 51  60.0 15.0 s 3 4.3
5 '2 152 600 14.0 s 3 4.3
[ i3s3 800 8.0 s 3 4.0
5 4 |54 800 20 S 3 1.0
5 5 155 680.0 1.0 is : 3 1.0
6 1 81 750 150 is 3 1.0
6 2 g2 750 14.0 S ! 3 6.0
8 '3 |63 75.0 18.0 S 3 6.0
8 4 84 750 2.0 s 3 6.0
6 5 1865 750 1.0 IS 3 6.0
7 1 71 80.0 15,0 iS i3 3.0
7 2 72 80.0 14.0 'S i3 1.4
7 3 73 0.0 8.0 : i3 I 1.5
7 4 74 90.0 2.0 : i3 ! 1.0
7 5 75  90.0 .1.0 S 3 1.8
8 7 81 105.0 115.0 S 3 1.3
8 2 |82 105.0 14.0 s 3
8 ‘3 |83  105.0 ‘8.0 S 3 1.2
[] 4 84 1050 2.0 S 3 5.3
8 5 |85  105.0 1.0 S 3
9 ‘7191 120.0 114.0 s 3 1.0
9 2 92 120.0 18.0 S 3 1.0
9 3 93 1200 '2.0 S 3 7.5
10 7 [101 135.0 150 [s 13 i 6.0
10 2 102 135.0 14.0 '8 13 | 3.7
10 3 103 1350 8.0 5 i3 ; 1.25
10 4 104 1350 12.0 S 3 9
10 5 105 1350 1,0 s 3 : 5.25
1 1 11 150.0 15.0 D1 1 1 : 7.75
11 2 112 150.0 14.0 D3 3 3 ) 6.25
11 3 1113 1500 8.0 S '3 ! 7.75
11 4 114 1500 2.0 D2 i2 T2 ; 6.0
11 5 115 150.0 1.0 D1 1 11 | 1.0
12 1 121 165.0 15.0 D4 i4 4 2.3
12/19/97
1

pites.xis



ROMEO PIER-PILE INSPECTION: SEPT 29, OCT 1, 1997

BENTIPILE |PN  Nerth (1) |East(1) (OBSERVED IDIVE VIS DIA |COMMENTS CAP SPAN

# O NO i |CONDITION |COND [COND | :

i ! () i P
12 2 122 165.0 140 s 3 ! 2.5
12 3 123 1850 i9.3 D1 1 1 ‘ i 2.8
12 4 124 1650 i8.0 B : 3 !
12 5 125 165.0 i2.0 {51 i 1 ;
12 6 126 165.0 i1.0 D3 i3 3 : 8.0
13 7 131 1800 115.0 D1 1 1 | 8.3
13 2 1132 180.0 14,0 D4 4 4 1.5
13 '3 1133 1800 18.0 31 11 | Crack/Checked 1.8
13 4 134  180.0 ‘3.0 D4 4 ‘4 ! 3.8
13 15 135 180.0 2.0 D1 1 i1 [ 1.0
13 6 136 180.0 1.0 3 i3 \ 1.5
14 1 141 1950 150 ;S i3 i 1.5
14 2 1142 185.0 1140 (8 i3 2.0
14 83 {143 1850 8.0 S 13 : 3.8
14 4 144 1950 ‘2.0 D1 1 i1 i 5.8
14 5 145 195.0 1.0 D2 2 2 : 6.0
15 1 1151 210.0 150 'S 3 14 6.5
15 2 152 2100 1136 D4 4 i4 1 16.4
15 '3 153 2100 9.3 S ‘3 8 1.0
1§ 4 1154 2100 18.0 D1 1 i1 11 2.3
15 15 [185 2100 20 s 13 3.8
15 6 156  210.0 1.0 s '3 4.0
16 7 161 226.0 15.0 D3 3 ! | 4.5
% 2 162 225.0 14.0 D3 3 '3 | 52
16 3 163 225.0 8.0 iD1 1 i1 ; | 8.2
16 4 !164 225.0 2.0 D3 3 13 ' | 1.5
16 5 165 225.0 1.0 D1 1 i1 i 1.5
17 it 171 2400 15.0 8 3 ‘ 5
1712 172 2400 9.3 D2 2 2 i 1.5
173 173 240.0 8.0 [} 1 Iy | 5.8
17 4 1174 2400 2.0 s :3 | 6.0
17 5 175 240.0 1.0 s :3 7.8
18 71 {181 2550 115.0 S 13 7.8
18 2 182 255.0 14.0 s 3 i 7.8
18 3 (183 255.0 8.0 3 3 .1 i 3.8
18 ‘4 184 255.0 20 S i3 ! | 3.8
18 5 1185 2550 1.0 S i3 | ! 3.8
19 1 191 2700 15.0 S i3 12 | 3.8
19 2 1492 270.0 4.0 3 3 8 5.5
19 3 193 270.0 18.0 D1 1 i1 1.8
19 4 1194 270.0 2.0 D4 4 4 2.0
19 5 185 270.0 1.0 D1 1 1 2.5
20 .7 201 285.0 15.0 S 3 110 5.8
20 2 202 285.0 114.0 D4 4 14 14 8.0
20 .3 203 2850 8.0 S i3 !
20 4 204 2850 6.3 S1 i1 1.5
20 5 1205 2850 i2.0 S i3 15
20 6 206 285.0 1.0 'S 3 43
21 1 211  300.0 15,0 = '3 i 55
21 2 212 300.0 140  '$1 : 41 :Hollowed out 58
21 3 213 300.0 8.0 S i 13 ; i 5.8
21 4 214 300.0 2.0 D1 i1 1 i ; 58
21 5 215 3000 1.0 iD1 11 1 | |Crack/Checked 2.3
2 1 221 315.0 150 D4 4 4 12 23
12119197
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, ROMEO PIER-PILE INSPECTION: SEPT 29, OCT 1, 1997

I
BENTIPILE PN North (1) 'East(1) OBSERVED iDIVE VIS ‘DIA COMMENTS CAP SPAN

# NO : CONDITICN |COND ,COND | .

| @ l.
22 |2 222 3150 1140 'S 13 9 . 2.4
22 '3 223 3150 'B.0 'S '3 3.0
22 4 224 3150 2.0 ‘s ! 3 3.8
22 5 225 3150 1.0 1S : 3 4.0
23 i1 231 3300 150 81 I ‘1 ‘Hollowed out 7.0
23 2 232 3300 140 'S 3 ¥ 7.8
23 3 233 3300 8.0 'S : 3 8 13
23 |4 234 3300 6.6 01 i1 1 Split—Drilled 30% 1.5
23 {5 235 3300 '2.0 s ' 3 2.3
23 |6 236 330.0 1.0 S 3 55
24 11 241 3450 150  i$1 1 'Hollowed out 55
24 2 242 3450 140 'S 3 ' 5.5
24 i3 243 3450 80 B 3 ; i 5.5
24 4 244 3450 2.0 is 3 | ' 5.8
24 5 245 3450 1.0 'S 3 : 1.5
25 |1 251 3600 150 .8 } i3 ! i Crack/Checked 1.8
25 2 252 380.0 114.0 ‘S i3 § ; 1.8
25 [3 253 360.0 8.0 s 3 i |Crack/Checked 3.0
25 4 254 7360.0 i6.7 D3 3 3 E ‘Crack/Checked 3.0
25 5 255 360.0 2.0 D1 1 11 i 5.3
25 |6 256 360.0 1.0 51 1 i i Hollowed out 1.0
26 (1 261 375.0 15.0 s1 1 |Bent is Leaning-was 1.0
| |rebuilt
26 |2 262 375.0 140 D4 4 4 C 1.0
26 !3 263 375.0 8.0 1 i1 - Hallowed out 1.2
26 14 284 375.0 1.0 's 3 - 1.5
27 (7 275 3885 {0.0 S 3 10 6.5
27 |8 (278 3886 -5.3 3 3 i B.5
27 |9 277 3888 -12.1 D2 2 2 -35.9
27 10 278 3886 158 |8 3 ! 1.0
27 i1t 279 3886 17.3 1S 3 ! : 1.0
27 11 271 3900 15.0 3 3 10 ‘Bentis leaning 5.0
27 12 272 3900 14.0 S 13 115 :Cracik/Checked 53
27 '3 273 3900 8.0 S1 i1 : 8.0
27 ‘4 274 3200 16.8 S 3 10 6.3
27 5 275 3900 2.0 s 3 ¢ 6.3
27 6 276 3900 1.0 S 3 Grack/Checked 2.0
28 1 281 403.6 1-0.6 D1 4 1 i j 3.0
28 12 282 4041 6.0 D1 1 1 ' 5.0
28 (3 283 4045 418 I8 3 : 50
28 |4 284 4048 155 IS 3 ‘Crack/Checked 5.0
28 |5 285 4050 170 18 3 T {CrackiChecked 1.0
28 (6 286 405.0 i15.0 $1 1 ! !Hollowed out 1.5
28 7 287 405.0 14.0 D1 1 1 7 15
28 18 288 4050 ‘8.0 81 1 : i Hollowed out 1.5
28 9 289 405.0 6.5 'S : 3 . : 15
28 70 2810 405.0 2.0 'S | '3 : 1.8
28 (717 2811 405.0 1.0 Is '3 1.0
29 71 '291 4200 150  S1 i1 ‘Hollowed out 1.0
29 .2 292 4200 140 S 3 1.0
29 .3 203 420.0 8.0 D4 4 ‘4 8 -38.0
29 4 294 4200 2.0 'S ] .3 CAP GONE -32.0
23 5 205 4200 1.0 iS ! ‘3 1.0
29 6 296 4200 05 S ! 3 1.0
12/19/97
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i ‘ROMEOQO PIER-PILE INSPECTION: SEPT 29, OCT 1, 1997

§ E
BENT!PILE ‘PN :Nerth (1) 'East{1) |OBSERVED [DIVE |VIS [DIA |COMMENTS CAP SPAN

# NO . i CONDITION |COND |COND |

! i i @ !
29 !7 297 14200 6.0 D4 4 4 i 1.0
29 ig 288 14200 -11.8 S 3 ! 5.5
28 -5 299 14200 1-16.5 s 3 6.0
29 10 2910 1420.0 -17.0 S 3 7.8
30 7 301 [4350 15.0 S 3 10.3
30 ‘2 302 4350 '14.0 'S1 1 Hollowed out 4.6
30 .3 303 1435.0 128 'S 3 i 4.7
30 |4 304 [435.0 9.3 S 3 10 4.8
30 5 305 1435.0 8.0 51 1 Hollowed out 48
30 16 308 1435.0 2.0 S2 2 Crack/Checked 1.5
30 |7 307 [435.0 1.0 s 3 2.3
30 I8 308 4350 0.5 S1 1 Hollowed out 1.0
30 9 309 -435.0 -6.0 S 3 Need to repiace cap 1.3
a0 {10 30101435.0 -11.8 IS 3 1.0
30 117 30114350 155 IS 3 1.0
30 12 301214350 i-17.0 1S 3 1.0
31 1 311 4500 115.0 D2 2 2 1.0
31 2 312 :4500 110.8 S 3 1.0
31 |3 313 :450.0 |6.5 S 3 Crack/Checked 1.0
31 14 314 14500 2.0 s 3 1.0
31 |5 315 14500 1.0 s 3 1.0
31 6 318 4510 -0.5 S 3 3 1.0
31 [7 1317 i451.0 -8.0 s 3 8 1.0
31 s 318 '451.0 -11.8 D3 3 3 1.0
31 Ja 319 4510 -15.5 S 3 1.0
31 110 311014510 170 IS 3 1.0
32 1 321 '465.0 15.0 ] 3 14 lreplaced bent 1.0
32 |2 322 |485.0 9.2 s 3 10
32 137 1323 -485.0 8.0 S1 1 6.0
32 4 324 4850 2.0 s 3 6.0
32 i5 325 .4850 1.0 S 3 : 7.0
32 16 326 :469.0 -0.5 s 3 | 11.3
32 17 327 489.0 1-6.0 ) 3 1.0
32 8 328 '469.0 413 'S 3 1.0
32 |9 329 489.0 155 'S 3 1.0
32 110 32101468.0 -170 I8 3 6.0
33 1 331 480.0 15.0 D2 2 2 Hollow @ waterline 6.0
33 j2 332 4800 13.0 S 3 i 6.0
33 13 333 4800 8.0 D1 1 1 ! 6.0
33 14 334 4800 2.0 D4 4 4 Hole @1' above mudline |6.0
33 15 335 480.0 1.0 D1 1 1 5.0
33 16 336 .485.0 -0.5 S 3 i 5.0
33 |7 337 4850 -6.0 s 3 i 6.0
33 !g 338 4850 1.8 Is 3 ' 6.0
33 {9 339 4850 155 {S E] 6.0
33 l70  33101485.0 {-17.0 s 3 ] 6.0
34 1 341 495.0 15.0 D1 1 1 ; 53
34 [2 342 4850 114.0 03 3 3 i 55
34 3 343 4950 8.0 'S 3 6.0
34 14 344 48950 6.9 iS 3 ] 6.0
34 iS5 345 495.0 2.0 D3 3 3 ! 6.0
34 6 346 495.0 1.0 ‘S 3 i 3.8
34 7 347 498.0 -0.5 S 3 43
12119197
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i
1
]

! [
BENTIPILE (PN |North (1) |East(1) [OBSERVED [DIVE VIS |DIA !COMMENTS CAP SPAN

# iNO . CONDITION |COND ICOND

| | 2
34 g 1348 i4990.0 i-8.0 s i3 4.5
34 '9 1340 1499.0 118 8§ 3 5.0
34 (710 13410149%.0 -15.5 s 3 17
34 11 134111499.0 -170 s 3 2.3
35 1 1351 [504.0 0.5 S 3 2.5
35 2 i352 1504.0 5.0 S 3 2.7
35 i3 1353 i504.0 1-11.8 C3 3 i3 3.6
35 |4 1354 1504.0 EEEE 3 1.3
3§ 's5 |a55 i504.0 470 |s 3 1.3
38 |6 1356 |510.0 18.0 s 3 1.4
3§ |7 |357 |5100 15.0 D1 9 1 7.5
35 8 |as8 5100 14.0 s 3 9.0
35 9 1359 15100 8.0 S | 3 10.3
35 110 135101510.0 2.0 S ; 3 1.0
35 117 !3511:510.0 1.0 S i 3 1.1
3 17 381 :525.0 118.0 3 i3 6.0
3 2 {362 525.0 i15.0 S i3 6.0
3 13 I3s3 15250 14.0 S 3 8.0
38 |4 1384 15250 8.0 S 3 6.0
38 |5 [365 525.0 7.0 S 3 10 6.0
38 6 366 15250 2.0 D3 3 3 10 7.0
3 |7 |367 i525.0 0.2 S 3 8.0
3 |8 |38 1525.0 -2.1 s 3 6.0
6 l9 |38 1525.0 -103 {8 3 6.0
38 70 [381015825.0 185 IS 3 6.0
38 117 3611 /525.0 170 i8S 3 6.0
37 1 j371 5400 18.0 D4 4 4 6.0
37 (2 [372 15400 15.0 S 3 6.0
37 13 T373 5400 14.0 S 3 6.0
37 14 374 is400 8.0 3 3 10 6.0
37 |5 1375 540.0 7.0 5 3 6.0
37 6 1376 5400 2.0 S 3 6.0
37 17 lar7 5400 1.0 ‘D3 3 3 6.0
37 .8 378 '540.0 1.3 S 3 6.0
37 g 379 1540.0 -9.0 S 3 6.0
38 17 381 .555.0 18.0 S 3 6.0
38 12 382 -555.0 15.0 S 3 Crack/Chacked 6.0
38 13 !383 /555.0 140 5 3 4.3
38 4 384 555.0 8.0 S 3 4.3
38 5 385 !588.0 7.0 S 3 4.7
38 6 |38 .555.0 2.0 S 3 5.0
38 .7 387 '555.0 1.0 S i3 5.7
38 .8 388 (555.0 -1.3 S 13 5.8
38 |9 388 (555.0 -9.0 S 13 6.0
8 7 1391 5700 18.0 S 13 8.0
39 12 j3¢2 5700 14.0 s i3 6.0
38 3 Iz93 5700 13.0 St I1 Hollowed out 8.0
39 4 394 5700 120 S 3 6.0
39 5  13g5 570.0 8.0 D3 3 i3 1.0
38 6 396 570.0 70 D1 1 i1 1.0
39 .7 i397 5700 0.0 8 '3 7.,8,9 are a grou[ 1.0
33 8 I398 5715 ~1.3 D4 4 4 CRANE ROTTING OUT [1.1
39 9 399 5715 1-9.0 s 3 1.2
40 1 401 585.0 18.0 s 3 1.3
12/19/97
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P ROMEO PIER-PILE INSPECTION: SEPT 29, OCT 1, 1997

i !
BENT|PILE ;PN  North (1) :’East (1) |OBSERVED {DIVE :VIS iDIA {COMMENTS CAP SPAN

# NO CONDITION |[COND ;COND

{2)

40 2 402 585.0 15.0 S 3 1.5
40 |3 1403 585.0  14.0 S i3 2.8
40 4 404 5B5.0 8.0 S 3 ‘ 28
40 i5 405 5850 7.0 D1 1 1 Hollowed out 4.0
40 8 406 58BS.0 2.0 )} 1 1 Hollowed out 5.5
40 ‘7 407 5850 1.0 S '3 5.5
41 8 418 8977 1.4 S | 3 5.7
41 9 419 5988 15.8 S ; 3 5.8
41 10 |4110 598.9 0.6 $ ! 3 6.0
41 117 14111 585.9 -9.0 S 3 1.0
41 1 411 600.0 15.7 El 3 1.0
41 2 412 B60C.0 14.0 S 3 2.0
41 3 413 600.0 7.0 S 3 2.0
41 4 414 800.0 4.3 S 3 3.0
41 5 415 800.0 2.0 8 3 3.0
4 & 416 800.0 ‘0.1 S 3 Hollowed out 3.0
42 7 427 614.8 1=1.1 S 3 1.8
42 1 421 815.0 127.0 D4 4 4 11 |Lsaning 1.0
42 2 422 618.0 125.0 ) 3 1.0
42 3 423 615.0 223 S 3 { 1.0
42 14 1424 5150 20.0 5 3 l 1.3
42 5 425 B15.0 18.0 S 3 1.7
42 [ 426 B15.0 15.0 8 3 1.9
42 7 427 815.0 12.0 S 3 1.0
42 8 428 615.0 8.0 3 3 1.0
42 g 429 6150 6.0 S 3 i
42 10 14210 618.0 2.0 S 3 1.0
42 11 4211 615.0 {0.0 3 3 1.0
42 12 4212 615.0 -3.8 8 3 1.0
42 (13 4213 615.0 6.3 D2 2 2 drilled—ok, rerate 3 1.0
42 |14 4214 8150 -0.0 D2 2 2 drilled—single knot hole, 1.0

i borst hollowed out
43 1 431 630.0 285 S 3 1.0
43 2 432 830.0 127.0 S 3 1.0
43 '3 433 630.0 16.8 $ i3 ! 1.0
43 4 434 &30.0 11.3 S 3 | Crack/Checked 1.0
43 15 435 630.0 1.0 S 3 1.0
43 6 436 630.0 ~7.5 S 3 1.0
43 7 437 830.0 1-9.0 s 3 1.0
44 1 441 645.0 j28.3 D2 2 2 extends through deck, 1.0

i cap does not bear
44 2 442 645.0 127.0 S 3 replacement-top biock 1.0
4 3 443 6450 118.0 S 3 14  |replacement-top biock 1.0
4 4 444 645.0 112.8 s2 4 replacement-fop hiock 1.0
44 15 445 6450 i5.0 s 3 replacement-top biock . [1.0
4 6 448 6450 -1.3 D3 3 3 replacement-top block
4 7 447 645.0 9.0 D1 1 1 replacemant-top block 1.5
45 7 451 ©60.0 238 S '3 10.25
4 2 452 660.0 220 s 3 10.25
45 3 463 660.0 14.5 D4 4 4 open span 8.5
45 4 454 660.0 3.3 D2 2 2 1.5
45 5 455 6600 -1.5 S 3 -32.75
45 16 456 660.0 ‘8.0 S 3 i 1.75
48 7 487 568.0 279 S 3 | 11.25
12119197
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'ROMEO PIER-PILE INSPECTION: SEPT 29, OCT 1, 1997

BENTIPILE ‘PN North (1) [East (1) [OBSERVED [DIVE (VIS ClA [COMMENTS CAP SPAN
# NO i CONDITION {COND [COND
' ' (2
46 1 481 675.0 27.0 S 3 4.75
46 2 462 675.0 25.3 s1 Hollowed out 8.5
46 |3 463 '675.0 23.8 D4 4 4 -35.8784
46 |4 484 .675.0 18.5 S 3 0.9
46 5 '465 675.0 17.3 S 3 1.5
46 '6 466 675.0 12.0 D1 1 1 .Hollow @ watedine 43
46 7 467 675.0 i10.3 D03 3 3 5 23
46 |8 1488 |675.0 7.3 S 3 1.8
46 9 468 1675.0 6.5 S 3 3.0
46 10 14610 675.0 33 s 3 1.8
48 11 14811 1675.0 -4.8 s 3 23
46 12 4612 1675.0 6.5 ] 3 8
48 13 4613:675.0 -8.8 S 3 1.75
47 1 ‘471 .690.0 2649 D3 3 3 Hole @1' above mudiine [2.25
47 |12 472 690.0 229 S 3 4.0
47 3 ‘473  890.0 20.1 S 3 2.8
47 4 474 6900 17.8 S 3 25
47 5 ‘475 690.0 12.1 s 3 5.5
47 16 476 .6890.0 10.1 S 3 2.0
47 |7 1477 _690.0 4.9 S 3 53
47 8 478 880.0 0.6 3 3 4.3
47 |9 479 1690.0 -1.9 S 3 25
47 (10 147101690.0 B84 D4 4 4 85
SUMMARY !
i : Dive Surf&Dive Cond |Number
#piles Ia! 342 1 45
‘Avg Cond {2.31 2.75 2 11
SD Cond [1.23 0.78 3 266
' 4 18
Notes: ; 341
(1) Northing and Easting are theoretical coordinates with north
origin at the pier abutment and the east edge of the deck at the abutment.
2) The method of observation is indicated as:
8- Surface, observed from boat at-1.0 tide i
D-nging with SCUBA, but inspection from the bottom to the water surfat!:e i
I
The number that follows the letter indicates the amount of damage ta the pile at the worst location
which is typically within the intertidal zone:
1 < 25% remalns
2 25-50%
13 50-75% !
4 >75% i
example: D3 indicates | pile that was inspected by diving, and has 50-75% of the section
‘remaining at the worst location on the pile. | i
i | i i
' f |

All piles were observed from the surface. Those that have an “S" indication only, appeared to bs sound and

had no visible defects. except as nated in the comments column. The surfaoe piles that have a number indicated

| {s.g. $2) were sounded with a hammer or drifled. ] 1

12/18/97
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SUMMARY

The San Mateo Harbor District purchased Romeo pier in 1996. Soon after the
purchase an evaluation of the structural condition of the pier was performed
(Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, January, 1998) in which replacement of the pier was
recommended and that certain minimum repairs be performed, if the pier was to
remain in service prior to replacement. Since 1998, some of these repairs were
made and the pier has remained in service. The Harbor District wants to
continue to use the pier and requested an update to the previous evaluation,
which is the focus of this report.

The current condition of the pier is substantially the same as it was in 1997, but
with three years of additional deterioration. The structural framing consisting of
the piles, pile caps, stringers and decking are in fair condition and are adequate
to supportt a reduced load from the original condition. Replacement of pier
members by the District since 1998 has been limited to the decking and
stringers. Replacement of deteriorated piles and pile caps need to be performed,
as well as ongoing replacement of the, more easily accessible, decking and
stringers. If this work is performed, the useful life of the pier can be extended.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK

The purpose of this investigation was to assess the change in condition of
Romeo pier since the last evaluation in 1998. The level of detaii presented in the
previous report was not requested. Rather this investigation was to identify
significant changes in the condition of the pier structure since the previous report.

PIER DESCRIPTION

Romeo Pier is a timber framed and timber pile supported structure which is
approximately 50 years old. The pier in plan consists of a 16 foot wide by 390
foot long approach section and a 35 foot wide by 250 foot long head section, for
a total length of 640 feet. It is oriented in a north/south direction with the landfall
at the northern end. A plan view, elevation and sections of the structure are
shown in Figure 1. Grid lines are shown on the plan view of the pier. These grid
lines are used as a reference system in this report to help identify specific
locations being discussed in the text. It should be emphasized that the gird is an
idealized representation of the pier, and the actual pier is skewed in many
locations. The pier deck is at Elevation +13.8 ft relative to Mean Lower Low
Water (MLLW). This relatively high deck elevation is because the pier was
constructed before the breakwater was built and therefore at one time required
clearance for storm waves. Total plan area of the pier is 18,000 square feet.
Photograph 1 provides a general view of the pier structure.

Framing consists of 3 x 12 deck planks supported on 6 x 12 stringers with 4 x
12s along the deck edges. The stringers are supported on 12 x 12 pile caps.
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Timber piles range in diameter from 8-inch to 12-inch. Cores taken in 1997
indicate all framing is Douglas Fir timber.

The ocean bottom slopes down rather quickly to an elevation of —7.00 ft (MLLW)
approximately 285 feet from the pier abutment on shore, and then continues
relatively flat from that location to the end of the pier. Maximum height from
mudline to deck is therefore approximately 21 feet.

The pier supports a two-story building used for fish handling operations. The
building occupies approximately 2,800 square feet of pier area. Abalone tanks
are located at the head of the pier under the shelter of the building. The pier also
supports a number of storage containers along the western side. Utilities on the
pier include water, gravity sewer, power, and a dry seawater line.

Fishing boats berth along the eastern face at the outer end for general fish
offloading operations, and at the southwest caorner for access to the abaione
tanks. Timber fender piles, a boat access stair, and two cranes for offloading are
located along the eastern face.

INVESTIGATION

An investigation was performed on October 26, 2000 by Moffatt & Nichol
Engineers (Brad Porter, P.E.) with assistance from the Harbor District staff (Don
Coats). The investigation consisted of visual observation of the pier structure
from above and below deck. The below deck observation was conducted from a
boat at low tide, to observe the condition of the piles. Field notes, photographs
and a videotape recording was made to record the conditions observed. Prior to
the field investigation, Harbor staff had marked (with colored paint) areas of the
pier structure that had been replaced and those that needed repair/replacement.
Biue paint marked areas that need repair and white paint marked areas that had
been replaced. Figure 2 shows three different items: 1) needed repairs
identified in the 1998 report, 2) repairs that have been made since the 1998
report and 3) additional repairs identified during this investigation.

DECKING

The overall condition of the decking is fair to good. Some members have
recently been replaced. Splitting at the ends where deck members are nailed to
stringers was observed and rotting of the deck members was observed at the
end of the pier, particularly along the exterior walls of the building. Of particular
concern is the west side of the building on that portion of the deck that
cantilevers out from the deck (see Photograph 2).

The deck runners that were recommended in the 1998 report have yet to be
installed. However, Harbor staff reported that there are plans to install these in
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4. Replace piles as required (this can be investigated to identify those piles
which must be replaced to help ensure a safe working environment).

5. Add wheel planks (adding the wheel planks adds a significant upgrade to
the structure, as well as additional safety feature. The wheel planks could
be limited to certain areas and then restrict loaded trucks to those areas).

6. Inspect and repair access ladders.

It is recommended that those repairs that have not been completed to date be
performed in the near future. In particular, the following should be performed
immediately:

1. Install an additional pile on the east side of bent 26.

2. Replace the pile caps at bents 29 and 30.

3. Repair the decking on the west side of the building or close the area.
4. Install additional stringers in the areas where spans exceed 3.5 ft.

5. Place a new posting sign at the pier entrance clearly indicating a
maximum vehicle weight of 9,000 Ibs.

6. Install wheel planks in all areas of vehicle access.

LIMITATIONS

This investigation and evaluation report of Romeo Pier was prepared based on
an observation of the general condition of the pier. It is not intended to represent
an investigation covering all details of the structure which might affect the
operability of the pier. This report, therefore, does not provide a warranty that the
structure will provide continued service without possible damage due to pier
operations.
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Photograph 1 - Romeo Pier

{ Deteriorated
Decking

Photograph 2 - West Side of Building



Photograph 4 - Plates over Damaged Pile Cap
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Debbie Nixon
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From: Ananda, Renee@Coastal <Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov>

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:47 PM

To: Scott Grindy

Cc: Cave, Nancy@Coastal; Manna, Jeannine@Coastal

Subject: RE: G-2-14-0016 (Romeo Pier)

Thank you Scott. The information that you've generated for the Emergency Permit application can be used for the CDP
application, as long as it is still pertinent and applies to the proposed project. RTA

From: Scott Grindy [mailto:sgrindy@smharbor.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 4:50 PM

To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal

Cc: Cave, Nancy@Coastal;, Manna, Jeannine@Coastal; Scott Grindy
Subject: RE: G-2-14-0016 (Romeo Pier)

Understood.

Scott

From: Ananda, Renee@Coastal [mailto:Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 4:49 PM

To: Scott Grindy

Cc: Cave, Nancy@Coastal;, Manna, Jeannine@Coastal

Subject: RE: G-2-14-0016 (Romeo Pier)

Scott,

Just to circle back. | spoke with my District Supervisor and the District Manager and they concur that an ECDP
is no longer appropriate. The proposal to remove Romeo Pier does not meet the criteria for issuance of an
ECDP, as defined by Section 13009 of Coastal Commission Regulations. The proposed project is not required
for a “sudden unexpected occurrence demanding immediate action to prevent or mitigate loss or damage to
life, health, property or essential public services.” Please prepare and submit a regular CDP application for the
removal of Romeo Pier. Feel free to contact me if you have questions. Thank you, RTA

From: Scott Grindy [mailto:sgrindy@smbharbor.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 3:20 PM

To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Cc: Scott Grindy
Subject: RE: G-2-14-0016 (Romeo Pier)

Hi,

And thank you. Yes the district still needs to move forward, last year the budget had some issues at the board level, the
Romeo pier was left on the budget but with no funding. With a new board this year, it is a concern and was even spoken
with positive movement / action discussion at last week’s budget work shop with the board. It is a high ticket disposal

item at an estimate of over $S600k.

Thanks for asking and checking.



Best

Scott

From: Ananda, Renee@Coastal [mailto:Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 2:53 PM

To: Scott Grindy

Subject: RE: G-2-14-0016 (Romeo Pier)

Hello Scott,

We never received this memo. It has been a year since there was any activity, | just want to confirm that the
Harbor District wants to proceed with processing an ECDP? | plan to make certain on my end that an ECDP is
still appropriate. Thank you for the quick reply. RTA

From: Scott Grindy [mailto:sgrindy@smharbor.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 2:07 PM

To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal
Cc: Scott Grindy
Subject: RE: G-2-14-0016 (Romeo Pier)

Hi Renee, not sure if Peter forwarded this memo but | have attached it.

The pier status:
1. Pieris gated/fenced off at its entry to prevent access by the public.
Ladders on the side of the pier have been removed to stop water access.
Each storm seems to have more lumber pieces etc. fall into the water.
The board has it on the agenda for the budget process for covering the cost of the demo of the pier.
My hope is we can obtain piling credits when the work is done so if we need to add pilings somewhere in the
harbor, the credits could apply.

ik ow

Let me know if this is enough info or if more is needed.
Best

Scott

From: Ananda, Renee@Coastal [mailto:Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 12:06 PM

To: Scott Grindy
Subject: G-2-14-0016 (Romeo Pier)

Hello Scott,

We received the subject Emergency Coastal Development Permit (ECDP) application from the Harbor District
on April 16, 2014 and subsequently requested additional project information. Please refer to the e-mail thread
below, fyi. Can you please update me on the status of things? Thank you, RTA

From: Peter Grenell [mailto:pgrenell@smharbor.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 8:45 AM

To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal; Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Cc: Scott Grindy
Subject: RE: scanned document



Scott and | will follow up with M&N.
pg

From: Ananda, Renee@Coastal [ mailto:Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 4:32 PM

To: Peter Grenell; Cave, Nancy@Coastal

Cc: Scott Grindy

Subject: RE: scanned document

Hello Peter,

| look forward to receiving detailed answers to be generated by M & N, as their 4/21/14 memo does not include
the following information:

1. How long will it take for the demo and removal

Identify any public access within the vicinity of the project site and describe how access will be
addressed during the demo and removal work; specify how you will ensure there is no interference with
public access as appropriate and to the extent is feasible.

Description of method of containment of debris material during activities

Re: the removal of the landward trestle portion of the pier, depict on a map the location of the proposed
beach access route and equipment staging for removal activities.

e

Thank you. RTA

From: Peter Grenell [mailto:pgrenell@smharbor.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 11:55 AM

To: Ananda, Renee@Coastal; Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Cc: Scott Grindy

Subject: FW: scanned document

Renee,

1. Here, belatedly, is the 1998 Romeo Pier engineers investigation report. A following
email will contain their 2000 update report.

2. The pier was built around 1950; we’re trying to get a firm figure.

3. It was in use until the mid-2000s. Originally, Romeo Packing Co. used it to unload
sardines for processing. Eventually the business switched over to production and
packing of fertilizer, which continues today (although not on the pier). Morningstar
Fisheries occupied the pier building for its fish handling operations until 2002, when
they took over the Caito Fisheries lease on the Johnson Pier in the inner
harbor. Morningstar vacated because of the Harbor District’s safety concerns about
Romeo Pier following the two engineering investigations. A private operator was
permitted to pump sea water from on the pier for a short time afterward, but eventually
the pier was closed for safety reasons.

4. Fish unloading, at the pier end building (two story, 2,800 sq. ft. footprint); brief sea
water pumping (for aquariums).



5. The Harbor District identified a replacement pier for Romeo Pier as a priority; it remains,
but now as a long term priority. In 1996, the Army Corps of Engineers produced a Phase
| Reconnaissance Study for a deep water navigation channel from the federal
breakwater entrance to the pier; it had a positive 2.5:1 benefit/cost ratio. Project was
discontinued because the Harbor District had not established a location for a
replacement pier. The District’s Strategic Business Plan, just getting underway, will
revisit the new pier possibility.

6. Remaining questions: | believe in late April you received a memo from Moffatt & Nichol
regarding the proposed Romeo Pier removal method. That may answer some of your
questions. Since then, M&N is now proceeding on a detailed preconstruction task which
will generate answers to your remaining question.

7. Regarding our question about mitigation credits, FYI, the total pier area is approximately
18,000 sq. ft.

Peter Grenell

From: KonicaC451@SMHarbor.com [mailto:KonicaC451@SMHarbor.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 12:46 PM

To: Peter Grenell

Subject: scanned document
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SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT

ROMEO PIER REMOVAL
50% Submittal - Estimate of Construction Cost 6/26/2014
Item Description Qty Units Unit Cost Sub Total

1 Mobilization & Demobilization (Barge, Crane) 1 LS $ 70,000 $ 70,000

2 Remove Pier bents 27-47 from water $ 100,000
Crane Barge Crew (2 weeks) 10 Crew Day S 10,000 S 100,000

3 Remove Trestle $ 45,000
Landside Crew (2 weeks, 7 persons) 10 Crew Day S 4,500 S 45,000

4 Disposal $ 243,000
Disposal -Pier 522 TON S 400 $ 209,000

Disposal - Bldg 32 TON S 400 S 12,800

Disposal- Sheds, misc equip 24 TON S 400 S 9,600

Haul (20 tons/load, 4 hours /load) 116 HR S 100 S 11,600

$ -

Subtotal $ 458,000

Project Subtotal S 458,000
Contingency 15% S 69,000
Project With Contingency $ 527,000

1. Costs shown include contractor's overhead and profit. Numbers are rounded.

2. Costs are based upon bid results (escalated to present dollars) and generally prevailing costs for the work involved.

3. Costs are based on 50% design drawings.

4. Means and methods assumed are barge crane to perform work on southern portion of pier, land based equipment on trestle.

8281-02 COST_EST_20140626.xIsx 6/27/2014



2185 N. California Bivd., Suite 500

Walnut Creek, CA 94596-3500
hdh¥ ’

(925)944-5411 Fax (925) 944-4732

moffatt & nichol www.moffattnichol.com

To: Peter Grenell, General Manager, SMCHD
From: Brad Porter, PE

Date: July 17, 2014

Subject: Romeo Pier Removal =50% Progress Report

M&N Job No.: 8281-03

The purpose of this memorandum is to describe the removal of the existing Romeo Pier {see Figure 1
and Figure 7) located in Pillar Point Harbor (see Figure 2). Attached are 50% progress drawings for the
removal of the pier, an estimate of the removal cost and description of the anticipated construction
methods and considerations.

NI IEY B A

Figure 1 Romeo Pier in 2014

Removal Cost

The cost to remove the pier is estimated to be in the range of $458,000 to $527,000.

The breakdown of this cost is shown on the attached cost estimate, dated 6/26/2014.

A significant portion of the cost is the mobilization of the barge and crane. Considering this, the most
cost effective method will be to remove the entire pier structure at one time rather than phasing the
work and incurring the cost of mobilizing the equipment multiple times to the site.



Peter Grenell M&N #:8281-03
July 11, 2014 Memorandum-Romeo Pier Removal

Construction Methods and Considerations

Because of the deteriorated condition of the Pier, it is anticipated that the equipment to remove the
timber will be staged from the water for the outer portion of the pier and from the beach for the trestle
portion. The pier structure has deteriorated to the point that it cannot support construction equipment
on the deck.

Highway 1

Launch Ramp
Romeo Pier

0.80 mi

Figure 2 Pillar Point Harbor

Quter Pier

The majority of the timber (approximately 80%) is located on the outer 300 feet of the pier, which is the
widened portion where the buildings are located. This portion would be removed by a floating barge
mounted crane where there is adequate depth to access (see Figure 4). The buildings and wharf would
be removed by the crane and loaded onto a barge for transfer and off load onto the land. The Outer
Pier is estimated to be approximately 500 tons of material. It is possible that a marine demolition
contractor could load all the material onto a single barge and transport it to their offload facility in the
San Francisco Bay Area for removal and disposal to suitable landfill. Alternatively, a smaller barge could
be used that would periodically be towed to the boat ramp located within the Harbor (see Figure 4)
where the timber would be removed with a land-based mobile crane onto trucks for transport to the
appropriate landfill.

LT 2



M&N #:8281-03

Peter Grenell
Memorandum-Romeo Pier Removal

July 11, 2014

Landward Trestle
The landward portion of the pier is too shallow for the crane barge to access; this is the trestle portion

that leads from the land out to the wider wharf. It is anticipated that a mobile crane- either a track
mounted crawler crane or rubber tired crane- would access the pier at lower tides from the sand beach
and reach out to remove the decking. The material would then be loaded on to an adjacent truck for

transport to the landfill.

Figure 4 Offloading Material at Boat Ramp with Containment Boom

The piles will be removed with a vibratory hammer for their entire length where possible. Due to the
deteriorated condition of many of the piles below the waterline it would not be possible to vibrate these

hadh¥ 3



Peter Grenell M&N #:8281-03
July 11, 2014 Memorandum-Romeo Pier Removal

out, those piles will be broken off with a cable attachment as far below the sand line as possible and as
much of the pile extracted as practical.

Final construction methods will be determined by the construction contractor once the project is
awarded, based upon the requirements and review by the San Mateo County Harbor District.

Permitting Considerations:

It is anticipated that the timber will be classified as construction debris and can be disposed of at a
landfill in the San Francisco Bay Area. The timber will be tested for classification for proper disposal. The
piles may have creosote treatment and the deck timbers may have been treated with preservatives. The
buildings on top of the pier will be tested for the 17 components required by the California
Administrative Manual (CAM —17).

Loading of the material and transport will be performed in accordance with all applicable regulations for
demolition using standard available construction equipment. Initial inquiry was made by the SMCHD to
the California Coastal Commission regarding permitting for the emergency removal of the pier.
Comments were received from the Coastal Commission (email of May 14, 2014) and the following
responses were provided:

1. How long will it take for the demo and removal

Response: It is estimated to take 8-10 weeks (note: upon further investigation it is estimated
that the removal can be accomplished in less than % of this time, on the order of 4 weeks).

2. Identify any public access within the vicinity of the project site and describe how access will be
addressed during the demo and removal work; specify how you will ensure there is no
interference with public access as appropriate and to the extent is feasible.

Response: There is public access on the beach below the Pier. The only impact to public access
will occur during removal of the trestle. In order to keep continuous public access during the
removal of the landward trestle, the contractor will be required to limit staging of equipment
and operations to a limited area that does not block access and allows access across the trestle
and to provide flaggers for safety when the full debris bins are transported from the beach to
trucks for off haul.

3. Description of method of containment of debris material during activities.
Response: The contractor will be required to provide continuous containment beneath all
operations. The type of containment will be tight woven netting suspended above the water

surface or continuous raft of floats or a combination of these 2 systems.

4. Re: the removal of the landward trestle portion of the pier, depict on a map the location of the
proposed beach access route and equipment staging for removal activities.

Response: Figures 5 and 6 depict these locations.

(71} 4



Peter Grenell
July 11, 2014

Staging
Area

Access
Route

Work Area

Figure 5 Beach Access Route and Staging (Google Maps Aerial)

Figure 6 Beach Area for Access Routes

M&N #:8281-03
Memorandum-Romeo Pier Removal

-
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1. PILES ARE CREOSOTE TREATED TIMBER. TIMBER USED IN PIER STRUCTURE IS
TREATED AND UNTREATED TIMBER.

2. DEMOLITION ACCESS LIMITED BY TIDAL STAGE AND SHALLOW DEPTH IN WORK
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[50% REMIEW JUN 27, 2014

1-02 Romeo Demo\4_CADD!

SAN MATEC COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT
400 Oyster Point Bivd, Suite 300
South San Froncisco, CA 94080

(650) 5834400

DESCRIPTION BY DATE

R mortatt & nichol

2185 N.California Bivd, Suite 500
Walnut Creek, California 94596(925) 944~5411

ROMEO PIER DEMOLITON
PILLAR POINT HARBOR

DATE__06/26/14

SHEET 1 OF 4

DSGN OR CHK
BP TAE
%08 N0 oom1-02 SUBMITTED BY TME

TITLE AND GENERAL NOTES

™




02_Cl.dwg _dun 27, 2014 = 10:17om

?
.

0.0°

Il
TIMBER BUILDING ‘

T

|
S !
& om0 86

Z
TOP OF
EMBANKMENT

SCALE: 1" = 30'

TIMBER GUARD RAIL:

|

| \
3"x12" DECKING \F | \m=ﬂ |
6"x12" § | Qf R a‘ R R KK o~ WW W
12°x12" PILE CAP !

12"¢ TIMBER PILES ]

wvALng

—02 Romeo Damo\¢_CADD)

[

NLLW 0.0 g
¥
@ 5 SRR NSRPIA
1 - Pl OKIN! PR AP
NOTES:
1. REMOVE ENTIRE PIER STRUCTURE (PILES, BEAMS, DECKING,
BUILDINGS) AND DISPOSE OF LEGALLY OFFSITE. TYPICAL P}
2. PILES SHALL BE REMOVED FOR THEIR ENTIRE LENGTH. PILES A\ SECTION
BETWEEN BENTS 13 AND 27 MAY BE BROKEN OFF 2 FT v SCALE: 1"=5"-0"
BELOW THE BOTTOM IF REMOVAL OF ENTIRE LENGTH CANNOT ! " "
BE ACCOMPUSHED AND IF USING LAND BASED EQUIPMENT. 30 0 30 60
e —
SCALE: 1"=30'-0"
s OFscRRTION i OATE . .‘ moffatt & nichol ROMEO PIER DEMOLITON DATE_06/26/14
SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT 2185 N.California Blvd, Suite 500 PILLAR POINT HARBOR SEET 2 oF 4
400 Oyster Point Blvd, Suite 300 Walnut Creek, California 94596(925) 9445411
South San Francisco, CA 94080 TGN R 3
(650) 583—4400 ® e PLAN AND ELEVATION C1
JOB NO. 8281-02 SUBMITTED BY TME




—*—-—-—?

STORAGE SHEDS

=

P:\8281-02 Romeo Damo\4_CADD\S28102_C2.dwp_un 27, 2014 — 10:17am

SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT
400 Oyster Point Bivd, Suite 300
South San Francisco, CA 94080
(650) 583-4400

| |
' ! ! 1 TIMBER ;IPE |
RACI
TIMBER BUILDING | i | | '
3"x12" DECKING
6°x12" STRINGERS ———— U RN NN K WKWK K N KW KK AR N W — ﬂ SCALE: 1" = 10
12°x12° PILE CAP
12°¢ TIMBER PILES \J
g-MLLW 0.0
L Z
Nt >fi\‘{;c ANAN Ecz:v, AN SRNA ;vﬁ\ﬁ’.\\«’\
(B SECTION
\ G2/ SCALE: 1"=1-5"
10" +] 10" 20"
e —
SCALE: 1"=10"-0" SCALE: 1"=5'-0"
REVISON DESCRIPTION BY DATE

RN mottatt & nichol

2185 N.California Blvd, Suite 500
Walnut Creek, Californic 94596(925) 944—5411

ROMEO PIER DEMOLITON DATE 06/26/14

PILLAR POINT HARBOR SHEET 3 OF 4

8P TE

DSGH R Iu«
TME

Im W go81-02 SUBMITTED BY

PLAN AND SECTIONS c2




TIMBER BUILDING

ROMEO PIER PLAN

SCALE: 1" = 30'

TOP OF
EMBANKMENT

1-02 Romeo Damo\4_CADD\AZ8102_C3.dwp _uun 27, 2014 _ 10:17om

[

30 o] 30" 60’ s 9 5 10
===
SCALE: 1"=30"-0" SCALE: 1"=5'-0"
RSN pescRPTON or_| oam R motratt & nichol ROMEO PIER DEMOLITON oATE 06/26/14
SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT 2185 N.California Bivd, Suite 500 PILLAR POINT HARBOR SEET 2 OF 4
400 Oyster Point Bivd, Suite 300 Walnut Creek, California 94596(925) 944—5411
South Son Francisco, CA 94080 DSGN R THK
(850) 5834400 i TAE | PHOTOS C3
JOB NO. 8281-02 ‘SUBMITTED BY TE




2185 N. California Blvd., Suite 500

. ‘ . ‘ Walnut Creek, CA 94596-3500

(925) 944-5411 Fax (925) 944-4732

moffatt & nichol y
www.moffattnichol.com

April 10, 2014

Peter Grenell, General Manager
San Mateo County Harbor District
400 Oyster Point Blvd, Suite 300
South San Francisco, CA 94080

Subject: Proposal to Provide Engineering Services for Romeo Pier Removal
M&N Project No. PWCGEN-19
Dear Peter,

We are writing to describe the services that we propose to provide to the San Mateo County
Harbor District (the Harbor District) to assist in the preparation of construction documents to
remove the Romeo Pier; a timber pier within the outer breakwater at Pillar Point Harbor. The
pile structure has recently started to collapse due to its age and state of deterioration of the
supporting members. An evaluation of the pier was performed in 1998 which recommended
the pier be replaced at that time. The structure is at the end of its useful life and the Harbor
District would like to remove the structure in order to reduce risk of injury or damage due to
the collapse of the pier into the ocean water.

Based upon this, we propose to provide the following engineering services to the Harbor
District.

SCOPE OF WORK

Construction Documents

1. Review existing drawings, reports, and other relevant documents that pertain to the
construction and repair of the pier.

2. Conduct up to 2 site visits to document conditions of the pier. During the site visit we will
verify dimensions and observe the overall condition of the pier, in addition we will:

e  Obtain samples of the painted timber on the buildings on the pier and have it
tested for the 17 hazardous material metals (CAM-17) per California
Administration Manual (CCR Title 23).

e Prepare a a photographic record of existing conditions that will be documented
for inclusion into the bid document package and to provide record of the pier for



Peter Grenell, General Manager M&N PWCGEN-19
San Mateo County Harbor District Romeo Pier Removal Proposal
April 10, 2014

the historic record. We will consult with and coordinate the efforts of the Half
Moon Bay Historic Association in preparing the photographic records.

3. Prepare preliminary demolition plans and estimate quantities of pile and deck removal
for use by the District to prepare permit applications.

4. Assist the District in their preparation Army Corps and Regional Water Board permit
applications for the removal of the pier, if required. If consultation with other resource
agencies (National Marine Fisheries, Fish & Wildlife Service, and Fish & Game) is
required for the Corps permit, we will facilitate the process by contacting the
appropriate agency staff.

5. Prepare a Bid Document package for the District, which will consist of the Bid Schedule,
Design Drawings, and Technical Specifications. We assume the District will provide us
with Standard General Conditions, review the Bid Document package, and issue the
actual Call for Bids.

Bid Support

e Assist the District with identifying likely contractors for the work, answering questions
related to the Call for Bids, attending a pre-Bid meeting, and providing assistance with
Contractor selection.

Construction support

e Provide engineering support during construction by answering Requests for Information
and attending up to 3 half-day meetings or site visits during the progress of the work.



Peter Grenell, General Manager
San Mateo County Harbor District
April 10, 2014

FEE & SCHEDULE

M&N PWCGEN-19

Romeo Pier Removal Proposal

We anticipate the following schedule for the proposed scope of work.

Task Schedule * Fee
Construction Documents $38,500

Review Documents / Conduct Site Visits 3 wks from NTP

Prepare Preliminary Demolition Plans 6 wks from NTP

Prepare Draft Bid Document Package 12 wks from NTP

Prepare Final Bid Document Package 2 wks from receipt

of comments

Provide Bid Support 6-8 wks S 6,800
Provide Engineering Support During 6-12 wks $15,900
Construction
Total $61,200

We propose to provide these services on a time and material basis per our standard rates; we
anticipate that the total will not exceed $61,200 and will not exceed this amount without your

prior written approval.

We assume that if this proposal is accepted by the Harbor District they will provide a form of

contract to provide these services.

Sincerely,
MOFFATT & NICHOL

i’ %
1V SN

v

Brad Porter, PE
Project Manager



ITEM 11

STAFF REPORT

TO: San Mateo County Harbor District Commissioners

VIA: Glenn Lazof, Interim General Manager

FROM: Marcia Schnapp, Interim Administrative Services Manager
DATE: July 1, 2015

SUBJECT: Adopt Resolution 33-15 to Amend the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget by Increasing the
Commission’s Expense Portion of the Budget by $7,500 to allow for Board Member
attendance at CSDA Annual Conference and other Special District Training Courses

Request Board to Adopt Resolution 33-15 to Amend the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget by
Increasing the Commission’s Expense Portion of the Budget by $7,500 to allow for Board Member
attendance at CSDA Annual Conference and other Special District Training Courses.

Background

In the District’s recent responses to both the Grand Jury and LAFCO (San Mateo County
Local Agency Formation Commission), the District committed to having the Board of
Harbor Commissioners complete training courses in Board leadership, compliance,
management and behavior within the coming fiscal year. Due to the cost of this training,
the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Adopted Budget will need to be amended to accommodate the
additional training courses anticipated to be completed by June 2016.

The California Special District Association (CSDA) has a certificate program, “Recognition
of Special District Governance”, that requires completion of 4 core courses. In addition to
the 4 core courses, there is an additional 10 hours of continuing education required to be
completed every two years. One Commissioner has completed 3 of the 4 core courses,
and may have completed the 4" by the time this staff report goes to print. The other four
commissioners would need to complete most or all of the 4 core courses. The additional
10 hours of continuing education may be completed by attendance at the CSDA annual
conference in Monterey September 21-24.

Financial Impact

The Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget will need to be amended by increasing the Commission’s
expense portion of the budget by an additional $7,500 to accommodate the additional
training expense. lt is anticipated that the District will received unbudgeted revenue in the
form of a payment from Coastside Water District in the amount of $7,500. Should the
District receive that revenue, it will offset this budget amendment request such that the
overall impact to the budget will be no net effect.



Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board adopt Resolution 33-15 amending the Fiscal Year 2015-16
Budget by increasing the Commission’s portion of the Budget by $7,500.

Attachments:

Commissioner Course Completion/Training History
Calendar of Upcoming Courses

CSDA Annual Conference Attendee Registration Form
Board Resolution 33-15



Commissioner Training/ Education History:

Robert Bernardo

Date Title

07/21/14 Public Service Ethics Education — AB1234

03/26/15 Ethics Training —Port of Oakland

07/07/15 Prevention of Unlawful Harassment Training - Port of Oakland

Sabrina Brennan

Date Title

01/15/13 Open Ethical Leadership — AB1234

01/15/13 How to be an Effective Board Member

03/18/13 Board’s Role in Human Resources

03/19/13 Setting Direction/Community Leadership
10/14/14 Public Service Ethics

01/25/15 Special District — SDLA Conference

02/18/15 Understand Board & District Liability

05/19/15 Special Legislative Days

06/10/15 Harassment Prevention Training — AB1825 - CSDA
Nicole David

Date Title

02/10/14 Harassment Prevention and Training for California Supervisors
11/20/14 Public Service Ethics Education — AB1234
01/25/15 Special District — SDLA Conference

02/26/15 Intro to Special District Finances

06/10/15 Harassment Prevention Training — AB1825 - CSDA

Tom Mattusch

Date Title

12/10/14 Public Service Ethics Education — AB1234
01/25/15 Special District — SDLA Conference

02/26/15 Intro to Special District Finances

05/18/15 Best Practices in Strategic Planning

05/19/15 Special Legislative Days

06/10/15 Harassment Prevention Training — AB1825 - CSDA

Pietro Parravano

Date Title

03/03/08 Harassment Policy and Harassment Prevention Training
03/03/08 Ethics Training —~ AB1234

02/24/11 Public Service Ethics Education — AB1234

10/25/12 Public Service Ethics Education — AB1234

10/16/14 Public Service Ethics Education — AB1234

06/10/15 Harassment Prevention Training — AB1825 - CSDA

Hours Completed
2 hrs 11 min

Hours Completed
2 hrs
8 hrs
8 hrs
8 hrs
2 hrs 16 min
20 hrs
2 hrs
12 hrs
2 hrs

Hours Completed

3 hrs 36 min
20 hrs

2 hrs

2 hrs

Hours Completed
2 hrs 26 min
20 hrs
2 hrs
6 hrs
12 hrs
2 hrs

Hours Completed

2 hrs 58 min
2 hrs 19 min
4 hrs 41 min
2 hrs



Sign up for all four academy courses and save $$$
$800 - CSDA Member; $1400 - Non-Member

8/18 — Sacramento

Board's Role in Finance & Fiscal Accountability — Academy Course

This course will focus on how to develop a method for approving the district's annual budget,
communicate budget information to the public, establish financial goals for the district, review
district finances, develop and analyze capital improvement plans and reserve guidelines,
comprehend the relationship between district finance and district belief and values as set forth in
the district mission and strategic goals. 08:30 am - 09:00 am Sign-in & Registration 09:00 am -
12:00 pm Workshop 12:00 pm - 01:00 pm Lunch (On Your Own) 01:00 pm - 04:00 pm
Workshop:

$225 - CSDA Member

$375 - Non-Member

When: 8/18/2015 - 8/18/2015

Where: CSDA Training Center

1112 I Street, Suite 250

Sacramento, CA 95814

8/20 - Webinar: Understanding the Brown Act: Beyond the Basics — Cont. Ed
This webinar provides advanced training for California's open meeting law. This interactive
session will cover some of the more complex aspects of the Brown Act: from serial meetings, to
open and closed session agenda and reporting out requirements, to teleconferencing, email and
social media considerations. Participants will work through hypotheticals to apply their
knowledge of the law. Common mistakes made under the Brown Act and practical tips to avoid
violations will also be covered. 10:00 am - 12:00 pm

Free - SDRMA Member; $69 - CSDA Member; $99 - Non-Member

9/21 — Monterey: 9:00 a.m. — 3:00 p.m.

CSDA SDLA, Module 1: Governance Foundations — Academy Course

$225 Member * $375 Non-member

As the core curriculum of CSDA’s Special District Leadership Academy, this workshop
serves as the “foundation” for the series on effective governance of special districts. It is
specifically designed for special district board members and meets the requirement for
six hours of governance training for Special District Leadership Foundation programs.



9/21-9/24 2015 Annual Conference & Exhibitor Showcase

Cost through 8/14: $550 — CSDA Member
(travel, food & lodging expense additional)

Where: Marriott Monterey

350 Calle Principal

Monterey, CA 93940

The CSDA Annual Conference & Exhibitor Showcase is the one conference special district
Leaders can't afford to miss! It is the most densely packed educational and networking
experience available to special districts. Come together with other special district leaders from
across the state to meet with industry suppliers, hear from the best in special district-specific
topics with over thirty breakout session options, network with your peers and more at the THE
leadership conference for special districts.

7/9/15 UPDATE: As of this date, rooms are very limited at the Monterey Marriott and Portola
Hotel & Spa.

CSDA has secured an additional block of sleeping rooms at the Hotel Pacific at the rate of $169
+ taxes and fees. Room rate includes deluxe continental breakfast. Reservations can be made by
calling 800-554-5542 and asking for the CSDA room block.

Additional rooms are available at the Hotel Abrego at the rate of $169 + taxes and fees by calling
831-372-7551 and requesting the CSDA room block.

Room types are quoted subject to availability within your nightly allotment.
All reservations must be guaranteed by a credit card.

Guests may request reservations via email or phone:

Email: reservations@hotelabrego.com

Phone: 831-372-7551




2015 Conference
SCHEDULE AT A GLANCE

Creative Strategies for Turning Challenges into Opportunity

and Change into Advantage

Registration

8:00 am. - 5:00 pm.

So You Want to Be A General Manager?*

8:00 am. - 3:45 pm.

SDLF: Special District Administrator (SDA) Exam

9:00 - 11:00 am.

Building Confidence in Public Speaking*

9:00 am. - 3:00 pm.

Special District Leadership Academy Module |: Governance Foundations*

9:00 am. - 3:00 pm.

Communication Strategies for Board Members and General Managers*

12:00 - 3:00 pm.

CSDA Annual Golf Tournament*

10:00 am.- 3:00 pm.

Elk Horn Slough Safari ™ and Moss Landing Harbor District Tours*

10:00 am. - 3:00 pm.

Pure Water Monterey Tour* 12:00 - 3:00 p.m.
District NetWorks Meetings 4:00 - 5:00 pm.
President’s Reception with the Exhibitors 5:30 - 7:30 pm.

Registration 7:30 am. - 5:00 pm.
Exhibitor Showcase Open 7:30 am. - 6:00 pm.
Continental Breakfast with the Exhibitors 7:30 - 8:45 am.
Opening Keynote Presentation: Peter Sheahan - FLIP! Creative Strategies for Turning Challenges into

Opportunity and Change into Advantage 900 - 1045 am.
Breakout Session Options 11:00 am. - 12:00 p.m.
Lunch with the Exhibitors 12:00 - 1:45 pm.
Breakout Session Options 2:00 - 3:15 pm.
Breakout Session Options 3:30 - 4:30 pm.

Mix and Mingle in the Exhibit Hall + Grand Prize Drawing 4:30 - 6:00 p.m.
Exhibit Hall Closes 6:00 p.m.

Registration All day

SDRMA sponsored full plated breakfast 8:15-9:00 am.
SDRMA General Session, Safety Awards and Keynote Presentation: Michael Bazzell - Hiding from the Internet | 9:00 - 10:45 am.
CSDA Finance Corporation Board Meeting [1:00 am.- 12:15 pm.
Breakout Session Options ['1:00 am.- 12:15 pm.
CSDA Annual Awards Luncheon 12:30 - 2:00 pm.
Breakout Session Options 2:15 - 3:30 pm.
Breakout Session Options 3:45 - 4:45 pm.

SDLF Taste of the City Event: BBQ, Blues and Brews 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.

Registration

8:00 am.- 12:00 pm.

Breakout Session Options

8:30 - 10:00 am.

Closing Brunch: 2015 Legislative Update

10:15 am.- 12:00 pm.

¥ pre-registration/payment required



Sl

2015 Conference

ATTENDEE REGISTRATION FORM

one form per attendee, please print

CISIDIA]

Three Ways to Register:

1. ONLINE by visiting the CSDA Annual Conference website at conference.csda.net

2. FAX your registration form to 916-520-2465. All faxed forms must include payment.

3. MAIL CSDA, 1112 | Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814, please include registration form

along with payment. Check should be made payable to: California Special Districts Association.

Not sure if you are a member?

Contact the CSDA office at 877-924-2732 to find out if your agency or company is already a
member. To learn more about the benefits of membership contact Cathrine Lemaire at
cathrinel@csda.net or call toll-free 877-924-2732.

Powered By 5, informz

Registration fee includes:
¢ President’s Reception with the Exhibitors Monday evening
e Keynote Sessions and all Breakout Sessions
¢ Continental Breakfast with the Exhibitors on Tuesday
e Lunch with the Exhibitors on Tuesday
¢ Mix and Mingle in the Exhibit Hall on Tuesday
e SDRMA Full Plated Breakfast on Wednesday
e Awards Luncheon on Wednesday
¢ SDLF "Taste of the City” Reception on Wednesday
e Closing Brunch on Thursday

Name: Titie:

District:

Address:

City: State: Zip:
Phone: Fax:

Email: Website:

Emergency Contact:

Member status: [J Member J Non-member

[ Vegetarian [J Any Special Needs:

Conference Registration Fees

Early Bird (on or before Aug. 14) Regular (after Aug. 14)

SUBTOTAL s

[J CSDA Member - Full Conference $550.00 $600.00

[ Non-member - Full Conference $750.00 $800.00

[ Guest - Full Conference (Cannot be from a district/company) [ Vegetarian $260.00 $300.00

[0 CSDA Member - One-day registration [ Tuesday [ Wednesday [ Thursday $260.00 each day $275.00 each day
[0 Non-member - One-day registration ~ [J Tuesday [0 Wednesday [ Thursday $375.00 each day $435.00 each day
Separafe Regiét;atiun Fees — i — ' Member T Non-m‘ember ‘
[ Pre-Conference Workshop: SDLA Module 1: Governance Foundations - Sept. 21 $225.00 $375.00

O Pre-Conference Workshop: Building Confidence in Public Speaking - Sept. 21 $225.00 $375.00

[0 Pre-Conference Workshop: Comm. Strategies for Board Members & Gen. Man. - Sept. 21 $125.00 $175.00

O Pre-Conference Workshop: So You Want to Be A General Manager? - Sept. 21

$100.00 (includes breakfast and lunch) {limited to 20 attendees)

[ Tour: Moss Landing Harbor District and Elkhorn Slough Safari™ - Sept. 21

$ 48.00 (includes transportation) (limited to 21 attendees)

[ Tour: Pure Water Monterey, Monterey Peninsula Water Management District and Monterey
Regional Water Pollution Control Agency - Sept. 21

$ 45,00 (includes transportation and lunch)

[J CSDA Golf Tournament - Sept. 21

$ 95.00 (includes lunch})

[0 CSDA Awards Luncheon (Guests only) - Sept. 23 $ 40.00

[ SDLF “Taste of the City” Reception (Guests only) - Sept. 23 $ 55.00
Paymenttype: [0 Check 0O Visa [0 MasterCard  [J AMEX [ Discover

Account name: Account Number:

Authorized Signature:

Expiration date:

Cancellations/Substitution Policy: Cancellations must be in writing and received by CSDA not later than August 28, 2015. All cancellations received by this date will be refunded
less a $75 processing fee. There will be no refunds for cancellations made after August 28, 2015. Substitutions are acceptable and must be done in writing no later than September 4,

2015. Please submit any cancellation notice or substitution request to sharonf@csda.net or fax to 916-520-24f

65.

Consent to Use Photographic Images: Registration and attendance at, or participation in, CSDA meeting and other activities constitutes an agreement by the registrant to CSDA's

use and distribution (both now and in the future) of the registrant or attendee’s image or voice in photographs,
activities.

, videotapes, electranic reproductions and audiotapes of such events and




Resolution 33-15
to
Amend the Fiscal Year 2015-16
Integrated Operating and Capital Budget

of the
San Mateo County Harbor District

Whereas, the Board of Harbor Commissioners, through Resolution 20-15, adopted the
Final Integrated Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2014-15 on June 17,
2015 and

Whereas, the District would like to adhere to best practices in Special District
Leadership and Administration;

Whereas, the California Special District Association offers courses to meet the goal of
training District Commissioners how to govern under Special District best practices;

Whereas, subsequent to the adoption of the Final Integrated Operating Budget for
Fiscal Year 2015-16 additional appropriation is required to fulfill these goals;

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that an Amendment to the Final Integrated Operating
and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2015-16, to increase the Commission expense
portion of the budget the amount of $7,500, as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto
and by reference incorporated herein, be adopted for Fiscal Year 2015-16.

Approved this 5th day of August, 2015 at the regular meeting of the Board of Harbor
Commissioners by a recorded vote as follows:

For:

Against:

Absent:

Attested BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS
Debbie Nixon Tom Mattusch

Deputy Secretary President

RESOLUTION 33-15
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FY 2015-16 INTEGRATED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET

August 5, 2015



Exhibit A

The Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget that was adopted by Resolution 20-15
on June 17, 2015 needs to be amended due to the need for CSDA
Courses and Seminars for the Commission for Special District
Leadership.

The augmented amount of $7,500 needed is offset by the additional
revenue in the budget adjustment from repayment of funds owed by
Coastside Water District (see IGM report).

Details below:

Seminars & Professional Development
Special District Leadership Foundation Classes
Estimated 5 Commissioners @ $1,500

Budget Amendment — Line Item:
Meeting/Travel/Training — Commission $ 7,500

Miscellaneous Revenue from
repayment of funds owed District by
Coastside Water District $ (7,500)

Net change to FY2015-16 Budget 3 0

RESOLUTION 33-15
A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FY 2015-16 INTEGRATED OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET
August 5, 2015



STAFF REPORT

TO: San Mateo County Harbor District Commissioners

VIA: Glenn Lazof, Interim General Manager

FROM: Marcia Schnapp, Interim Administrative Services Manager
DATE: July 1, 2015

SUBJECT: Adopt Resolution 33-15 to Amend the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget by Increasing the
Commission’s Expense Portion of the Budget by $7,500 to allow for Board Member
attendance at CSDA Annual Conference and other Special District Training Courses

Request Board to Adopt Resolution 33-15 to Amend the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget by
Increasing the Commission’s Expense Portion of the Budget by $7,500 to allow for Board Member
attendance at CSDA Annual Conference and other Special District Training Courses.

Background

In the District’'s recent responses to both the Grand Jury and LAFCO (San Mateo County
Local Agency Formation Commission), the District committed to having the Board of
Harbor Commissioners complete training courses in Board leadership, compliance,
management-and behavior within the coming fiscal year. Due to the cost of this training,
the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Adopted Budget will need to be amended to accommodate the
additional training courses anticipated to be completed by June 2016.

The California Special District Association (CSDA) has a certificate program, “Recognition
of Special District Governance”, that requires completion of 4 core courses. In addition to
the 4 core courses, there is an additional 10 hours of continuing education required to be
completed every two years. One Commissioner has completed 3 of the 4 core courses,
and may have completed the 4™ by the time this staff report goes to print. The other four
commissioners would need to complete most or all of the 4 core courses. The additional
10 hours of continuing education may be completed by attendance at the CSDA annual
conference in Monterey September 21-24.

Financial Impact

The Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget will need to be amended by increasing the Commission’s
expense portion of the budget by an additional $7,500 to accommodate the additional
training expense. It is anticipated that the District will received unbudgeted revenue in the
form of a payment from Coastside Water District in the amount of $7,500. Should the
District receive that revenue, it will offset this budget amendment request such that the
overall impact to the budget will be no net effect.



Recommendation

Staff recommends the Board adopt Resolution 33-15 amending the Fiscal Year 2015-16
Budget by increasing the Commission’s portion of the Budget by $7,500.

Attachments:

Commissioner Course Completion/Training History
Calendar of Upcoming Courses

CSDA Annual Conference Attendee Registration Form
Board Resolution 33-15



ITEM 12

Staff Report

HALF MOON BAY ART AND PUMPKIN FESTIVAL-HARBOR
DISTRICT PARTICIPATION OCTOBER 17-18

Scott Grindy Harbor Master

Background:
For the past few years the San Mateo County Harbor District has been a sponsor of the Half

Moon Bay Art and Pumpkin Festival. As a sponsor at the $2,500 level, sponsorship provided
the district a booth opportunity to provide marketing activities to the thousands of visitors to
Half Moon Bay. {One (1) 10’ x 10’ space to conduct outreach, marketing and promotional
activities}

A higher level of sponsorship has also been offered at $5,000 of which provides:
*One (1) 10’ x 10’ space to conduct outreach, marketing and promotional activities.

PLUS

*Co-Sponsorship of the Made on the Coast Music stage featuring all day music on the
Sunday Locals Block in the Cunha’s store lot with one banner (you provide) displayed on
the stage.

We received a request from the promoters again this year to participate and come to the
Harbor Commission for the discussion and possible approval to participate. (see attached
email)

Analysis:

This marketing opportunity has helped the positive visibility of the Harbor District, and
during the event, both staff, and Harbor Commissioners have staffed the booth. It is
anticipated that if marketing supplies are also provided at the event, an additional $2,500
should be made available for staff to purchase items.

This also would be an excellent opportunity to advertise to the public the Holiday Boat
Lighting event and the Fish and Fleet event in the coming months.

Recommendation: To Be Determined

Fiscal Impact:

$2,500 for the booth and sponsorship
$2,500 for marketing supplies

A total of $5,000.




Debbie Nixon

_ R I E——
From: Timothy R.Beeman <tim@miramarevents.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 4:55 PM
To: Scott Grindy
Subject: Half Moon Bay Art & Pumpkin Festival

Warm greetings Scott,

Thanks for participating this past year in the Half Moon Bay Art & Pumpkin Festival — the 2014 festival
enjoyed outstanding attendance and success and we trust you were pleased with your participation.

We're moving forward planning the 2015 Pumpkin Festival — it's Oct. 17-18 — and I'm touching base to see
if you'd like to participate again this year on the sameor expanded terms as last year (see below — last year, you
were a $2,500 Stage Banner sponsor — I’ve also provided a $5k option which includes additional sponsorship of
the Made on the Coast Stage, featuring all day music on the Sunday Locals Blcok in the Cunha’s store lot).

This is an important relationship and critical piece that we'd like to solidify ASAP as we move forward with our
planning.

Please let me know if you'd like to renew and I'll send you the contract.
Feel free to call or email if you have questions.

Thank you,

Tim Beeman, CEO/650-726-3491

$5.000 EXHIBITOR/STAGE BANNER SPONSORSHIP
*One (1) 10" x 10’ space to conduct outreach, marketing and promotional activities.

PLUS
*Co-Sponsorship of the Made on the Coast Music stage featuring all day music on the Sunday Locals Block in

the Cunha’s store lot with one banner (you provide) displayed onthe stage.

$2.500 EXHIBITOR PACKAGE
*One (1) 10° x 10’ space to conduct outreach, marketing and promotional activities.

HALF MOON BAY ART & PUMPKIN FESTIVAL (45th annual), Half Moon Bay, California

When: October 17-18, 2015; 9 am. - 5 p.m.

What: The World Pumpkin Capital of Half Moon Bay celebrates its bountiful fall harvest and autumn
splendor with a special display of gigantically enormous/heavyweight champion pumpkins, smashing
entertainment with three stages of stellar live music, the Great Pumpkin Parade, a bone-chilling Haunted House,
harvest-inspired crafts, homestyle foods, expert pumpkin carver Farmer Mike sculpting a monster 1,200+ pound
pumpkin into a one-of-a-kind masterpiece, photos with the grand champion mega-gourd, pie-eating and
costume contests, pumpkin carving for fun, “Smashing Pumpkins: Battle of the Bands”, the Comcast Take 5
Lounge with giant screen TV, ultra-thrilling zip-line and bungee jump, tasty wines and microbrews, pumpkin-
infused ales (Mavericks Pumpkin Harvest Ale) and margaritas, and the Sunday-only “Made on the Coast” local
artists block with music, authors, book signings and a haiku contest.

Attendance: 200,000



Where: Main Street, Half Moon Bay CA, 20 miles south of San Francisco
Promotion: $300,000 TV, radio, newspaper, magazine
Audience: 51% female, 65% ages 25-49, 74% household income $75,000+

Tim Beeman, CEO

Miramar Events

direct: 650-726-3491

mobile: 415-999-2428

fax: 650-726-5181
http://www.miramarevents.com
http://twitter.com/miramarevents

http://www.miramarevents.com/facebook.html
htty ://Www.linkedin.com/in/timba i




San Mateo L. .nty Harbor District
Fiscal Year 2015-2016 Final Operating and Capital Budget

BUDGET SUMMARY
PILLAR POINT OYSTER POINT ADMINISTRATION COMMISSION TOTAL
DESCRIPTION HARBOR MARINA/ PARK
OPERATING EXPENSES:

Advertising - - 2,500 8,000 29,700
“"Bad Debt EXpense ... 0 (] 140,000
Communications 12,500 0 46,600
WiFi Services 0 0 10,940
Computer - Hardware and software 7,500 0 24,250
Postage 9,000 100 22,100
Meetings/Travel Training 6,500 9,800 58,200
Auto Mileage Reimbursement 1,500 200 2,600
Memberships/ Exams/ Subscriptions 17,500 0 18,150
Personnel Tests 2,500 0 4,750
Property & Casualty Insurance 0 14,935 289,135
Fuel 0 0 18,400
Operating Supplies 67,900 0 0 99,400
Office Supplies 7,500 19,685 3,800 36,385
Uniform Expenses 9,000 0 0 16,500
Legal Services 55,000 100,000 270,361 440,361
Contractual Services-IT 10,500 21,000 4,000 48,500
Contractual Services-Professional 50,000 75,000 4] 204,800
Outside Contractual Services 163,400 33,150 21,500 345,130
Special Events Expense 6,500 0 0 13,000
Bank & Credit Card Fees 16,400 750 0 39,450
Office Space and Equipment Rentals 0 85,800 0 90,300
Repair and Maintenance 467,000 0 0 599,500
Garbage Collections 158,300 0 0 184,800
Harbor/ Marina Equipment 17,150 0 0 22,150
Vessel Destruction 65,000 75,000 0 0 140,000
Water and Electrical Utility Expenses 168,500 108,000 0 0 276,500
LAFCO Fees 0 0 7,500 0 7,500
Property Tax Admin. Fee 0 0 29,000 1] 29,000
Employee Appreciation Dinner 0 0 0 5,000 5,000
Total Operating Expenses 1,555,140 938,880 431,385 337,696 3,263,101
Total All Operating, Salary and Benefit Expenses 3,382,651 2,144,068 1,567,590 441,658 7,535,966

NON-OPERATING EXPENSES:
Debt Service-Principal 501,927 477,647 0 0 979,573
Interest Expense - DBAW Loan 211,885 201,635 5 0 0 413,520
Total Non-Operating Exp 713,812 679,282 0 0 1,393,094
TOTAL OE&E EXPENSE 4,096,462 2,823,350 1,567,590 441,658 8,929,060

FY 2015-16 Final Budget, June 17th Edition

Page 5 of 51



ITEM 13

Staff Report

Discussion and Possible Action on Fees for Fish Off-Loading, Fees for Wholesale
Purchase and Fees for Retail Sales

Glenn Lazof: Interim General Manager (IGM), Scott Grindy: Harbor Master

Background: This item was placed on the Agenda by Commissioner Brennan. Her e-
mailed comments and other submitted materials are attached.

Leases are also in the packet. The Fish Buyer Leases were signed and effective April 1, 2013.
The expiration date is through April 1, 2018, with options through 2023.

Last year, the district formally invited at least two of the three fish buyers to submit
information indicating that the high fees are impacting them unfairly and economically. The
response from Larry Fortado is also in the agenda packet, (staff has not yet located other
responses, if received).

Analysis:

Staff continues to report that our resources are outstripped by the backlog of very necessary
tasks. All of our commercial leases need attention (along with a lot of other tasks). Where do
we start? The IGM recommends that staff first complete the summary overview of all of our
leases to help identify which issues need to be of the highest priority. This project continues
to be underway, but has been hampered by the lack of staff resources.

The highest priority commercial lease modifications are those which might be most
productive from a revenue standpoint, as well as those that are close enough to termination
date such that the District is in a strong position to negotiate if an agreement is below market.

No commissioner has thus far suggested reducing Fish Fees without an increase in base rent
and thereby keeping our overall revenue intact. Staff is unsure whether a revenue neutral
approach is also amenable to our tenants. Revising the fees would require renegotiating
leases and approval by DBW, (the latter can mitigated by refinancing the existing loan).

Regarding the question of base rent vs. these fees, while one cannot doubt that proper
collection of Fish Buyer Fees poses some difficulties, there are also strong arguments that
these Fees are a more equitable manner to raise revenue then base rent. First that method
enables Fish Buyers to pay less in bad years and more in good years. Second revenues based
on the volume of fish better represent the wear and tear on our facilities. Attachments show
two major recent repairs to Johnson Pier, which in some part reflect wear and tear from
commercial activities that would be heaviest during the best fishing years.

The level at which fish buying fees are eventually set should be adequate to cover the cost of
adequate management, including proper and adequate auditing. Additionally, options have
not been exhausted to verify fish unloading weights. For example, weighmaster tickets are
public documents which do not reveal the location of the catch, and could be used to validate
Fish buyer fees based the amount of unload.




There are possibly good reasons why the rates are on the high end of the industry, given the
location of the District, to various fisheries, and various market factors. The District did have
an offer from another Fish Buyer, Bettencourt Fisheries, who had submitted a proposal during
2013 to be one of the fish buyers at Johnson Pier. Reportedly that proposal would have
resulted in higher payments to the District.

Information has also been included in attachments pertaining to discussions on the CAP

Recommendation: Continue completing summary information on all District Commercial
Leases in preparation for Commission discussion regarding which commercial lease issues to

tackle first.

No action needs to be taken to continue the current course.

Fiscal Impact: None




Debbie Nixon

A R R e e |
From: Sabrina Brennan <sabrina@dfm.com>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 2:28 PM
To: Debbie Nixon
Cc: Tom Mattusch; Sabrina Brennan
Subject: Fwd: Fish Buyers: Aug. 1, 2012 & June 20, 2012 Reg. Meetings

Hello Debbie,

I’m emailing regarding the agenda item | requested for the Aug. 5, 2015 board meeting: Discussion
and Possible Action on Fees for Fish Off-Loading, Fees for Wholesale Purchase and Fees for
Retail Sales

Hopefully Tom already forwarded you my July 17 email below regarding Fish Buying Fees

and Commercial Activity Permits for Non-Lessee Wholesale Commercial Fish Buyers at Pillar
Point Harbor . The info should help you find the relevant documents for the Aug. 5 board packet. Il
send you list of documents for the board packet tomorrow.

Thanks,
Sabrina

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sabrina Brennan <sabrina@dfm.com>

Subject: Fish Buyers: Aug. 1, 2012 & June 20, 2012 Reg. Meetings

Date: July 17, 2015 at 10:28:10 PM PDT

To: Tom Mattusch <TMattusch@smharbor.com>

Cc: Sabrina Brennan <SBrennan@smharbor.com>, Steven Miller <smiller@hansonbridgett.com>
Reply-To: Sabrina Brennan <SBrennan@smharbor.com>

Hello Tom,

At our July 15th meeting it appeared the IGM was unfamiliar with the Fish Buying Lease/Fee
concerns. You might want to pass this email on to staff regarding the Fish Buying Lease/Fee agenda
item | requested for the Aug. 5th board meeting. I've attached past meeting info that might help

staff research this item.

The IGM might want to spend some time talking with the three fish buyers to get updated on their
concerns regarding the current lease agreements.

My suggestion has always been to remove the fees from the lease agreements and charge a higher
monthly base rent. | don’t believe the District has the staff capacity to enforce and audit a fish
buying fee arrangement.




Any changes to the leases would require a lease amendment or we could consider drafting new
leases. All proposed changes will need to be negotiated with the fish buyers. The staff and counsel
should develop a workable plan for addressing the outstanding concerns.

The Commercial Activity Permits for Non-Lessee Wholesale Commercial Fish Buyers should also be
discussed at an upcoming board meeting. The board might want to consider terminating the CAP
for Non-Lessee Wholesale Commercial Fish Buyers policy since the District has never collected
these CAP fees. It might make sense to approve a new policy that's enforceable at a later date. It's
bad practice to have District polices that are not adhered to. In this case it raises concerns about gift
of public funds. Better not to require fees the District does not make any effort to collect.

At a time when public perception of the District is low it would be helpful to get these issues
resolved.

Thanks,
Sabrina

Award of Fish Buying Leases

June 6, 2012 Reg. Meeting minutes: http://www.smharbor.com/minutes/mf060612.pdf

Public Hearing

2 TITLE: Lease Proposals for Fish Buying and Fish
Unloading; Pillar Point Seafood (McHenry),
Three Captains Sea Products, Inc. (Fortado),
Morning Star Fisheries (Mallory), Bettencourt
Fisheries, Inc. (Bettencourt ), Johnson Pier, Pillar
Point Harbor, El Granada, San Mateo County,
APN 047-083-060



Action: Motion by Padreddii, second by Bernardo to close the public hearing. The motion
passed by a roll call vote.

Ayes: 4
Nays: 0
Recused: 1 (Parravano)

Action: Motion by Tucker, second by Bernardo to award a lease to Pillar Point Seafood,
Morningstar Fisheries and Three Captains Sea Products. The motion passed by a roll call

vote.

Ayes: 3

Nays: 0

Abstention: 1 (Holsinger)
Recused: 1 (Parravano)

Commercial Activity Permits for Non-Lessee Wholesale Commercial Fish Buyers at Pillar
Point Harbor

Aug. 1, 2012 Reg. Meeting: http://www.smharbor.com/harbordistrict/agendas/08012012a.pdf

Continued Business

Z TITLE: Adopt Amendment to District Ordinance Code Section

5.2.1.6 Concerning Process for Approving and Issuing
Commercial Activity Permits for Non-Lessee Commercial
Fish Buyers at Pillar Point Harbor

REPORT: Grenell, Memo, Resolution

PROPOSED ACTION: Adopt amendment to District Ordinance Code section 5.2.1.6
concerning process for approving and issuing Commercial
Activity Permits for Non-Lessee Wholesale Commercial Fish
Buyers at Pillar Point Harbor

June 20, 2012 Reg. Meeting: http.//www.smharbor.com/harbordistrict/agendas/06202012.pdf
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TITLE:

REPORT:
PROPOSED ACTION:

Introduce Amendment to District Ordinance Code Section
5.2.1.6 Concerning Process for Approving and Issuing
Commercial Activity Permits for Non-Lessee Wholesale
Commercial Fish Buyers at Pillar Point Harbor

Grenell, Memo

Direct the General Manager to publish a notice in compliance
with the provisions of Harbors and Navigation Code Section
6070.2 to provide for public review and comment on the
proposed ordinance amendment



Debbie Nixon

From: Sabrina Brennan <sabrina@dfm.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 5:24 PM

To: Debbie Nixon

Cc: Tom Mattusch; Sabrina Brennan

Subject: Dornbush Report & JJACPA Audit

Attachments: Dornbush Invoices for Fish Buying Fee Audit & Report.pdf
Hello Debbie,

I’'m emailing regarding the agenda item | requested for the Aug. 5, 2015 board
meeting: Discussion and Possible Action on Fees for Fish Off-Loading, Fees for
Wholesale Purchase and Fees for Retail Sales

Please include the attached PDF file (Invoices from Dornbush and JJACPA for $20,400) in
the Aug. 5th board packet along with the two corresponding reports.

Please be sure to include both the Dornbush Report & JJACPA Audit in the Aug. 5th
board packet along with the attached invoices.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,
Sabrina



U2=10-14 1T:8% nogr
Mr. Peter Grenell SRR EEER I
General Manager

San Mateo County Harbor District - q
400 Oyster Point Blvd., Suite 300 & QR N v
South San Francisco, California 94080

Invoice for: Analysis of Rent and Fees for Wholesale Fish Purchase, Off-
Loading and Retail Fish Sales

Date: June 4, 2014

Period: April — May, 2014

Payee: Dombusch Associates

2907 Claremont Avenue, Suite 120
Berkeley, California 94705

Total Fee: $14,750

Total This Invoice: 80% of $14,750 = $11,800

P.O. # 3 ('e o

Acct. #:

20t A0 (520

Pay Amt: i ‘) Bw
Approved: ﬁ/
Dir. Fin: v s
Dept. PPH: ﬁ
P

Dept. OPM:_u%

7 e A
Gen. Mgr. //L//é//z?y/

Notes:




Mr. Peter Grenell JT1=24-14p12: 49 S CYp
General Manager

San Mateo County Harbor District

400 Oyster Point Blvd., Suite 300

South San Francisco, California 94080

Invoice for: Analysis of Rent and Fees for Wholesale Fish Purchase, Off-
Loading and Retail Fish Sales

Date: July 22, 2014

Period: June-July, 2014

Payee: Dornbusch Associates AL VJ

2907 Claremont Avenue, Suite 120
Berkeley, California 94705

Total Fee: $14,750

Total This Invoice: 20% of $14,750 = $2,950

PO # Ao
Acct )/D{ 1¢0.0630
Pav 2438 ¢ o¢
roo J % —
i Fin

iyl ——
Dept. PPH: % —
Cept 20PM; 4 %/V




JJACPA, Inc.

7080 Donlon Way
Suite 204

Dublin, CA 94568-2787

Bill To

San Mateo County Harbor District
Attn: Debra Galarza

400 Oyster Pt Blvd  Suite 300
South San Francisco, CA 94080

Invoice

Date

Invoice #

9/4/2014

407

Description

Amount

Agreed Upon Procedures for Fish Buyers Lease Agreement Revenue Verification
Preparation of report and supporting schedules

Joe Arch 7 hours
Brett Jones 36 hours

Not to exceed $3,750
Total time and expense $5,568.70

3,750.00

It's been a pleasure working with you!

Total

$3,750.00




JJACPA, Inc. Invoice

7080 Donlon Way Date Invoice #

Suite 204
12/23/2014 444

Dublin, CA 94568-2787

Bill To

San Mateo County Harbor District
Attn: Debra Galarza

400 Oyster Pt Blvd  Suite 300
South San Francisco, CA 94080

l' (*L{-O\}«

Description Amount

Agreed Upon Procedures for Fish Buyers Lease Agreement Revenue Verification 1,900.00
Preparation of report and supporting schedules additional work per amended engagement letter

Joe Arch 1 hour
Brett Jones 5.5 hours

Not to exceed $5,650

Previous billing (3,750)

Amount remaining $1,900

Total time and expense $6,955.95

It's been a pleasure working with you!

Total $1,900.00




San Mateo County Harbor District Fish Buyer Audit
April 2013 - March 2014

Descripti

Conversation with Debra Galarza, Finance Director regarding
fish buyer off-loading procedures

Conversation with Scott Grindy, Harbor Master,

over fish buyer off-loading procedures.

Conversation with Joann Eres, of the Department of Fish and

Wildlife regarding scale maintenance and landing receipts

Drafting of Confirmation letters to be sent to Department of Fish
and Wildiife to confirm fish off-loaded.

Orafting of information request |etters to be sent to leaseholders.

Conversation with Sabrina Brennan regarding the Fish Buyer audit.

Conversations with leaseholders to obtain supporting documents to
conduct our audit.

Additional attempts of contacting Morningstar Fisheries and
notification of District Finance Director of non-response.

Travel from Pacifica to Pillar Point Harbor to pick up invoices Kim
and Mike McHenry at Pillar Point Seafood.
Conversation with Kim McHenry to request April, May and June

2013 invoices that were not provided.

Reconciliation of Three Captains invoices to monthly fish purchase
and off-loading fees worksheet.

Reconciliation of Pillar Point Seafood 9 months of invoices to
monthly fish purchase and off-loading fees worksheet.

Follow up conversation with Mike McMenry requesting the April,
May and June 2013 invoices.
Work paper completion

Dfaft report of findings

Report and Work paper Review

Meeting to go over report findings

Report Revisions

Additional mileage - To pick up documentation from Dave Maliory
from Pillar Point Harbor

Additional work - Review invoices and update draft of report
Report Review

Report issuance

Rate:
Brett  $125
Joe 150

Contract Amount
Paid
Remaining

Date

3/4/2014

3/4/2014

3/6/2014

3/12/2014

4/16/2014

4/23/2014

6/9/2014

6/27/2014

7/1/2014

7/8/2014

8/4/2014

8/5/2014 -
8/6/2014

8/8/2014

8/8/2014

8/9/2014-
8/11/2014

8/11/2014

9/4/2014

8/11/2014
9/4/2014

10/29/2014

12/16/2014
12/16/2014

12/18/2014

44.50

Hours

0.25

0.25

0.25

05

0.5

0.25

0.5

0.25

0.25

0.5

0.5

Mileage

34

45

835

$5,562.50
1350

$ 5,650.00

3,750.00,
1,900.00

79
0.55

$43.45

$5,605.95
1350
$6,955.95
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. Study Purpose and Objective

The San Mateo County Harbor District (SMCHD) engaged Dornbusch Associates (Dornbusch) to
analyze fees that SMCHD levies on lessees who engage in fish off-loading, wholesale purchase,
and retail sales at Pillar Point Harbor. The three lessees are Pillar Point Seafood, Morning Star
Fisheries, and Three Captains Sea Products. Dornbusch compared fees at Pillar Point to fees in
place at other harbors in Northern California, including Monterey, Moss Landing, Santa Cruz,
San Francisco, Spud Point (Bodega Bay), and Noyo (Fort Bragg).

Although the methodology of this report involves a comparability study and an analysis of fees
as a percentage of lessees’ revenues, another way to approach the problem would be to focus
on SMCHD’s needs for the fees generated by the lessees. SMCHD might require a certain
minimum amount of fees to cover debt service or to fund projected capital improvements that
would benefit the lessees (such as improvements to the pier, roadway, or building exterior,

etc.)

Note that the San Mateo County Harbor District has fewer options for generating fee revenue
as compared to larger ports, especially in Monterey and San Francisco, which earn fees not only
from slip rentals but also from large numbers of restaurants and retail operations. Therefore,
SMCHD relies to a relatively greater extent on fees from these lessees. Nevertheless, the total
rents and fees generated by these three contracts represent only around 8% of Pillar Point
Harbor’s overall operating revenue of $2.1 million for 2013-2014, according to SMCHD’s final
budget. The majority of operating revenue at Pillar Point (around 70%) comes from berth fees
and another 10% comes from other rents and leases at the harbor.

Pillar Point is in a relatively high cost area for construction as compared to other marinas in the
comparable set, which might justify slightly higher fees than comparables. For example, the
weighted average construction cost index is 115.2 for Half Moon Bay-San Mateo and 108.9 for
Monterey-Salinas in 2014. This suggests that it is approximately 6% more costly to complete
construction and capital improvement projects at Pillar Point than it would be at Monterey
Harbor.

These differences were taken into consideration when developing the recommendations at the
end of this report.

B. Overview of Key Lease Parameters

The current leases for off-loading, wholesale purchase and retail sales went into effect in March
2013 and have an initial term of 5 years, with two 5-year renewal options. The approximate
square footage of each lessee’s space in the building on Johnson Pier, including upper and



lower levels, is 1,250 square feet. Lesees also have designated storage spaces on another area
of the pier as well as apron space along the pier where their hoists are located. Lessees and off-
loaded fish are accessed by buyers and their refrigerated trucks by the pier rather than

onshore.

Minimum Base Rent was initially set at $2,500 per month under the new leases. (Note: initial
base rent under the previous 30-year leases had been set at $2,000, but had increased to
$2,140 over time.) In addition to Minimum Base Rent, there are fees for Wholesale Fish

Purchase, Fish Off-Loading, and Retail Fish Sales.

For Wholesale Fish Purchase, fees are $10 per ton for wetfish and 1 cent per pound ($20 per
ton) for finfish and shellfish.

For Fish Off-Loading, fees are similarly $10 per ton for wetfish and 1 cent per pound ($20 per
ton) for finfish and shellfish.

For Retail Fish Sales, the fee is 5% of gross receipts.

Note that fees are in addition to Base Rent under the new leases. Under the previous leases,
fees only applied after the percentage fee exceeded Base Rent. As an example, if there were a
5% fee on retail revenue of $50,000, the total rent and fees paid under the previous contracts
would be $2,500 (because the $2,500 percentage fee exceeded base rent). Under the new
contracts, the total fee would be the fee on retail revenue ($2,500) PLUS the base rent of
$2,500, for a total of $5,000. So in this example, total rent + fees would be doubled under the
new contracts as compared to the previous contracts.

Payments of fees are due monthly under the new contracts, as compared to quarterly under
the previous contracts. Lessees noted in interviews that they found this increased frequency

burdensome.



II. FEES FOR FISH OFF-LOADING

A. Summary of Fees Paid Since April 2013
For Fish Off-Loading, fees are $10 per ton for wetfish and $0.01 per pound ($20 per ton) for
finfish and shellfish. The following table presents off-loading fees paid to SMCHD since April

2013. Note that these fees have not been audited, and their calculation relies on lessee’s data.

Table 1. Off-Loading Fees Paid from April 2013 to March 2014
Pillar Point Total Off-

Morning Star Seafood Three Captains Loading Fees

April 2013 $187.13 $187.13
May $165.37 $1,529.30 $1,694.67
June $35.21 $968.95 $1,004.16
July $7,091.81 $7,091.81
August $134.86 $8,979.81 519,825.03 $28,939.70
September $60.87 $8,729.97 $24.84 $8,815.68
October $40.04 $375.92 $41.62 $457.58
November $7,962.70 $302.71 $8,265.41
December $1,589.69 $1,589.69
January 2014 $185.00 $185.00
February $7.79 $236.35 $244.14
March $213.56 $212.10 $466.28

.12 Month Total &8 | % £$37,821.63 7|1 $20,642.65 ¥ | # $58,941.25 %
Monthly Average & % | % $3,151.80 % | % $1,587.90 £ | % $4,533.94

As the table shows, the three lessees paid a total of almost $59,000 in off-loading fees over the
12-month period, or an average of approximately $4,500 per month. Pillar Point Seafood had
the most off-loading business, accounting for around 64% of the total fees paid by the three
lessees. Three Captains accounted for 35% and Morning Star fisheries the remaining 1%.
Monthly fees for off-loading were over $3,100 for Pillar Point Seafood, almost $1,600 for Three
Captains, and $40 for Morning Star.

Most of the individual monthly figures in the table reflect fees paid on finfish and shellfish, with
the exception of the large August 2013 figure for Three Captains, which primarily represents a
large landing of squid/wetfish (1,963 tons at $10/ton = 519,630 of that month’s fee) and the
July, August, and September 2013 figures for Pillar Point Seafood (around $21,500 of the
$23,000 in fees paid by Pillar Point Seafood during those three months were for squid/wetfish,
representing around 2,150 tons). Total wetfish off-loading by the lessees was therefore
approximately 4,000 tons over the period.

NOTE: according to Dave Mallory (owner of Morning Star), Morning Star and Three Captains
had an agreement to share off-loading responsibilities for the large amount of squid that shows
up as part of the $19,825.03 fee for Three Captains in August 2013. Although Three Captains



booked the revenue and the entire fee to SMCHD, it passed through a portion to Morning Star
according to their agreement. All appropriate fees were paid to SMCHD, but we report this in
order to note that Morning Star is also more affected by the off-loading fees than the figures in

the table would suggest.

So, of the $59,000 in total fees paid, approximately $40,000 was for wetfish and the
remaining $19,000 for finfish and shellfish. On average, Morning Star off-loaded two tons
(4,000 pounds) of finfish and shellfish per month, Pillar Point Seafood off-loaded 54.3 tons
(108,500 pounds) of finfish and shellfish per month, and Three Captains off-loaded 3.4 tons
(6,800 pounds) of finfish and shellfish per month. Total finfish and shellfish off-loading was
around 60 tons per month or 720 tons (1,440,000 pounds) over the 12-month period.

Table 2. Breakdown of Monthly Fees by Type of Fish

Type Morning Star Pillar Point Seafood Three Captains
Wetfish 50 $2,066.80 $1,652.08

Finfish and Shelifish $39.75 $1,085.00 $68.14

Total Monthly Average | ‘$39.75 . $3,151.§0 $1,720.22

12 Month Total ¥ | 558 $476.97 i | 147 $37,821.63 %% | % $20,642.65 524

The table shows that fees on wetfish accounted for approximately two-thirds of Pillar Point
Seafood’s total off-loading fees and 96% of Three Captains’ total off-loading fees.

B. Average Prices that Lessees Charge to Fishermen for Off-Loading

Mike McHenry of Pillar Point Seafood reported that he typically charges fishermen 25 cents per
pound to offload salmon and 17 cents per pound to offload crab. The 1 cent fee levied by
SMCHD for off-loading these finfish/shellfish species represents 4% of revenue received for
salmon ($0.01 fee/$0.25 revenue per pound) and approximately 6% of revenue received for
crab (50.01/50.17). For groundfish such as sole, cod, sand dabs, halibut, and rockfish,
fishermen are typically charged 5 cents per pound, so the 1 cent per pound fee represents 20%
of revenue received ($0.01/$0.05). However, these groundfish species represent a very small
amount of overall landings.

For wetfish (primarily squid), McHenry reported that he charges fishermen $30 per ton to off-
load. The $10 per ton fee levied by SMCHD represents 33.3% of the revenue received for off-
loading squid. For off-loading 100 tons, the lessee would receive $3,000 and would then pay
$1,000 in fees to SMCHD. This fee for wetfish offloading represents a very high share of
revenue and has a direct impact on lessee profits.

Dave Mallory reported that Morning Star and Three Captains charged $35 per ton to off-load
squid. The $10 per ton fee represents 28.6% of the of the revenue received.

The following table summarizes fees as a percentage of revenue for SMCHD lessees.



Table 3. Off-Loading Fees as a Percentage of Off-Loading Revenue

Species Revenue Fee Fee as % of Revenue
Salmon 25 cents/lb 1 cent/lb 4%

Crab 17 cents/lb 1 cent/lb 6%
Groundfish 5 cents/Ib 1 cent/lb 20%
Wetfish (squid) &3 | @ $30-$35/ton | B SlO/ton S | YT 28-33% tadyiE

The table illustrates the relatively high fee levied for off-loading wetfish. Again, although the
fee on groundfish also appears high, groundfish represents a very small share of overall off-
loading revenue.

In our experience analyzing leases and concessions contracts for local, state, and national
agencies, a 10% fee would be high for businesses associated with food processing, handling or
retailing. Something in the 5% range or slightly lower would be more in line with industry
comparables.

C. Comparable Off-Loading Prices and Fees

The City of Monterey currently charges $1.78 per ton (less than 1/10" of 1 cent per pound)
wharfage, regardless of species (same fee for wetfish and finfish/shellfish) to lessees who off-
load fish on Municipal Wharf Il. The fee increases slightly each year based on an inflation
factor but has not had a major adjustment based on comparables since current leases went into

effect several years ago.

The City of Monterey’s 2013 Fishing Community Sustainability Plan, which considered harbors
throughout Northern and Southern California, included a recommendation to increase
wharfage to $5 per ton for wetfish and higher fees for finfish and shellfish depending on

species.

According to Steve Scheiblauer (Harbormaster) and Rick Marvin (Property Manager), Monterey
is also currently conducting other analyses in preparation for lease renewals that will be
occurring in coming years. Recommendations that emerge from these analyses may be
incorporated into future lease terms.

At Spud Point (Bodega Bay), the Harbor has its own hoist and charges fishermen directly.
According to Noah Wagner, Marina Supervisor, resident fishing boats (permanent berth
holders) are charged 8 cents/Ib for crab, 10 cents/Ib for salmon and 5 cents/Ib for all other
species. For residents, the first 125 pounds of fish or 300 pounds of crab are free. For non-
resident boats, the Harbor charges 15 cents/lb for crab, 20 cents/Ib for salmon and 10 cents/Ib
for all other species. There is a $15 minimum fee for non-residents. Outside buyers that come
in and off-load fish with their own equipment pay the same <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>