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2. Proposition 13, enacted in 1978, resulted in the District receiving, and becoming reliant 
upon, a share of countywide property tax that is used to fund enterprise and non‐
enterprise services at Pillar Point Harbor and Oyster Point Marina/Park. 

3. The Harbor District’s elected Harbor Commission and administration duplicate 
governance and administrative functions of the County.  

4. The MSR/SOI Report documents significant infrastructure and facility improvement 
needs as a result of wear and tear from heavy use and a harsh marine environment, and 
deferred maintenance and capital projects. 

5. The District lacks an established capital improvement plan and accounting system, 
including a five‐year Capital Improvement Program and acknowledges in comments to 
the MSR/SOI report the need to establish a CIP that is reflected in the budget. 

6. The District lacks a cost accounting system to track cost for enterprise versus non‐
enterprise. 

7. In the course of the MSR/SOI update and since the Civil Grand Jury report, the District 
has begun to implement many of the Grand Jury and LAFCo recommendations and 
should continue to do so regardless of the LAFCo sphere designation. 

Agency Comments and LAFCo Responses 

The San Mateo County Harbor District comments dated June 26, 2015 include introductory 
remarks, specific comments contained in a table labeled Exhibit A, general responses regarding 
efficiencies and cost savings; reliance on property tax; the district in transition; governance; and 
a section regarding an unanswered question about dissolution, including disposition of property 
tax, State law issues and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and a conclusion. The 
following narrative responds to the general comments contained in the June 26 letter. LAFCo 
comments to the Harbor District’s exhibit have been added to Exhibit A (attached).  

Harbor District Comment 

Introductory Remarks Section: The Draft Report over‐emphasizes governance issues 
governance issues at the expense of the other statutorily required factors that must be the 
basis for any sphere of influence finding under the CKH Act, which establishes the LAFCo 
process….The District understands that the Civil Grand Jury Report cannot be ignored.  

LAFCo Response 

Regardless of the Grand Jury report, discussion of governance issues is unavoidable due to 
events and issues that arose leading up to and during preparation of the MSR/SOI update, 
including the process of data‐gathering and observations at Harbor District Board and finance 
committee meetings. It is well documented in the record of the Harbor District Board and 
finance meetings that governance issues affecting management efficiencies were highly usual, 
significant, and negatively impaired the District’s day‐to‐day operation and ability to retain and 
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recruit interim and permanent management staff. They are therefore material to an MSR, 
specifically management efficiencies, governance, and accountability. Moreover, Government 
Code §56430(a)(6) requires that the review address governance issues.  

Harbor District Comment 

However it also believes that an MSR should not examine issues outside those contemplated 
by the Act.” In its emphasis of governance issues, and in its lengthy discussion of dissolution 
options the Draft Report excessively focuses on political concerns that are not relevant to the 
CKH Act’s standards for an MSR. “Even though there is no pending dissolution application, we 
cannot ignore the call for dissolution presented in the Draft Report. In Part III below, 
therefore, we emphasize a number of unknown but critically important legal issues we think 
require further study.” (Page 1, 3rd Paragraph) 

LAFCo Response 

Section 56430 does not prohibit the LAFCo from examining “issues outside those contemplated 
by the CKH Act,” nor does it state that content of the MSR is limited to Determinations 1‐7. 
Nonetheless, Determination 6 below specifically speaks to governance issues and operational 
efficiencies. 

Section 56430 calls for the following: 

56430 (a) In order to prepare and to update spheres of influence in accordance with Section 
56425, the commission shall conduct a service review of the municipal services provided in the 
county or other appropriate area designated by the commission. The commission shall include 
in the area designated for service review the county, the region, the subregion, or any other 
geographic area as is appropriate for an analysis of the service or services to be reviewed, and 
shall prepare a written statement of its determinations with respect to each of the following: 

(1) Growth and population projections for the affected area.  

(2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within 
or contiguous to the sphere of influence.  

(3) Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, and 
infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related to sewers, municipal 
and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any disadvantaged, unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence.  

(4) Financial ability of agencies to provide services.  

(5) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.  

(6) Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and 
operational efficiencies.  

(7) Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission 
policy. 
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II. Harbor District General Response 

1. Efficiencies and Cost Savings: 

The Harbor District states that the report “asks many questions about whether the County 
can actually accomplish the District’s functions more efficiently. In essence, the ultimate 
question of whether the County can provide the services of the District more efficiently is not 
certain. The District cites additional legal costs associated with the transition and the fact 
that the County would need to assign County Counsel or outside counsel to provide legal 
service currently provided to the District. The Harbor District cites the County’s lack of 
experience with liveaboard facilities, commercial fishing and water rescue. The Harbor District 
references the County Operated Coyote Point Marina Budget. The Harbor District cites Section 
56000 which requires that “responsibility should be given to the agency or agencies that can 
best provide government services” and states that the report cannot point to any identifiable 
cost savings to be incurred by the District’s dissolution. 

LAFCo Response 

The report does not ask questions about whether the County can actually accomplish the 
District’s functions more efficiently. The report acknowledges that actual savings in a 
dissolution would be determined by analysis by the County as successor and in collaboration 
with the City of South San Francisco, owner of the Oyster Point Marina. The report identifies 
the District’s practice of balancing the budget by deferring maintenance and capital 
improvements. Therefore, any analysis of efficiencies and savings would need to take into 
account that the Harbor District’s budget is artificially deflated due to deferred maintenance 
and capital improvements. In regard to expertise, the report indicates that dissolution with the 
County as successor assumes that Harbor District employees with expertise in marine facilities 
that include commercial fishing, liveaboards, and water rescue operations would become 
employees of the successor agency. The report does not contemplate a dissolution in which the 
County would propose elimination of service or a lower level of service than that provided by 
the Harbor District. 

In regard to legal fees, they are a function of the hourly rate charged by legal counsel, the 
amount of time legal counsel spends responding to inquiries of the board, staff, and the public, 
including public records requests as well as potential and existing litigation. The District itself 
has expressed concerns about rising legal costs. County counsel rates are significantly lower 
than private law firms. The report acknowledges the several one‐time costs associated with a 
governmental reorganization including legal fees.  

The Harbor District misrepresents the Coyote Point Marina budget and misstates sources of 
revenues. The following Coyote Pont budget information is provided by the County Parks 
Department. The Coyote Point Marina is an Enterprise Fund and, as such, is self‐contained and 
has no influx of General Fund or sales tax revenues (Measure A).  
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In Fiscal Year 2013‐14, the Coyote Point Marina budget was as follows: 

Use of Money and Property  26,121.02
Intergovernmental Revenues  1,359,892.59
Charges for Services  951,417.84
Miscellaneous Revenue  8,265.93
Other Financing Sources 
Total Revenue  2,345,697.38
Fund Balance  869,645.79
TOTAL SOURCES  3,215,343.17

Salaries and Benefits  288,307.93
Services and Supplies  137,328.11
Other Charges  364,616.12
Fixed Assets  262,379.18
Other Financing Uses  1,694,838.32
Gross Appropriations  2,747,469.66
Intrafund Transfers 
Net Appropriations  2,747,469.66
Contingencies/Dept Reserves 
Non‐General Fund Reserves  467,873.51
TOTAL REQUIREMENTS  3,215,343.17

NET COUNTY COST  0.00
 

In regard to elections costs, the report cites savings by eliminating harbor commission costs and 
potentially reducing other administrative costs. The report will be amended to reflect that the 
District’s election costs, if dissolved, would be redistributed to remaining agencies. However, 
the argument that Harbor and Marina operations would not experience a savings due to 
elimination of elections costs is flawed. Currently a countywide harbor district with at‐large 
elected commissioners funded with property tax and user fees is in essence subsidizing the San 
Mateo County Elections Department because a separate governing body requires a separate 
election. 

In regard to the District’s assertion that there is no convincing evidence that another agency, 
particularly the County, would provide the District’s critical services more effectively or 
efficiently than the District, discussion of “effective” and “efficient” would be clarified in an 
application and plan for service. Nonetheless it is reasonable to consider duplicated governance 
and administration of a single purpose agency and economies of scale that could be achieved 
by larger organization such as the County or a city. In particular, the County and City have 
administrative capacity including, but not limited to, administration, human resources, finance 
and accounting, asset management, and grant administration. One cannot deduce that one 
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operator is more effective in operating their marina than another simply by comparing berth 
revenues. There are a number of other factors that would need to be considered in order to 
arrive at such an opinion, such as size of each berth, fees being charged, location, and how the 
operator is managing these funds to operate a marina.  

Harbor District Response ‐ Reliance on Property Tax 

The District indicates that the report’s discussion of property tax revenue as it relates to 
enterprise activities represents a fundamental misunderstanding of the District in particular 
and of local government finance in general. The District cites the fact that most enterprise 
districts in California receive a share of the 1 percent property tax. 

LAFCo Comment 

The Harbor District mischaracterizes the intent of Proposition 13, inappropriately compares the 
Harbor District to other districts that receive property tax and discounts the absence of nexus 
between the District’s share of countywide property tax with the District’s service responsibility 
that is not countywide. Since implementation of Proposition 13, San Mateo Harbor District, like 
most other enterprise and non‐enterprise districts in the State, has received a share of the 1 
percent property tax in addition to enterprise revenues from user fees. This was an unintended 
consequence of Proposition 13. As illustrated in the District’s budget, approximately half of the 
revenue received by the District is property tax revenue. The District incorrectly compares their 
case with that of small enterprise districts. While the fact that enterprise districts receive 
property tax is an unintended consequence, in the case of a small water or sewer district 
receiving property tax only from within that district’s boundaries, there is at least geographic 
nexus between the property tax received and the service provided. In contrast, the Harbor 
District uses countywide property tax to fund services at two distinct facilities that are of partial 
benefit to all taxpayers.  

The District’s position also suggests that it is appropriate to subsidize enterprise services such 
as liveaboard berth fees, water, and sewer service with property tax. Proposition 13, enacted in 
1978, set the total tax that could be levied on real property at 1 percent of the assessed value. 
As a result, the share of the countywide 1 percent property tax received by any city, district or 
school district was based on each agency’s proportion to all taxes levied in the County prior to 
Proposition 13. In essence, Proposition 13 changed special district funding in that enterprise 
districts lost the ability to raise revenue through property tax. The intent was that enterprise 
districts would recover the cost of service through user charges and fees other than the limited 
property tax. Government Code Section 16270 states: The Legislature finds and declares that 
many special districts have the ability to raise revenue through user charges and fees and that 
their ability to raise revenue directly from the property tax for district operations has been 
eliminated by Article XIIIA of the California Constitution. It is the intent of the Legislature that 
such districts rely on user fees and charges for raising revenue due to the lack of the availability 
of property tax revenues after the 1978‐79 fiscal year. Such districts are encouraged to begin 
the transition to user fees and charges during the 1978‐79 fiscal year.  



July 8, 2015 
MSR and SOI Update for the San Mateo County Harbor District 

Page 7 
 

The MSR/SOI report also makes a recommendation that the Harbor District convert to a cost 
accounting system that identifies the cost of enterprise versus non‐enterprise activities to be 
able to assess what the reliance on property tax should be. Additionally the report suggests that 
some non‐enterprise services such as trail maintenance could be transferred to the County 
Parks Department.  

Harbor District Response ‐ The District is in Transition and Governance 

The District states that the MSR fails to take into account that the District is implementing 
many of the recommendations in the Draft report and is in the process of recruiting a General 
Manager after the retirement of a General Manager after over 15 years of tenure and the 
report does not taking into account the importance of this change of leadership. The District 
emphasizes the enormous importance this is to a District with a small staff. The District 
asserts that Sections 56430 and 56425 are the exclusive list of items LAFCo may include in an 
MSR/SOI report and that the report inappropriately includes a section on dissolution process. 

LAFCo Comment 

Transition 

The MSR/SOI report acknowledges that the District is in transition and makes recommendations 
to be implemented by the District regardless of the District’s sphere including, but not limited 
to, governance issues that have demonstrably impaired the ability of the District to recruit a 
permanent General Manager. LAFCo acknowledges that the District has begun to implement 
Grand Jury recommendations and LAFCo recommendations and that the District has made 
progress in this regard. While it is clearly important to have strong management leadership, the 
municipal service review and sphere update are not based on the individuals in leadership or 
governance roles at a special district.  

Governance 

Sections 56430 and 56425 govern the municipal service reviews and sphere of influence 
reviews and updates and do not restrict LAFCo consideration in the manner suggested by the 
Harbor District. Section 56430 includes the language: “…and shall prepare a written statement 
of its determinations with respect to each of the following…” There is no language that state the 
MSR shall only discuss these areas of determination. Sections 2 through 4 of the report speak to 
the areas of determination in Section 56430 and Section 5 makes recommended 
determinations in these areas regarding to the Harbor District. Section 56430 does not prohibit 
LAFCo from examining “issues outside those contemplated by the CKH Act.” Nonetheless, 
Determination 6 identified on Page 1 above speaks to governance issues that would include 
discussion of dissolution and the dissolution process.  
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Harbor District Response ‐ Dissolution ‐ Unanswered Questions 

The District notes that dissolution of special district is rare and there are numerous 
unprecedented and complex legal issues that will be costly and will require further analysis 
before assuming dissolution is in the best interest of County taxpayers. 

LAFCo Comment 

LAFCo agrees that dissolutions are rare. However, as cited in the report there is guidance 
contained in the CKH Act, Revenue and Tax Code, and by example of past dissolutions that 
provide guidance in the procedures and process of dissolution with a long‐term successor. A 
municipal service review and sphere of influence update are not intended to serve as detailed 
fiscal analysis of dissolution. The report identifies transition issues that would be researched 
and resolved prior to an agency submitting a dissolution application to LAFCo. LAFCo recognizes 
that the District is unlikely to support the potential for the Board of Supervisors to succeed the 
Harbor Commission as the governing body of a harbor district sharing the same constituency 
and property tax base, and therefore the discussion between LAFCo and the District on this 
topic is contentious. Nonetheless, the report sets forth potential benefits including eliminating 
duplicated governance and administration and aligning funding of property tax to non‐
enterprise activities. It is reasonable that a larger organization such as the County or a city 
would achieve cost efficiencies and effectiveness in areas including, but not limited to, 
administration, human resources, finance and accounting, asset management, and grant 
administration. 

Harbor District Response ‐ Property Taxes 

The District asserts that the report incorrectly cites application of revenue and tax code as it 
relates to dissolution of a district with a long‐term successor.  

LAFCo Comment 

The District mischaracterizes the distribution of property tax in a district reorganization. 
Revenue and Tax Code calls for the County to negotiate on behalf of special districts subject to 
organizational change. For the benefit of continuing harbor and marina operations that 
currently rely on property tax, a dissolution with the County as successor would be dependent 
upon the County receiving the same share of property tax to fund services until such time that 
savings are achieved and rates are adjusted to reduce reliance on property tax. Because other 
districts and the cities are not subject to the organizational change, they are not party to the 
property tax negotiation.  

Revenue and Tax Code Section 99(b)(5) reads: “In the event that a jurisdictional change would 
affect the service area or service responsibility of one or more special districts, the board of 
supervisors of the county or counties in which the districts are located shall, on behalf of the 
district or districts, negotiate any exchange of property tax revenues. Prior to entering into 
negotiation on behalf of a district for the exchange of property tax revenue, the board shall 
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consult with the affected district. The consultation shall include, at minimum, notification to 
each member and executive officer of the district board of the pending consultation and 
provision of adequate opportunity to comment on the negotiation.” 

In the case of a district dissolution, the County would negotiate on behalf of the Harbor District 
and because there is no change in the service responsibility of any city or other special district, 
other agencies would not be party to the negotiation. If following dissolution, the County and 
the City of South San Francisco initiate a subsequent organizational change pertaining to Oyster 
Point Marina, that proposal would be subject to a property tax exchange between the County 
and the City. 

Harbor District Response ‐ Labor Issues 

The District cites the in progress bargaining negotiations with two unions and how the 
outcome of negotiations is unknown and will be important to understand. The District also 
cites the CalPERS obligations cited in the report. 

LAFCo Comment 

LAFCo agrees that the outcome of labor negotiations and the requirement to satisfy CalPERS 
obligations prior to dissolution would need to be assessed by the County prior to initiating a 
dissolution application. The requirement to the satisfy the CalPERS obligations prior to 
dissolution would be a one‐time cost associated with the transition that would need to 
considered in the long term and underscores the importance of considering the long‐range 
versus short‐term benefits of governance alternatives. 

Harbor District Response ‐ State Law Issues 

The District cites the District’s State tidelands grant that allowed it to establish Pillar Point 
Harbor (Chapter 68, Statutes of 1960), which states: “That said lands shall be used by said 
district…for the establishment, improvement and conduct of a harbor…and for the 
construction, maintenance and operation thereon structures and facilities for public 
recreational purposes…” (emphasis added) and questions whether the Cortese‐Knox‐
Hertzberg Act under which LAFCo operates would provide authority under the tidelands grant 
if the district does not exist. The District also cites the Department of Boating and Waterways 
(DBW) loans discussed in the report and provisions of Harbors and Navigation Code that 
attach statutory requirements to recipients of loans and the extent to which DBW must 
approve assignment of a District asset to a successor agency, or indeed if DBW approval is 
required as a condition of dissolution.  

LAFCo Comment 

Government Code Sections 56885 and 56886 (conditions) and 57450 (effect of dissolution) 
speak to the ability of LAFCo to set conditions, including establishing a long‐term successor for 
continuation of service that would succeed to all rights, assets, debts, and other obligations of 
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the dissolved district including, but not limited to, land ownership. Section 57450 contains the 
following language: “The general provisions of this chapter shall not be construed as limiting in 
any manner the authority of the commission to impose one or more of the terms and 
conditions set forth in Section 56886.”  

While concurrence or approval may be required of State agencies in regard to the County 
becoming successor to DBW debt or a State tideland grant, the County of San Mateo has an 
existing loan with DBW, an AAA bond rating from Moody’s and S&P, and has in the past been 
granted State tideland grants.  

Harbor District Response ‐ CEQA 

The District questions whether the alternative of terminating the joint powers agreement 
(JPA) for Oyster Point Marina with City of South San Francisco or detaching would be exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

LAFCo Response 

The District’s comment is noted, however, because the District’s boundaries are currently 
countywide and the district operates two distinct facilities, the CEQA exemption that applies to 
a change where the change does not change the geographic area in which previously existing 
powers are exercised covers all possible scenarios. This exemption would not apply if there 
were an expansion of service area, but in any case involving the Harbor District, a change in 
operator does not change the geographic area in which service is provided.  

Harbor District Conclusion‐ Moving Forward 

The District emphasizes the purpose of the MSR as a planning tool and not a retrospective of 
past mistakes and notes the District’s commitment to implementing improvements and 
providing essential services to County residents, commercial fishermen, and the thousands of 
visitors that visit District facilities or that indirectly benefit from District services when they 
order local seafood.  

LAFCo Response 

LAFCo acknowledges that MSRs are often perceived as critical documents but disagrees that the 
MSR constitutes a retrospective document of past mistakes. The report documents deficiencies 
and makes recommendations for improvements and best practices. LAFCo appreciates the 
District’s genuine engagement in the municipal service review process and the willingness of 
the Harbor Commission and staff to provide information crucial to preparation of the report. 

City of South San Francisco Comments 

The City of South San Francisco concurs with MSR recommendations regarding a five‐year 
Capital Improvement Plan, best practices for budgeting, consideration of outsourcing including 
property leasing functions, opportunities for shared facilities/services, and implementing an 
accounting and budgeting process that separates enterprise functions that should be self‐
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supporting versus those functions that are for the benefit of the general public (trails, open 
space access, etc.). The City expresses concern that capital improvement expenditures are less 
than the amount needed to meet priorities and that underfunding capital improvements has 
significant long‐term impacts on the viability of facilities. The City believes that a more focused 
investment in public amenities at Oyster Point Marina (OPM) would result in higher use by the 
public. The City notes that a successful lease and rent/concession enterprise at OPM is a 
priority for the City and that more attention can be placed on actively pursuing revenue 
opportunities at OPM, including finding a tenant for the bait shop. The City concurs with the 
suggestion of outsourcing commercial real estate management. The City believes there are 
more recreational opportunities for the general public at OPM such as trail usage, picnicking, 
shoreline access, and partnering with the City of South Francisco Parks and Recreation 
Department. The City defers comment on dissolution until or unless a recommendation is 
adopted by LAFCo. 

County of San Mateo Comments 

The County of San Mateo’s letter concurs with recommendations in Section 5 of the report and 
expresses concern about lack of linkage between capital improvements in the District’s 
strategic plan and the capital projects funded in the budget. The County supports engaging an 
outside public accounting firm to review District Operations and capital budgets and supports 
separation of enterprise and non‐enterprise functions. The County indicates that if the 
Commission recommends dissolution and the County determines it will follow up on the Grand 
Jury recommendation that the County initiate dissolution of the District, the County would 
undertake a comprehensive analysis of all aspects of the district including, but not limited to, 
deferred maintenance, debt, CalPERS liability, finances, operations, staffing structure, and the 
Oyster Point Marina Joint Powers Agreement with the City of South San Francisco. The County 
would include input from the City of South San Francisco and analysis would be discussed at a 
public meeting prior to the Board of Supervisors considering action to initiate dissolution of the 
District.  

Comments From Other Agencies and Organizations 

Coastside Fire Protection District 

Assistant Chief Paul Cole expresses the fire district’s support for Harbor District’s emergency 
services, including assistance the fire district receives from the Harbor District in rescue 
operations. The letter indicates the fire district’s hope that the outcome of the MSR will 
continue to support the emergency service capabilities for Pillar Point Harbor.  

North American Marine Environment Protection Association (NAMEPA) 

NAMEPA Education and Outreach Manager Elise Avallon expresses the NAMEPA support for the 
Harbor District and describes the organization’s working relationship with the Harbor District. 
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Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce 

The Chamber expresses support for the Harbor District and the Harbor’s importance to the 
economic base of the Coastside.  

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 

BCDC has permitting jurisdiction for all tidal areas of San Francisco Bay as described in their 
letter. BCDC notes that the Harbor District administers the Oyster Point Marina, which is in 
BCDC’s jurisdiction and subject to several permits. The letter describes BCDC policies that apply 
to Oyster Point Marina. The letter cites the San Francisco Bay Plan Maps that designate Oyster 
Point Marina and the adjacent shoreline as “Waterfront Park, Beach” priority use area “Oyster 
Point Marina Park,” and describes other applicable BCDC policies that apply to the marina. 

Comments from Residents 

Letters or emails received from the following individuals are attached to this report: 

 Anthony Basso 

 Chris Dunham 

 Chris Johnson 

 Shawn Mooney 

 Debra Penrose, Half Moon Bay Council Member 

 Robert Riechel 

 John Ullom 

Recommended Municipal Service Review Determinations 

The attached Public Hearing Draft Municipal Service Review for the Harbor District includes 
applicable corrections and responses to comments on the circulation draft that was widely 
distributed. In addition, Exhibit A to the Harbor District’s comment letter containing specific 
Harbor District comments and requested corrections, which now includes LAFCo responses and 
is attached to this staff report, is recommended to be included as an addendum to the 
Municipal Service Review document. The MSR is based on budgets, audits, and other 
documents provided by the District; observation of Harbor Commission meetings; and 
comments from the District, affected agencies, and interested organizations and individuals. 
The recommended determinations in the MSR are based on data in the report and generally 
accepted best practices in budgeting, governance, and administration.  

1) Growth and population projections for the affected area 

As further described in Chapter 2 of the Municipal Service Review, the County’s population is 
forecasted to increase by about 26 percent between 2010 and 2040; this is a slightly greater 



July 8, 2015 
MSR and SOI Update for the San Mateo County Harbor District 

Page 13 
 

rate than the growth projected in the 2006 MSR; however, actual growth will depend on future 
economic conditions, land use policies, and other factors. Although these trends indicate 
continued growth in demand, utilization of SMCHD facilities is much more significantly 
influenced by weather conditions, successful fishing seasons, and outdoor recreation trends. 

2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or 
contiguous to the sphere of influence 

In 2006, LAFCO reaffirmed the zero SOI adopted for the SMCHD originally adopted in 1977. 
Within the current boundaries of the SMCHD, which correspond to San Mateo County 
boundaries, multiple disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) exist. However, the 
intent of evaluating DUCs is to assure that those communities are provided adequate services 
and infrastructure comparable to other communities within or contiguous to an agency’s SOI. 
This provision is not applicable to the SMCHD, which operates and maintains a harbor and a 
marina, and provides related maritime services. 

3) Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, and 
infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related to sewers, municipal 
and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any disadvantaged, unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the SOI. 

As detailed in Chapter 2 of this MSR, the SMCHD has significant infrastructure and facility 
improvement needs as a result of the wear and tear of heavy use, a harsh marine environment, 
and deferred maintenance and capital projects. The Draft Strategic Business Plan prepared in 
2014 for the SMCHD indicated a need over the next five years for $17.3 million in repairs and 
capital improvements. Additional needs not assessed in the Plan include a need to demolish 
and remove the dilapidated Romeo Pier, and harbor dredging projects. The SMCHD CIP budget 
addresses several of the recommended items in addition to other needs; however, it defers 
major construction pending further design and review, and acquisition of adequate funding. 

Recommendations 

The SMCHD should establish a capital improvement planning and accounting system, including 
a five‐year CIP, to better document and plan for the funding and implementation, as well as to 
facilitate prioritization, of capital improvements. The CIP should be explicitly linked to 
improvements currently recommended in the Draft Strategic Business Plan as well as the 
proposed budget. 

4) Financial ability of agency to provide services 

As described in Chapter 3 of the MSR, the SMCHD budget consistently exhibits a net operating 
shortfall due to operating revenues inadequate to cover operating costs. The operating shortfall 
(before debt service and before the use of property taxes) exceeds $3.4 million in the projected 
budget, meaning that fees and charges are insufficient to cover about half of operating 
expenditures. In addition to the operating shortfalls, the SMCHD must fund approximately 
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$1.4 million of annual debt service, undertake ongoing maintenance, and construct needed 
capital improvements. 

In addition to fees and charges, the SMCHD receives over $5 million annually from its share of 
countywide property taxes. These total revenues are sufficient to fully fund operations and 
$710,000 of planned capital improvements; however, the repair and capital improvement 
needs are greater than the amount currently shown in the proposed budget. 

The SMCHD’s labor‐related and other operating costs continue to increase, placing more 
pressure on budget resources. However, numerous actions recently undertaken and/or 
planned by the SMCHD offer the prospect for improved financial resources and the ability to 
fund improvements, including: 

 Establishment in recent years of a “two‐tier” benefit system that reduces the cost of 
benefits related to new employees. 

 Current relocation of administrative offices to new space at a reduced lease cost. 

 Streamlining procedures to reduce “bad debt” associated with non‐paying berth tenants 
implemented by the Finance Director. 

 Review of fees and charges to assure reasonable and competitive rates for appropriate 
mix of slip sizes. 

 Consideration of charges for services currently provided at no cost, e.g., pump‐out 
services and charges for large parties using picnic areas. 

 Contingent on staff capacity, renew efforts to seek grant funding for facilities and 
improvements, including possible grants related to equipment needs for SMCHD Search 
and Rescue. 

 The recent sale of surplus property, consistent with Civil Grand Jury recommendations, 
increased SMCHD reserves. 

 Over time, Termination Benefit liabilities and payouts will diminish and eventually end. 

 Possible retention of a commercial real estate management firm to help maximize lease 
revenues. 

 Refinancing and/or eventual payoff of existing DBAW debt will make additional 
resources available for capital funding. 

Due in part to recent turnover of staff with extra work falling to remaining staff and lack of 
consensus on the Board, many of the initiatives noted above were not pursued. Conflicts within 
the Board, and between staff and the Board, as noted by the Civil Grand Jury further 
exacerbated the difficulty of achieving SMCHD objectives and increased SMCHD costs (e.g., for 
legal services). 

The SMCHD has undertaken steps to reduce Board conflict and establish “Chain of Command” 
protocols. An Interim General Manager was hired recently and the current General Manager 
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recruitment and hiring offers an opportunity to solidify leadership, organization, and direction 
assuming it is supported by a majority of the Harbor Commission. In the near term, 
improvements in property tax revenues and lease revenues will help to fund staff efforts 
towards the initiatives noted above, assuming strong management direction. Improvements in 
accounting and financial policies can strengthen capital improvement planning and 
programming, and provide for appropriate reserve policies that enable limited use of reserves 
for capital while maintaining adequate reserve levels. 

Recommendations 

1. The SMCHD should engage a public accounting firm to review its budget accounts for 
both operations and capital improvements, and establish a financial accounting system 
consistent with best practices for California public agencies. The review should include a 
system to allocate costs and revenues according to enterprise versus other public 
purposes for each of their facilities and provide immediate access to current lease and 
tenant information. 

2. The SMCHD should assess its personnel needs in order to fill vacated positions as 
necessary to pursue the initiatives noted above, including seeking grants. 

3. The SMCHD should consider administrative functions that can and should be more cost‐
effectively outsourced, including IT functions and property leasing. This outsourcing 
should consider collaboration with other public agencies as well as private contractors. 

5) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities 

Limited opportunities for shared facilities have been identified in the course of this MSR 
process. Recently the District has leased office space from the Granada Community Services 
District and contracted with Regional Government Services to recruit an interim general 
manager. Various opportunities may exist by which the SMCHD may take advantage of shared 
services, e.g., possible IT contracting with or through other public agencies is being explored. 
Responsibility for certain facilities could be shifted to other agencies, e.g., the West Trail and 
Surfers Beach dredging, as recommended by the Civil Grand Jury and noted in the following 
determination.  

6) Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and 
operational efficiencies 

The Civil Grand Jury described indications of “a systemic flaw in the ability of District 
commissioners to govern effectively.” 

The SMCHD has taken a number of steps towards addressing issues negatively affecting 
governance and operational efficiencies, including workshops to facilitate collegiality and 
working relationships, consideration of “norms” of commissioner behavior, improvements in 
public posting of materials on their website, and multiple workshops on topics such as the 
budget. A strategic business plan is being prepared; however, it has been delayed and concerns 
exist about its scope and effectiveness in addressing SMCHD financial issues. As described in 
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this MSR, inappropriate interaction between Commissioners and staff continue to interfere 
with operational efficiencies. 

The Civil Grand Jury recommended dissolution of the SMCHD and transfer of responsibilities to 
other agencies, specifically the County of San Mateo. Chapter 4 of the MSR describes 
governance options with the most potentially viable option a scenario in which the County acts 
as successor agency, operates PPH, and enters into an agreement with the City of South San 
Francisco (SSF) to operate OPM. The agreement with SSF would include negotiated funding 
from the County’s property taxes (from the dissolved SMCHD) and other revenues to be 
transferred to SSF to fund operations and capital improvements, and any other shared financial 
liabilities (e.g., remaining debt service, CalPERS liabilities, etc.). 

The option described above may incur additional costs during the initial years of transition 
related to CalPERS and other liabilities but could provide for cost and service efficiencies over 
the longer term. This option would integrate the SMCHD operations into larger entities that 
have the capacity and expertise to provide a range of needed services, including information 
technology, purchasing and contracting services, human resources, and absorbing Harbor 
District employees with needed expertise.  

Recommendations 

The City of South San Francisco and the County of San Mateo should continue to confer and 
research issues and options affecting the feasibility of dissolving the SMCHD, transferring 
responsibilities to the County as successor agency, and transitioning to SSF operation of OPM 
via a JPA. 

7) Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission 
policy. 

A primary concern expressed by prior MSRs and by the Civil Grand Jury involved the use of 
countywide property tax revenues to help subsidize “enterprise” type operations, including 
berth rentals occupied by a majority of non‐County residents. However, the current and prior 
MSR also documented the range of facilities, services, and benefits provided by SMCHD services 
and facilities such as Search and Rescue; environmental services; and public use and access to 
piers, parks, and waterfront open space. 

While it is difficult to isolate cost estimates for these broader, non‐fee‐funded services, the 
SMCHD could create “cost centers” to document and track these expenditures to support 
appropriate levels of property tax use and allocation. In the near term, it is expected that 
property taxes will continue to be necessary to fund deferred maintenance and other necessary 
improvements. Over the longer term, there is a possibility that revenue enhancements and cost 
efficiencies from the initiatives described above and/or from reorganization could reduce the 
current reliance on property tax. 
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Recommendations 

As also noted above under Recommendation 4.1, the SMCHD should establish an accounting 
system that can allocate costs and revenues according to enterprise versus other public 
purposes to better assess the need for property tax. 

Recommended Sphere of Influence Determinations 

LAFCo acknowledges that in the course of the MSR preparation, the District has begun to 
implement some of the recommendations in the MSR as well as those of the Grand Jury. Many 
of the comments received urge the Commission to allow the District more time to make 
improvements and stabilize with a new general manager before reaffirming the longstanding 
sphere of influence of dissolution. As noted in the response to the Harbor District, LAFCo 
spheres are not based on the individuals that serve on an elected board or serving as 
management staff. The Harbor District sphere is based on the duplication of governance and 
administration with the County of San Mateo, the absence of nexus of the District’s countywide 
boundaries with the location of the two District facilities, one of which is leased, and the 
agencies best able to provide services in the long range. Pillar Point is located in unincorporated 
San Mateo County and Oyster Point is located in and owned by the City of South San Francisco. 
The County of San Mateo and City of South San Francisco have governance and organizational 
infrastructure to assume the services, and marine‐related personnel.  

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open space lands. 

Land uses within District boundaries include a wide range of land use including residential, 
commercial, industrial, open space, agricultural, rural, and open space land use designations 
under the jurisdiction of the County of San Mateo, incorporated cities, the California Coastal 
Commission, the State of California through a tidelands grant, the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, as well as other agencies that may have land use 
review authority. 

(2) The present and probable future need for public services. 

Services provided by the Harbor District within District boundaries are also provided at varying 
levels by other public and private entities. The Harbor District provides search‐and‐rescue 
security vessels stationed at Pillar Point and Oyster Point Marina and the County of San Mateo 
Sheriff's Department, other marina operators, and some fire agencies have search‐and‐rescue 
capability at other locations throughout the county. Need for these services is expected to 
continue. 

(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 
provides or is authorized to provide. 

San Mateo County Harbor District operates two facilities, Pillar Point Harbor and Oyster Point 
Marina/Park. The MSR/SOI Report documents significant infrastructure and facility 
improvement needs as a result of wear and tear from heavy use and a harsh marine 
environment, and deferred maintenance and capital projects. Pillar Point has 95‐100 percent 
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berth occupancy rate. Work is in progress on the provision of new berths and the District has an 
executed agreement with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for provision of a new navigation 
channel in connection with pier replacement. Oyster Point has 60‐65 percent occupancy rate 
and therefore has additional capacity. Both facilities include visitor‐serving opportunities. 
Opportunities exist for the Harbor District to collaborate with the County of San Mateo and City 
of South San Francisco to maximize resources. Services also include search and rescue and the 
District's Pillar Point Harbor Patrol provides the only search‐and‐rescue security vessels 
stationed on the San Mateo County coast. 

(4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the 
Commission determines that they are relevant to the agency. 

San Mateo County Harbor District's boundaries are coterminous with San Mateo County, while 
operations are limited to two locations: Oyster Point in South San Francisco and Pillar Point in 
Half Moon Bay. These represent distinct communities with common social and economic 
interest in commercial and recreational fishing and marine, boating, and visitor‐serving 
facilities. While commercial fishing is an industry important to the County, Pillar Point Harbor 
serves as search and rescue to benefit the County's coast, and Oyster Point offers a venue for a 
commuter ferry, these issues speak to the value of providing these services whether they are 
provided by the Harbor District or a successor agency such as the County of San Mateo or the 
City of South San Francisco. 

Inventory of Active Services 

Government Code Section 56425 (i) and (j) requires that in conducting MSRs, LAFCos prepare 
an inventory of all authorized powers under a district’s enabling legislation and identify those 
powers that are active versus inactive. Government Code Section 56824.12 requires that before 
a District activates an inactive service or divests of an active service, it must first apply to LAFCo 
and obtain LAFCo approval. The SMCHD is providing the full set of services authorized by the 
enabling legislation, including recreational use of District facilities located at Pillar Point Harbor 
and Oyster Point Marina, under a Joint Powers Agreement with the City of South San Francisco 
as owner of the marina.  

Recommended Sphere of Influence 

Based on the forgoing, it is recommended that the Commission reaffirm the zero sphere of 
influence of the San Mateo County Harbor District indicating that the District should be 
dissolved and that the County of San Mateo be established as the long‐term successor agency. 
Implementation of the sphere could be initiated by the County of San Mateo in partnership 
with the City of South San Francisco with the first step being a fiscal feasibility analysis.  

Executive Officer’s Recommendation 

Staff submits that the attached municipal service review and the sphere of influence update 
provide a framework for the Harbor District, County of San Mateo, and City of South San 
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11346752.3 

 
 

Page Quote from Draft Report Comment 

3 Ferryboat service operated 
independently by the Water 
Emergency Transit Authority 
(WETA), which supplanted a 
number of berths, now 
operates to the East Bay 
from Oyster Point Marina. 

Even with a reduced number of slips, the Harbor District operates OPM efficiently.   A 
comparison of Oyster Point Marina Berth-only revenues to all Coyote Point Marina revenues 
from business type activities demonstrates the Districts effective and efficient operation of 
Oyster Point Marina. The comparison with Coyote Point Marina is even more striking at  
Pillar Point Harbor.  Data from FY 13/14 is as follows 
 

Facility    # of Berths     Gross Annual Berth Revenues          Berth Revenues Per Berth 

PPH    369      $1,644,761        $4,457/berth per year 
OPM    455      $1,196,126        $2,628/berth per year 
CPM    496      $   977,000        $1,970/berth per year 
(CPM = Coyote Point Marina 
*Note ‐ the $977,000 in gross marina revenues for CPM includes all revenues for the Marina (e.g., 
berths, rents and concessions), while PPH and OPM are strictly berth revenues and exclude other 
items. 
. 
Response: A direct comparison of “per berth” revenues provides limited information 
about “efficiency” as the mix and size of berths differs between the two facilities, and 
OPM is limited in number of “live aboards”.  In addition, revenue is not a direct 
indicator of efficiency, but rather, it reflects what the market can bear (assuming 
maximum rates are charged).  

3 Ferryboat service operated 
independently by the Water 
Emergency Transit Authority 
(WETA), which supplanted a 
number of berths, now 
operates to the East Bay 
from Oyster Point Marina. 

Usage of WETA service to OPM is growing by leaps and bounds.  The District is now an 
important part of the critically important regional public transportation system.  The District 
gave up revenue-generating boat slips in order to provide this valuable service to those 
County residents who use the WETA ferry  The Growth of Average daily passengers has 
gone from 161 boardings a day in the first year of service, to 333 the second year, to 405 in 
year three.  (See Appendix A)   
 
Response: Comment noted.  The MSR recognizes the benefit of the ferry system and 
acknowledges levels of annual ridership. 

mpoyatos
Typewritten Text
& LAFCo responses

mpoyatos
Typewritten Text
TO STAFF REPORT



Exhibit A  
San Mateo County Harbor District's Response to Circulation Draft Municipal Service Review and Sphere Update  

2 
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Page Quote from Draft Report Comment 

3 …has hired an Interim 
General Manager with the 
goal of alleviating diminished 
staffing… 

The hire of the Interim General Manager has allowed the former Acting General Manager to 
focus on managing the harbors in his capacity as Harbor Master. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised to indicate this change and its 
benefit. 

8 Commercial Fishing 
Facilities 

That Pillar Point Harbor is the sixth highest earning harbor in the State is of course due in 
part to the dedicated efforts of local commercial fisherman.  But this data point also speaks to 
the District's operational skills and efficiencies. 
 
Response: Comment noted. The Harbor’s venue as in relationship to San Francisco 
and Monterey also contributes to this status.  

9 Emergency Services The Report acknowledges the District's crucial search and rescue services at Pillar Point 
Harbor.  But the District provides similar services at Oyster Point Marina.  From 2010 –
through June 21, 2015 there were 75 rescues as follows: 2010- 20; 2011- 19, 2012- 7, 2013- 
9, 2014- 12, 2015 (partial year) 8 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly.

13 Buildings—Site 
improvements 

Sea level rise issues cannot be over emphasized, even at OPM where king tides already 
crest existing breakwaters.   
 
Response: Comment noted. 

13 Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) at OPM 

Responsibility for road and parking lot maintenance at Oyster Point Marina is an issue that 
needs to be resolved under the JPA between the District and the City of South San 
Francisco.  This issue becomes ever more important both for natural reasons related to the 
drought, but also for man-made reasons due to increasing use of the roads by the large 
buses that serve the WETA terminal. 
   
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly.
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Page Quote from Draft Report Comment 

13 Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) at OPM 
"..restroom improvements at 
an estimated cost of 
$560,000." 

All but two of the restrooms at OPM have already been remodeled.  In addition, a new public 
restroom facility will be installed in 2015 near the ferry terminal area funded by a grant from 
Genentech.     
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 
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Page Quote from Draft Report Comment 

14 
 

Earn Special District Leadership 
Certificates 

Commissioner Training/ Education History--*this may not reflect all trainings 
Roberto Bernardo 

 Public Ethics Education AB1234 (2014 and 2015). Commissioner Bernardo is scheduled to 
take his sexual harassment training July 7. 

Sabrina Brennan 
 Open Ethical Leadership –AB1234: 2012, 2013 & 2014 
 How to be an Effective Board Member: 2013 
 Board’s Role in Human Resources: 2013 and 2015 (Module 4) 
 Setting Direction/ Community Leadership: (Module 1) 2013, (Module 2) 2015 
  Public Service Ethics AB1234: 2014 
 California Special Districts Association Special District Leadership Conference: 2014 
 Board’s Role in Finance and Fiscal Accountability (Module 3): 2015 
 Understanding Board & District Liability: 2015 
 Special Legislative Days: 2015 
 Anti Harassment/ Anti Bullying: 2015  
 Spot the Fraud! Fraud Detection/Prevention: 2015 
 Introduction to Special District Finances: 2015 
 Governance Foundations (Module 1): 2015 
 Special Districts Legislative Days:2015 

Nicole David 
 Harassment Prevention and Training for California Supervisors: 2014 
 Public Service Ethics: 2014 
 California Special Districts Association Special District Leadership Conference: 2014 
 Introduction to Special Districts: 2015 
 Sexual Harassment 2015   

Tom Mattusch 
 Public Ethics Education AB1234: 2014 
 Special Districts Association Special District Leadership Conference: 2014 
 Introduction to Special District Finances: 2015 
 Best Practices in Strategic Planning: 2015  
 Special Legislative Days 2015 
 Sexual Harassment: 2015  

Pietro Parravano:  
 Harassment Policy and Harassment Prevention Training: 2008 
 Ethics Training –AB1234: 2008 
 Public Ethics Education AB1234: 2011 
 Public Ethics Education AB1234: 2012 
 Public Ethics Education AB1234: 2014 

Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. Response: The 
Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 
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Page Quote from Draft Report Comment 

15 Committees  The Oyster Point Marina Liaison Committee is a standing committee, not an advisory 
committee.   In addition, as a result of Board action in 2015, the Board either established or 
reinvigorated, the following committees:  Finance Committee; Beach Replenishment 
Committee; Water Quality and Public Safety Committee; Communications and Marketing 
Committee;  Executive Search Committee; Strategic Planning Committee.  These 
Committees have all been active for the first time in 2015. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

16 "No SMCHD reserve policies 
exist"… 

The District has a reserve policy adopted through Resolution 17-10 on June 30, 2010.  The 
Policy could be improved and setting a more comprehensive reserve policy is on the 
District's list of priorities. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  As indicated in the Circulation Draft MSR, the policy does 
not address specific reserve levels, allocations, or policies for use. 

16 "CIP is needed to guide 
capital planning, budgeting 
and implementation, no 
formal action has been 
taken" 

The District agrees that it should commit to a CIP for all the reasons mentioned in the Draft 
Report. 
 
Response: Comment noted. 

17 SMCHD Website Staff has a website RFP as an item for release in the latter half of 2015.  District has also 
hired a Transparency Officer to assist increasing the utilization of the website in the short 
term. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

18 "The new address is 504 
Avenue Alhambra, Third 
Floor, El Granada, CA 
94018." 

Correct floor to “2nd floor” from “3rd floor” 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 
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18 "The SMCHD is in the 
process of moving…" 

The move is complete, although some minor configuration issues remain..   
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

19 
(orga
nizati
onal 
chart) 

Org chart The Organizational Chart is outdated in many respects as numerous individuals have left the 
District or retired.  As continued staff positions continue to be filled on an interim basis, the 
District does not expect to update the Org Chart at least until a permanent General Manager 
is appointed, which is expected within the next three months.   The District believes that the 
permanent General Manager should have the ability to organize District Staff in a manner 
that is most efficient and effective. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

21-23 Revenues  The District is planning on examining rates to ensure that they are in line with other facilities.  
Rate increases are pending at both facilities for FY 2015/16.  PPH is at 100% occupancy, 
indicating rates may be below market.  That is not the case for OPM.  Also important to note 
is that the District's berth occupancy rate at OPM would be higher if the District did not 
adhere to the legally prescribed cap on liveaboards of 10%.  
 
Also with regard to OPM, there has been a loss in the number of available berths in order to 
accommodate the WETA ferry terminal.    Monies received from WETA were for loss of slip 
rentals through 2019.  
 
Response: Comment noted.  

22 "OPM occupancies typically 
range from 60 to 65 percent" 

In 2006 occupancy at OPM was 54%. It now averages 65%. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

26 In the FY15-16 Preliminary 
Budget, the SMCHD 
allocated approx. $3.7 M 
towards termination benefits 

Nine employees are vested with these benefits, seven more are vested and drawing benefits, 
and seven current employees are not vested. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 
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27 " . .. and other costs 
associated with operations 
and facilities specific to PPH 
and OPM." 

Garbage collection costs at Pillar Point Harbor are more than twice the amount at OPM due 
to the location of the landfill costs and the waste stream from commercial fishing." 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

27 Debt Service " The FY15-16 
SMCHD budget  includes 
only the interest portion of 
debt service payments . . . .  
The budget shows the total 
payment including principal 
and interest.” 

These two sentences contradict each other.  Only the second of these two sentences is 
correct. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

29 "The projected $5.9 
million,…" 

The projected “$5.9 million” should be $6.193 as stated just above the Total 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly; the amounts have 
been updated to reflect the adopted budget. 

32 Allocation of Assets and 
Liabilities 
 
“Remaining debt principal is 
entirely attributable to PPH” 

It is by no means accurate to state that "remaining debt principal is entirely attributable to 
PPH."  While District information conflicts with DBW documentation, it would be too time 
consuming to validate in time for this submission.  
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised to indicate that the SMCHD 
believes the information in the MSR, which was provided by DBAW to the District, 
does not reflect the allocation of remaining debt service. 

35 3) Present and planned 
capacity of public facilities… 

This section focuses exclusively on the District's marina facilities and does not mention the 
District's open-space/parks/trail facilities that it maintains at both locations. In particular, the 
District maintains the West Shoreline Access Trail near Pillar Point Marsh, which provides 
the only land based access to Pillar Point Beach (Mavericks Beach) and is an important 
access point for emergency responders.  This non-enterprise activity is of high value to the 
public and to emergency responders.   
 
Response: Chapter 2 and other sections of the MSR address non-marina facilities and 
other non-enterprise activities. 
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37 “The SMCD has taken a 
number of steps….” 

We are pleased that the Draft Report acknowledges District efforts.  These efforts have 
accelerated since the issuance of the Grand Jury Report. Actions taken by the Board that are 
not referenced in the Draft Report include: (1) the District assumed a leadership role in a 
number of environmental issues critical to the County such as the Sand Replenishment effort 
at Surfer’s Beach,  Bay Sand Mining issues before the Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission, and development of the Coastal Regional Sediment Management Plan; (2) 
Increased public involvement in a number of ways including holding a public tour of Johnson 
Pier with Commissioners, considerednew wifi and social media programs, and increased 
public involvement in committee activities; and (3) Revised District policy regarding health 
insurance benefits for Commissioners—with cost savings to be achieved in the future as new 
Commissioners are elected. 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

37 2.  The SMCHD should 
engage a public accounting 
firm to review its budget 
accounts for both 
operations and capital 
improvements, and establish 
a financial accounting 
system consistent 
with best practices for 
California public agencies.  
 

The District has independent auditors issue financial statements annually.   A 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) has recently been added to the scope of 
the FY 14/15 Audit. Typically a CAFR will include Statements of net position, revenue and 
expenses for enterprise functions, although this will be difficult without the cost accounting 
which is being implemented for 15/16. 
 
Response: Comment noted. 

37 The SMCHD should assess 
its personnel needs… 

The Commission approved contracted augmentations on an interim basis to address staff 
resources at June 17 meeting.  A high priority must be placed burdens of state mandated 
activities, such as compliance with Public Record Act requests,  which has been a significant 
district administrative activity in the recent past.   The commission also approved changes to 
the job description and title of one management position on that date.   It is expected that a 
new GM to bring recommendations to the Board to improve staff organization.  
 
Response: Comment noted.  
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37 3.  The SMCHD should 
consider administrative 
functions… 

The District agrees with this recommendation.  Indeed, at the June 17, 2015 meeting, the 
District approved an expansion of the services provided the District by the JPA, Regional 
Government Services, for flexible professional administrative services on an “as needed” 
basis.     
 
Response: Comment noted. 

37 5) Status of, and 
opportunities for, shared 
facilities 

Outsourcing is under consideration for all IT Functions.  This must be done with care as 
frequently costs are not reduced when outsourced.   
 
Response: Comment noted. 

38 Recommendation: 2. City of “San Francisco” should be “South San Francisco” 
 
Response: The Circulation Draft MSR has been revised accordingly. 

38 7) Any other matter related 
to effective or efficient 
service delivery, as required 
by commission policy. 

The Response letter addresses the recommendation regarding allocating revenues to 
particular cost centers.  The District will begin have cost accounting in place to track 
enterprise and non-enterprise activities in Fiscal Year 2015 2016.   
 
Response: Comment noted. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report provides a fiscal analysis, municipal service review (MSR) and sphere of influence 
(SOI) update for the San Mateo County Harbor District (SMCHD).  This Public Hearing Report 
includes revisions to the Circulation Draft Report (5/29/15).  The prior SMCHD MSR, prepared in 
2006, encouraged the SMCHD to reduce its operating shortfalls, and to develop policies to 
constrain debt service.  The accompanying 2006 SOI report reaffirmed the SMCHD’s zero SOI 
indicating the District should be dissolved with the County as successor agency to facilities, 
revenues, and liabilities. 

Subsequent to the 2006 MSR, the 2013-14 San Mateo Civil Grand Jury investigated the SMCHD 
and detailed its findings in the report entitled: “What is the Price of Dysfunction? The San 
Mateo County Harbor District.” Of the many recommendations, the Grand Jury recommended 
that LAFCo initiate a municipal service review and sphere update. This MSR reviews SMCHD 
progress addressing issues and recommendations of the Grand Jury, and evaluates other 
services and governance issues required by an MSR.   

San Mateo LAFCo and Municipal Service Reviews 

The San Mateo Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)1 is required to conduct periodic 
reviews of each city and special district in the County and adopt determinations in areas of 
service levels, financial ability to provide service,  and the ability of each agency to continue to 
provide adequate services into the future.  Specifically, the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires that LAFCo review municipal services before 
updating spheres of influence (SOIs), and to prepare a written determination addressing each of 
the following (see Chapter 5 for draft determinations): 

1. Growth and population projections for the affected area. 

2. The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or 
contiguous to the SOI. 

3. Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, and 
infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related to sewers, 
municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any disadvantaged, 
unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the SOI. 

4. Financial ability of agencies to provide services. 

                                            

1 LAFCos were created in 1963 to exist as independent commissions in each county of the state to 
regulate the boundaries of cities and special districts and promote efficient boundaries and service 
provision. LAFCos operate pursuant to Government Code Section 56000 and 57000 are required to 
adopt and periodically review spheres of influence (SOI). San Mateo County has oversight of 20 cities, 
23 independent special districts and several of the 32 County-governed districts. LAFCos are 
composed of 2 county supervisors, 2 city council members, 2 special district members, a public 
member and an alternate for each type of membership. 
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5. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities. 

6. Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and 
operational efficiencies. 

7. Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission 
policy. 

Sphere of  Inf luence Review 
Based on the analysis included in the MSR, SOI boundaries were also reviewed for the subject 
agency (see Chapter 6 for draft determinations).  LAFCo is required to make the following 
written determinations in accordance with Government Code Sections 56425(i) and (j) when 
establishing, amending, or updating an SOI for any local agency that address the following: 

1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands. 

2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 

3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 
provides or is authorized to provide. 

4. The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the commission 
determines that they are relevant to the agency. 

5. For an update of an SOI of a city or special district that provides public facilities or services 
related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection, the present 
and probable need for those public facilities and services of any disadvantaged 
unincorporated communities with the existing SOI. 

The longstanding LAFCo-adopted SOI for the Harbor District indicates that it be dissolved and the 
County of San Mateo be established as successor agency to assume service and be successor to 
all revenues, assets and liabilities. It is important to note that an SOI is regulatory in that a 
change of organization of any special district must be consistent with the District’s SOI. However, 
implementation of the SOI requires that an affected agency take action by applying to LAFCo for 
that change of organization. In the case of the Harbor District the District itself, the County, or 
any city, district or school district could apply to LAFCo to implement the sphere. In addition, 
applications can be submitted by 25 percent of the registered voters or landowners in District 
boundaries.  Dissolution would transfer operations of its facilities to a successor agency; it would 
not eliminate operation of those facilities.  In the absence of a dissolution application, the 
SMCHD can continue to take steps to improve operations and address existing deficiencies. 

SMCHD Background 
The San Mateo County Harbor District is one of 14 harbor or port districts in the State. As 
described on the SMCHD website,2 the SMCHD, which operates Pillar Point Harbor in Princeton 
and Oyster Point Marina/Park in South San Francisco, was created with County-wide boundaries 

                                            

2 http://www.smharbor.com/ 
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by a County election in 1933. It was originally formed to build a harbor at Redwood City, but the 
Great Depression intervened. 

A breakwater was built at Pillar Point for a harbor of refuge for the fishing fleet. The Army Corps 
of Engineers began work on this breakwater after World War II and completed it in 1961.  The 
Johnson Pier, docks and 369 berths, and the inner breakwater were built during the 1970s and 
1980s. Pillar Point remains a major commercial and sport fishing harbor on California's central 
coast, and is host to many public events including the annual Mavericks surfing competition, the 
July 4th fireworks display, and the Christmas boat decorating contest. 

The SMCHD entered into a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) with the City of South San Francisco 
and took over operation of Oyster Point Marina/Park from the City of South San Francisco in 
1977.  It completed construction of docks and 589 berths, a new breakwater, and onshore 
facilities during the 1980s.  Ferryboat service operated independently by the Water Emergency 
Transit Authority (WETA), which supplanted a number of berths,3 now operates to the East Bay 
from Oyster Point Marina. 

Implementation of Proposition 13 in 1978 resulted in SMCHD receiving a share of the 1 percent 
property tax countywide, estimated at $5.5 million in the current fiscal year.  Concerns have 
been expressed about the use of Countywide property tax to fund harbor and marina operations; 
however, this revenue currently is essential to help maintain SMCHD fiscal viability, and to 
address a broad range of maintenance and capital improvement needs.  In addition, the SMCHD 
provides a range of non-enterprise services and facilities that benefit a broad public but which 
are not revenue-generating activities, including parks, waterfront access, public piers, and 
emergency water rescue.  

This study is being conducted at a crucial time for the District, which is in the midst of drastic 
changes including: implementing Grand Jury recommendations; recruiting for a permanent 
General Manager after retirement of the longtime General Manager; addressing the vacancy of 
the Human Resources Director who filled additional administrative needs beyond human 
resources; moving the District administrative office from South San Francisco to El Granada; 
preparing for imminent labor negotiations with two unions and experiencing continued discord 
amongst Harbor Commissioners, resulting in a midyear reorganization of Harbor Commissioner 
officers.  In addition, the District has hired an Interim General Manager (IGM) with the goal of 
alleviating diminished staffing and focusing the District on the most crucial priorities while a new 
general manager is recruited.  The hiring of the IGM has allowed the former Acting General 
Manager to focus on managing the harbors in his original capacity as Harbor Master. 

In response to the Circulation Draft MSR, the SMCHD identified additional steps that have been 
taken since the issuance of the Grand Jury report: (1) the District assumed a leadership role in a 
number of environmental issues critical to the County such as the Sand Replenishment effort at 
Surfer's Beach, Bay Sand Mining issues before the Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission, and development of the Coastal Regional Sediment Management Plan; (2) 
increased public involvement in a number of ways including holding a public tour of Johnson Pier 
with Commissioners, considered new Wi-Fi and social media programs, and increased public 
                                            

3 The SMCHD received compensation from WETA for lost revenues due to the supplanted berths 
through 2019. 
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involvement in committee activities; and (3) revised District policy regarding health insurance 
benefits for Commissioners-with cost savings to be achieved in the future as new Commissioners 
are elected. 

In preparing the MSR, it should be noted that the District staff have been very cooperative and 
helpful in responding to data requests and their efforts are greatly appreciated.   
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2. SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT 

Formation and Statutory  Author i ty  
The SMCHD is an independent district governed by a five-member Board of Commissioners with 
countywide boundaries operating pursuant to Section 6000 et seq. of the California Harbor and 
Navigations Code.  

The SMCHD is empowered to acquire, construct, and maintain property related to the operation 
and development of ports and waterways; supervise seagoing vessels within its harbors; adopt 
any necessary police regulations for waterways; issue debt; collect charges for use of facilities; 
and plan for harbor district improvements.4  Government Code Section 56425 (i) and (j) require 
that in conducting MSRs LAFCos prepare an inventory of all authorized powers under a district’s 
enabling legislation and identify those powers which are active versus inactive. Government Code 
Section 56824.12 requires that before a District activate an inactive service or divest of an active 
service, it must first apply to LAFCo and obtain LAFCo approval. The SMCHD is providing the full 
set of services authorized by the enabling legislation including recreational use of District 
facilities.  

The District receives a share of countywide property tax in addition to fees, rental, and interest 
income from the operation of Pillar Point Harbor in El Granada and Oyster Point Marina in South 
San Francisco. 

Boundar ies  and Service  Area  
As summarized in TABLE 2.1, the SMCHD encompasses approximately 449 square miles of land 
area, 20 cities and unincorporated areas,  a population of 745,193 residents5 and 353,545 
registered voters6.  FIGURE 2.1 shows the current boundaries of the District, which correspond 
to the boundaries of San Mateo County.  

In addition to the SMCHD facilities at Pillar Point Harbor and at Oyster Point Marina, the County 
is served by seven other harbor and marina operations providing an additional 2,100 berths and 
related facilities.  These facilities are described more fully in APPENDIX H. 

                                            

4 Harbor and Navigations Code Sec. 6075.  Notwithstanding Section 6012:  (a) A harbor district may 
acquire, construct, own, operate, control, or develop any and all harbor works or facilities within the 
limits of its established boundaries. No interest in lands may be acquired, either by lease, purchase, or 
the exercise of the power of eminent domain within any port district, chartered port, harbor 
improvement district, incorporated city, or recreational harbor district without the prior consent to the 
acquisition by resolution of the governing body of each district, port, or city in which the lands are 
located. 

5 E-1: City/County Population Estimates, Jan. 1, 2014. 

6 County of San Mateo, Chief Elections Officer, as of April 13, 2015. 
https://www.shapethefuture.org/voterregistration/registrationstats.asp 
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Table 2.1 SMCHD Assessed Value, Housing Units and Population 

 

The County’s population is projected to grow from its 2010 population of 718,450 to 904,430 by 
2040, an increase of 26 percent.  This rate of growth is approximately 0.78 percent compounded 
annually.7 

Services  Provided   

The SMCHD provides a range of harbor related-facilities and services to residents, visitors, and 
businesses.  As described below, some of these services are revenue-generating enterprises, 
while others serve a broader public function that is typically not subject to fees and charges.  
Facilities are generally well-utilized.  The high levels of use, combined with the sometimes harsh 
and corrosive maritime environment, place exceptional demands on the SMCHD for facility and 
infrastructure maintenance. 

Boat Launch and Berth Rentals 

Oyster Point Marina (OPM) has 428 public berths8 and a launch ramp.  Pillar Point Harbor (PPH) 
has 369 berths and 38 moorings in the Outer Harbor9 and a 6 lane launch ramp.  TABLE 2.2 

indicates that slightly less than half of tenants report San Mateo County as their place of 
residence. 

  

                                            

7 Plan Bay Area, Adopted July 18, 2013, Table 12 

8 Berth count, including “end ties”, per correspondence from Scott Grindy to Martha Poyatos, 4/24/15. 

9 ibid 

District Boundaries San Mateo County

Area 449 Square Miles

Number of Cities 20

Population 745,193

Registered Voters 353,545



Municipal Service Review: San Mateo Harbor District 
Public Hearing Report 7/8/15 

 
 

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 7 P:\141000s\141173HarborDistMSR\Report\PublicHearingReport\141173_PublicHearingDraft_HarborDist_2015-7-6.docx 

Figure 2.1 District Boundaries (San Mateo County) and Facilities 

 

Oyster 
Point 

Pillar 
Point 
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Table 2.2 Berth Rentals – Tenant’s Place of Residence 

                    

Marina 

Place of 
Residence 

Oyster 
Point    

Pillar 
Point  Total 

                    

San Mateo 
County  45.8%  47.0%  46.6% 

Other California  49.8%  47.8%  48.5% 

Out of State  4.4%  5.2%  4.9% 

Total  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 
                    

Source: SMCHD, 2014 Assessors Report 
 

Table 2.3 indicates that over 80 percent of the “Live Aboards” report San Mateo County as their 
residence.  The Live Aboards account for approximately 8 to 10 percent of berths.  SMCHD limits 
the Live Aboards at OPM to a maximum of 10 percent of berths in compliance with requirements 
of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). 

Table 2.3 Live Aboards – Tenant’s Place of Residence 

 

Place of 
Residence

San Mateo 
County 34 81% 25 81% 59 81%

Other 
California 8 19% 6 19% 14 19%

Out of State 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Total 42 100% 31 100% 73 100%

[1] Oyster Point data excludes three live aboards (place of residence not specified).
[2] Pillar Point data excludes one live aboard (place of residence not specified).

Source: San Mateo County Harbor District, April 2015

Marina

Oyster Point1 Pillar Point2 Total
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Commercial Fishing Facilities 

PPH offers commercial fishing a number of facilities, including a fuel dock, ice-making facility, 
and commercial fish buying center.  The public can purchase fresh fish off the boats from several 
vendors.  As described in the draft SMCHD Strategic Business Plan, Pillar Point Harbor (referred 
to as Princeton-Half Moon Bay by California Department of Fish and Wildlife) is one of the top 
commercial fishing ports on the California coast. In 2013, the harbor was sixth in the State in 
earnings and seventh in landings by weight. Commercial fishing trips out of Pillar Point Harbor, a 
measure of commercial activity, rose from a low in 2009 of 1,704 to over 3,000 in 2013. The 
number of Vessel IDs, a measure of the port’s ability to support commercial fishing activity and 
attract visiting vessels, rose from a similar low in 2009 of just under 92 to over 250 in 2013. 
These data point to a resilient and capable commercial fishing industry, with strong “internal” 
connections within the industry, ‘external’ connections in the market, access to a healthy marine 
resource, knowledge of fish stocks, fishing gear, and weather patterns, and the collective ability 
to navigate the maze of shifting and often overlapping State and federal regulations”.10 

Commercial/Retail/Restaurant Leases 

The District leases space to three wholesale fish buying operations on Johnson Pier at Pillar Point 
Harbor. The wholesalers purchase and unload salmon, halibut, rockfish, shellfish and bait directly 
from commercial fishermen.  The SMCHD also owns buildings leased to restaurants, bait shops, 
and a surf shop at PPH.  Other commercial operations that lease space from the District at Pillar 
Point include kayak rentals, an RV lot, a yacht club, and sport fishing and whale watching charter 
boats.   

At OPM, leased buildings include the Oyster Point Yacht Club, and a bait/tackle shop (currently 
vacant).  Other buildings owned by the City of South San Francisco, including an inn, are located 
on OPM property but are not directly related to marine activities; those properties are leased by 
the City of South San Francisco to private commercial interests and the lease revenue accrues to 
the SMCHD per its JPA with the City.   

Revenues from these leases are described in Chapter 3. 

Parks and Trails, Open Space and Public Access 

PPH offers two public access trails for walking, cycling, and jogging.  The harbor also 
provides a public fishing area, public fishing pier, and fish cleaning area.   

OPM provides a public fishing pier with a fish cleaning station, and a 33-acre recreational 
green space with a picnic area and a swimming beach.  The San Francisco Bay Trail runs 
through the site.  

Public parking is available at no charge at both PPH and OPM.   

                                            

10 Draft SMCHD Strategic Business Plan, Lisa Wise Consulting, December 2014. 
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Oyster Point Ferry Access 

On June 24, 2009 the District entered into an agreement with the Water Emergency Transit 
Authority (WETA) and the City of South San Francisco to build a commuter ferry terminal at 
Oyster Point Marina.11  The San Francisco Bay Ferry provides weekday-only, commuter service 
between Oakland’s Jack London Square or Alameda Main Street terminals in the East Bay and 
South San Francisco’s Oyster Point Marina terminal.12  The ferry serves approximately 10,000 
riders per month.13 

Emergency Services 

PPH provides 24 hour search and rescue services.  Over the past two decades, its crew 
“performed an average of 110 rescues annually, saving more than 100 lives, and millions of 
dollars in boats and equipment”.14  Equipment includes two patrol vessels( 32’ Radon, 40’ 
Almar) 6 PWC Honda Aquatrax, and two 4x4 patrol trucks.  Harbor staff receive training and 
certifications from the Department Boating and Waterways; courses include the basic maritime 
officer’s course, rescue water craft, boating under the influence, rescue boat operations, marine 
firefighter operations, boating accident investigation, and Hazardous Waste Operations and 
Emergency Response (Hazwoper 24 and 40)15.  Some employees also hold Coast Guard Captains 
licenses.16 

The District provides similar services at Oyster Point Marina. From 2010 - through June 21, 2015 
there were 75 rescues as follows: 2010- 20; 2011- 19, 2012- 7, 2013- 9, 2014- 12, (partial 
year) 2015- 8.17 

Other Services 

PPH provides public parking and parking limited by permit.  Lots also accommodate boat trailer 
parking, and RV and day use parking.   

Land,  Fac i l i t ies  and Equipment  –  P i l lar  Point  
Land 

As shown in FIGURE 2.2, PPM encompasses a total of approximately 1,260 acres, including 28 
acres of land area.  Appendix C.2 provides a list of PPH parcels.  Consistent with 
recommendations of the Grand Jury, which observed that the SMCHD held a number of surplus 

                                            

11 Basic Financial Statements, 2014, pg. 24 

12 San Francisco Bay Ferry Website, , http://sanfranciscobayferry.com/route/oakland/ssf 

13 Interim General Manager, SMCHD presentation, 4/15/15. 

14 “Pillar Point Harbor”, informational brochure. 

15 “Hazwoper” refers to training in the handling of hazardous waste materials. 

16 Correspondence from John Draper to Debra Galarza, March 09, 2015 

17 SMCHD response to Circulation Draft MSR, June 26, 2015. 
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non-revenue producing properties,18 the SMCHD recently sold for $794,000 a surplus 2.5 acre 
parcel.19  The SMCHD has reported that no  other surplus parcels exist.20 

Figure 2.2 Pillar Point Harbor 

 

Facilities 

Pillar Point Harbor’s facilities, include the following: 

 Marine Facilities – facilities include a boat ramp, docks, fishing pier, fuel dock, Johnson 
Pier, and a seawall.  These facilities have a replacement cost of approximately $23.9 
million.21  Johnson Pier and the seawall were constructed in 1961, and are reported as 
having exceeded their useful life, and have a replacement cost of $6.9 million.  The docks 
and fishing pier were built in 1985-1989, and the boat ramp added in 1992.  The SMCHD is 
planning demolition of its dilapidated Romeo Pier, which originally supported fish processing 
but was since vacated and fallen into an unusable and unsafe condition. 

                                            

18 Grand Jury Report, 2014, Recommendation 8. 

19 Parcel 047261030, the “El Granada Post Office lot”, was sold in March, 2015. 

20 SMCHD Budget Workshop, 4/15/2015. 

21 Strategic Business Plan Appendix A, Dec. 2014, Chapter A-3, Table 1; see Appendix B of this 
report. 
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 Buildings – The age of buildings varies, ranging from 1961 (the fish buyer building, the 
Harbor Master’s building, certain restrooms, and “Tenant Row” buildings), the maintenance 
building was built in 1979, additional restrooms were built in 1982, the ice house was added 
in 1985, and restroom ramps built in 1992.  The total replacement cost for these buildings is 
$4.65 million; most have exceeded their useful life.22   

 Site Improvements – Improvements include Johnson Pier Road and Pillar Point Boulevard 
built in 1961 when site utilities were constructed;  and parking lots added between 1961 
through 1992.  The replacement cost is estimated at $3.81 million.23  The SMCHD also 
maintains responsibility for “Surfers Beach”, and for the West Trail, which runs along the 
coast through its property. 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) at PPH 

A number of capital improvements were identified in the Draft Strategic Business Plan over the 
next five years; these improvements total $11.5 million for capital projects.  The majority of the 
costs, or $10 million, are for floats, which are assigned the lowest priority in the report.24  The 
highest priority projects, which represent a potential safety issue and/or likelihood of failure 
within 5 years, total about $1.2 million including $200,000 for the fuel dock, $200,000 for launch 
ramp restrooms, $110,000 for the gangway, and $200,000 for lot resurfacing.   

The SMCHD FY15-16 Adopted Operating and Capital budget includes $595,000 for capital 
projects at PPH.25 The FY15-16 Adopted Budget defers most capital improvements, budgeting 
the total of $710,000 for both facilities largely for design and permitting of various items rather 
than for major construction.   

Planning or construction on the fuel dock and gangway, identified as high priority improvements 
in the Draft Strategic Business Plan, are not listed in the Adopted Operating and Capital Budget.  

According to the SMCHD, a tenant recently completed renovation work that addressed fuel dock 
issues, although the fuel dock will need to be replaced.26  

The $650,000 budgeted originally for the removal of the Romeo Pier was postponed and replaced 
by a design and permitting budget in the Adopted Budget.  The Pier removal is in the process of 
being planned, and further work is required to complete the design and gain necessary approvals 
from permitting agencies.  The SMCHD is uncertain whether the approvals can be obtained within 
the upcoming fiscal year in time to begin construction.  Similarly, the West Trail, which has been 
planned for erosion control work, has been delayed pending completion of design and permitting 
work and concerns about the source of funding in the context of the SMCHD’s current budget 
conditions. 

                                            

22 Ibid. 

23 Ibid. 

24 Ibid, Table 2; see Appendix B-2 of this report. 

25 Adopted Operating and Capital Budget, 6/17/15, pg. 6 of 51. 

26 SMCHD Workshop, 4/15/15. 
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Land,  Fac i l i t ies  and Equipment  –  Oyster  Point  
Initial construction of the East Harbor at Oyster Point was performed in 1962. The shore facilities 
are built over a capped landfill. The landfill continued in operation until 1977. The West harbor 
was constructed in 1978 along with other shoreside improvements. Other improvements were 
added that include the Fishing Pier, Boat Ramp and additional restrooms and shoreside parking.  
A figure showing the layout of Oyster Point is provided in FIGURE 2.3. 

A more detailed parcel map is included in Appendix C.1.  The OPM parcels owned by the City of 
South San Francisco (SSF) total 55.61 acres (including roads).27  SSF and the SMCHD entered 
into a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) in 1977 that provided for joint construction of certain 
improvements, and empowered the SMCHD to manage, operate and maintain OPM.  Certain 
parcels have been privately developed and leased, with the revenues accruing to the SMCHD, 
pursuant to amendments to the JPA.   

Figure 2.3 Oyster Point Marina 

 

Land 

As shown in FIGURE 2.3, OPM encompasses a total of approximately 55.61 acres of land area.  
As noted above, the property is owned by the City of South San Francisco and operated by the 
SMCHD under terms of a JPA. 

                                            

27 MOU (Harbor District – Oyster Point Marina), May 27, 2009, Exh. A, Current Parcel Map  
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Facilities 

Oyster Point Marina’s facilities include the following: 

 Marine Facilities – OPM has a number of floating docks which vary in age; most were built 
in 1983 and 1988, with additions (Docks 8 and 11) in 2012.  OPM also offers a public fishing 
pier, restrooms, and boat ramp.  Breakwaters were installed in 1980 and protect the marina 
from the San Francisco Bay by multiple concrete sheet piles.  The replacement cost for these 
facilities is $22.16 million.28  Most of the marine facilities have several years of life 
remaining, with the exception of Docks 12-14 which have exceed their useful life and have a 
replacement cost of about $4.6 million. 

 Buildings – The buildings were built largely in the 1980’s and include an entrance kiosk, 
harbor master building, maintenance building, and utility buildings as well as a number of 
restrooms.  The estimated replacement cost for the buildings is $2.14 million.29  The 
buildings have a useful life of about 4 years, with the exception of maintenance and utility 
buildings with no remaining useful life and a replacement cost of $510,000. 
 
Other facilities at OPM SMCHD include: commuter ferry facilities noted above, Drake Marine 
building and docks (dock 7), a snack bar modular unit, the Oyster Point Yacht Club building, 
and other facilities.  Property leased to private entities is shown in FIGURE 2.2. 

 Site Improvements – Site improvements include circulation and access roads, parking 
areas, and a portion of the South Bay Trail.   The estimated replacement cost for these site 
improvements is $2.2 million.30  The majority of roads have exceeded their useful life, 
however, it appears that maintenance activity has kept them in reasonable condition.  
However, due to settlement of the former landfill, the roads and underlying utilities are 
subject to periodic failure. In addition, OPM facilities including the harbor master office are 
subject to flooding at high tide, an issue that the SMCHD expects to become more pressing 
as sea levels rise and king tides already crest existing breakwaters. 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) at OPM 

The Draft Strategic Business Plan recommends and prioritizes a number of OPM improvements 
over a period of 5 years totaling $5.8 million.  The largest costs are $4.25 million for Docks 12, 
13 and 14, which are assigned the lowest priority.  The highest priority, which indicates a high 
probability of failure within 5 years, is for restroom improvements at an estimated cost of 
$560,000.31  The SMCHD clarified the Draft Strategic Plan, indicating that “All but two of the 

                                            

28 Strategic Business Plan Appendix A, Dec. 2014, Chapter A-4, Table 1; see Appendix B-1 of this 
report. 

29 Ibid. 

30 Ibid. 

31 Ibid, Table 2; see Appendix B of this report. 
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restrooms at OPM have already been remodeled. In addition, a new public restroom facility will 
be installed in 2015 near the ferry terminal area funded by a grant from Genentech.”32 

According to the SMCHD, responsibility for road and parking lot maintenance at Oyster Point 
Marina is an issue that needs to be resolved under the JPA between the District and the City of 
South San Francisco. This issue becomes ever more important both for natural reasons related to 
the drought, but also for man-made reasons due to increasing use of the roads by the large 
buses that serve the WETA terminal.33 

The SMCHD Adopted FY15-16 budget includes $115,000 for capital projects.  During the course 
of the budget preparation process, major work on Dock 12 was postponed, and no funds are 
allocated for restroom improvements.  Funding provides for Dock 12 design and permitting, and 
to mitigate flooding issues. 

Governance and Other  Act iv i t ies  
Commonly accepted best practices of public administration and effective governance include the 
following: 

 Provide for the adequate representation of citizens in governing bodies and processes. 

 Focus policy leadership and accountability for execution of the law, policy implementation, 
and service delivery. 

 Provide for a professional, highly trained staff that are protected from inappropriate political 
influence so that employees are able to carry out the work of the agency  and will feel free to 
say what needs to be said without considering political ramifications.  

While the SMCHD has addressed a number of issues raised by the Civil Grand Jury with respect 
to the practices listed above District governance and operations continue to be problematic, as 
further noted below. 

Governing Board 

The District is governed by a five-member Board of Harbor Commissioners, members of which 
are elected Countywide for staggered four-year terms.  TABLE 2.4 lists current directors. 

                                            

32 SMCHD response to Circulation Draft MSR, June 26, 2015. 

33 Ibid. 
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Figure 2.4 SMCHD Board of Directors 

 

The Grand Jury further recommended that Harbor Commissioners and the General Manager earn 
Special District Leadership Foundation certificates.  In response to the Circulation Draft MSR, the 
SMCHD provided a list of courses taken and certificates that had been earned.34  It should be 
acknowledged that Harbor District staff have been particularly burdened with keeping up with 
workload since the retirement of the General Manager and subsequent resignation of the Human 
Resource Director and as a result of numerous public record requests. 

On April 1, 2015 the SMCHD directors participated in a Board Dynamics Workshop to improve 
intra-board working relationships in response to the 2013-14 Civil Grand Jury Report that was 
critical of the behavior of Harbor Commissioners at Commission meetings. The workshop resulted 
in the Harbor Commission developing a “List of Norms” adopted on the Consent Calendar at the 
April 15, 2015 meeting , included as Appendix D to this MSR.35   

Recent events raise serious concerns about adherence to the “Best Practices” and “List of Norms” 
described above.  A memorandum from the SMCHD Interim General Manager to the SMCHD 
Commission stated that the Commission President made threatening comments to him when 
discussing the status of an upcoming meeting agenda in an effort to influence public policy “in a 
manner inconsistent with the Brown Act, transparency, and good public policy”. 36 In response, 
the Harbor Commission reorganized the Harbor Commission officers midyear.    

Committees 

The Grand Jury recommended that the Harbor Commission “form standing and appropriate ad 
hoc committees, which meet regularly”.37  The Harbor Commission subsequently adopted 
Standing Committee By-Laws establishing the purpose of the committees, process and 
procedures.38  Established standing committees include: 

 Beach Replenishment Committee 
                                            

34 Ibid. 

35 Memo to the SMCHD Board of Harbor Commissioners, March 25, 2015. 

36 Memorandum from Glenn Lazof, SMCHD Interim General Manager, to the San Mateo County Harbor 
Commission, May 19, 2015 

37 San Mateo Civil Grand Jury 2013-14, SMCHD Harbor District, Recommendation 10. 

38 Item 2 on the Feb. 18, 2015 agenda. 

Title Name Term Expires
President Tom Mattusch December 31, 2016
Vice President Nicole David December 31, 2018
Secretary Robert Bernardo December 31, 2018
Treasurer Pietro Parravano December 31, 2016
Commissioner Sabrina Brennan December 31, 2016
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 Communication and Marketing Committee 
 Finance Committee 
 Water Quality and Public Safety Committee  
 Oyster Point Marina Liaison Committee to meet with representatives of the City of South San 

Francisco to discuss JPA and other OPM-related issues 

The SMCHD solicited applications from the public to participate on standing committees, and 
began to develop Finance Committee responsibilities.  Ad Hoc committees are now active in 
addressing a number of issues, including the search for an interim and permanent General 
Manager, and a Strategic Planning Committee. 

Public Information and Disclosure 

A review of the SMCHD website and meeting minutes indicates that agenda and reports are 
being posted to the SMCHD website, and committees are reporting back to the Harbor 
Commission.  

Public Meetings 

The regular schedule and locations for board meetings are as follows: The first Wednesday of 
each month: 

Sea Crest School 
Think Tank, Room #19 
901 Arnold Way 
Half Moon Bay, CA 

The third Wednesday of each month: 

Municipal Services Building 
33 Arroyo Drive 
South San Francisco, Ca. 94080 

Harbor Commission meetings are recorded and available for viewing on YouTube.  Observations 
about conduct of meetings include incidents in which contents of confidential documents in 
Commission discussion and reference to the nature of closed session discussion is referenced and 
the District’s legal counsel has provided direction to comply with the Brown Act.   

Financial Policies and Procedures 

The San Mateo County Harbor District Ordinance Code establishes legal requirements for SMCHD 
operations.39  Ordinances establish rules and regulations related to administration and 
personnel, harbor rules and regulations, and commercial activity. 

The SMCHD ordinances provide guidance on contracting and purchasing procedures.  An SMCHD 
policy40 established procedures for tagging and annually inventorying and valuing assets 
including equipment; the District has implemented a computerized inventory and tagging 
                                            

39 http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/SanMateoCountyHarborDistrict/ 

40 SMCHD Policy No. 4.7.1 approved 6/7/06. 
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system, however, apparently there is a need to improve the process for documenting and 
inventorying equipment purchases as evidenced by recently initiated forensic audit regarding 
missing computer equipment.41  

The SMCHD adopted a reserve policy in 2010 that establishes restrictions on net assets, but the 
policy does not define magnitudes, contributions or uses of reserves.42 There is no indication 
that these designations have been reviewed, revised or updated subsequent to 2010.  Recent 
SMCHD meetings and workshops have discussed the availability of cash to fund capital 
improvements, but as of the writing of this MSR, no decision has been made about whether or to 
what extent net assets are available for capital improvements. 

The SMCHD does not have a formal, adopted set of financial policies to guide the definition, 
treatment and prioritization of capital expenditures. While there has been consensus in recent 
SMCHD meetings and workshops that a 5-year Capital Improvement Plan is needed to guide 
capital planning, budgeting and implementation, no formal action has been taken. 

Independent audits are commissioned annually to prepare financial statements, and these are 
posted on the SMCHD website along with copies of budget documents.  Recent workshops have 
flagged the need to prepare longer term budget forecasts, but these have not yet been 
developed given the District’s more immediate priorities of hiring a general manager, labor 
negotiations, moving district offices, etc. 

The SMCHD held a series of workshops to publicly present and discuss its proposed budget.  At 
the public hearing May 6, 2015, the SMCHD approved a resolution adopting Preliminary 
Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2015/16; however, the resolution lacked important 
information disclosing the budget amounts.  The Harbor Commission adopted a Final 2015-16 
Budget at the meeting of June 17, 2015. 

SMCHD Website 

The SMCHD maintains a website with a broad range of information about the SMCHD and its 
facilities and services, although some of the information is several years out of date.43  The 
website meets nearly all of the requirements established for a District Transparency Certificate of 
Excellence, except it lacks the name of the general manager and key staff along with contact 
information, and does not provide certain other information related to transparency (e.g., board 
member ethics training certificates, various financial policies, etc.).44  The SMCHD has 
commented that SMCHD “staff has a website RFP as an item for release in the latter half of 

                                            

41 In Closed Session at its April 15th meeting, the Board directed Counsel to engage an independent 
auditor to conduct a forensic audit in the provision of IT services and equipment. 

42 SMCHD Resolution 17-10 to Approve Establishment of Reserves and Designations for Net Assets as 
of June 30, 2010. 

43 http://www.smharbor.com/ 
Certain information appears out of date, for example, OPM is indicated to have 600 berths, however, 
134 of 589 berths were removed to accommodate ferry service, resulting in 455. 

44 District Transparency Certificate of Excellence checklist, Special District Leadership Foundation, 
http://www.sdlf.org/ 
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2015. District has also hired a Transparency Officer to assist increasing the utilization of the 
website in the short term.”45 

Staf f  
FIGURE 2.5 provides an organization chart showing SMCHD staffing and the organizational 
hierarchy.  The chart illustrates the chain of command, described in SMCHD documentation as 
follows: “the Board of Harbor Commissioners (not less than a majority) makes its decisions and 
transmits them to the General Manager, who is the staff director.  The General Manager, through 
the managers (Harbormaster, Human Resource Manager, and Director of Finance) or directly as 
may be needed from time to time, implements Board decisions as delegated to him/her to and 
through line staff”.46  The memo further states that “Individual Commissioners should pass on 
their individual suggestions, requests, or recommendations for action to and through the Harbor 
Commission”.  Discussions with SMCHD staff indicate that the memo was prepared in response 
to concerns about inappropriate and inefficient communications between Commissioners and 
individual staff that circumvented the public process and organizational hierarchy.  During 
preparation of this MSR, LAFCo staff observed continued Harbor Commission communications 
with staff that adversely affected the functioning of the organization. 

FIGURE 2.5 depicts a total of 26 staff and 5 commissioners in the following categories: 

Commission 5 Commissioners 

Administration 8 Staff 

OPM 7 Staff 

PPH 11 Staff 

The SMCHD currently has several recently vacated positions, and is in the process of searching 
for a General Manager.  The Human Resource Manager position was recently vacated, however, 
a decision has not yet been made about whether or how it would be filled.  The latter position 
historically provided a broad range of administrative services and support, in additional to the 
human resources function.  Temporary staff are being utilized pending resolution of staffing 
decisions. 

The SMCHD recently moved its administrative offices from its location near OPM to a newly-
leased facility near PPH.  The move is complete although some minor configuration issues 
remain.  The move is anticipated to produce rent savings over the current location, not including 
relocation-related expenses. The new address is 504 Avenue Alhambra, Second Floor, El 
Granada, CA 94018. 

                                            

45 SMCHD response to Circulation Draft MSR. 

46 Memo from Peter Grenell, General Manager, August 28, 2013, to the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners re: District Chain of Command, reaffirmed by the Commission 9/5/2013 (see 
Attachment F). 
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The SMCHD has utilized consultants for various services.  The District is in the process of 
reviewing its approach to consultant IT services, and is exploring expedient, cost effective 
approaches to IT assistance required to move its facilities to the new office location, while also 
obtaining ongoing support.  These efforts have consumed significant Board and staff time in 
debating the correct approach to obtaining services, and determining the appropriate services 
required.  The need to perform an assessment of SMCHD needs has been discussed as a basis 
for IT decisions, but no further action has been taken. 

The recently hired Interim General Manager is in the process of developing priorities for 
consideration by the Harbor Commission to provide for stability and more efficient administration 
and operation.  
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Figure 2.5 Organizational Chart



 

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 22 P:\141000s\141173HarborDistMSR\Report\PublicHearingReport\141173_PublicHearingDraft_HarborDist_2015-7-6.docx 

3. FINANCIAL REVIEW 

TABLE 3.1 summarizes SMCHD revenues and expenditures for three years, including the adopted 
FY15-16 budget.  The adopted FY2015-16 budget indicates relatively flat operating revenues and 
expenses compared to the prior year. While certain operating expenses, including labor related 
costs, have grown, the absence of election costs helps to offset those increases.   

The SMCHD budget consistently exhibits a net operating shortfall due to operating revenues 
inadequate to cover operating costs.  The operating shortfall (before debt service, and before the 
use of property taxes) exceeds $3.5 million in the projected budget, or about half of total 
operating expenses.  Shortfalls are lower in years with successful fishing seasons. 

Property taxes collected Countywide cover the operating shortfall and fund debt service and 
limited capital improvement planning and design, leaving a slight positive balance of $42,000 in 
the Adopted Operating Budget for 2015-16.  As noted in the prior chapter and discussed further 
below, the current level of capital improvement funding is inadequate to meet needs identified in 
the recent Strategic Business Plan Condition Assessment.  The SMCHD has net assets designated 
for capital improvements, and unassigned net assets, but has not established policies to 
determine what level of assets can be utilized or should be reserved.  The limited use of net 
assets, while maintaining prudent reserves, could help the SMCHD make progress towards 
completing capital improvements.  

Budget  Pract ices  
During the course of MSR preparation and the current budget process, the SMCHD revised its 
budgeting practices and brought them more in line with practices common to best practices 
followed by most public agencies.  For example, depreciation has historically been shown in the 
SMCHD budget, although it is not an actual expenditure and is addressed through capital 
expenditures; this item has been removed from the budget process, although it remains a 
required component of financial reports to establish net asset values. 

In the past, the SMCHD included only the interest component of its debt service in its budget; 
however, the principal payment requires an allocation of budget resources, and has now been 
added back into the budget. 

Additional changes further improve the SMCHD budget process.  For example, although 
“Termination Liabilities” have generally been tracked each year and shown as a budget item, the 
current budget removes them because they are not a “cash” expenditure.  This approach is 
correct, however, the SMCHD must continue to track these liabilities and make a budget 
determination each year about whether to transfer cash into reserves to assure these liabilities 
are funded.  Those transfers would be shown as budget line items. 
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Table 3.1 Summary of SMCHD Revenues and Expenditures 

  

Revenues 

Operating Revenues 

TABLE 3.2 shows annual operating revenues to the SMCHD.  Berth fees represent over 70 
percent of the Proposed FY15-16 operating budget revenues.  Revenues depend on the success 
of the fishing season, as shown by strong berth fee and other fishing-related revenues in FY13-
14.  The composition of revenues is consistent between OPM and PPH, although rent and 
concession revenue at OPM declined to a greater degree with the vacancy of the bait shop.  The 
projected FY15-16 operating revenues are expected to be relatively stable and increase slightly 
at PPH based on recent trends. 

Operating Revenue (1)
Operating Expenses (2)

Net, Operations (before Debt Service)

(less) Debt Service (3)

Net after Debt Service

Property Tax and Other Non‐Operating Revenue (4)

Net Before Capital Projects and Contributions

Capital Projects (5)
Capital Contributions (6)

NET

Sources: Adopted Operating and Capital Budget for FY2015‐16
(1) FY2013‐14 excludes Fed'l grant for $250,000 for guest dock
(2) Excludes termination liability.
(3) Includes principal and interest. FY2013‐14 includes FY2014‐
(4) Other revenues include interest earnings on investments.

(5) FY2013‐14 capital projects per Statement of Cash Flows.
(6) Includes $2 million from City of South San Francisco for Oys

Actual Projected Adopted

FY 2013‐14 FY 2014‐15 FY 2015‐16

$4,022,222 $4,734,280 $4,013,833

‐6,952,462 ‐7,340,801 ‐7,535,967

‐2,930,240 ‐2,606,521 ‐3,522,134

‐2,786,187 0 ‐1,393,094

‐5,716,427 ‐2,606,521 ‐4,915,228

5,438,059 5,510,000 5,667,029

‐278,368 2,903,479 751,801

‐1,809,454 0 ‐710,000

2,250,000 0 0

$162,178 $2,903,479 $41,801

6, 5/6/15; Financial Statement FY2013‐14.
k (included in Capital Contributions). 

‐15 debt service paid in advance.

ster Point Marina dock replacement.
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Table 3.2 Summary of SMCHD Operating Revenues 

 

Rates and Charges 

The SMCHD regularly reviews its rates and charges relative to other facilities in the region 
annually at the time of budget adoption. Review of the current and previous two fiscal year  
budgets indicates an overall increase in berth fee revenues from FY 2013 to FY 2014 and minimal 
change subsequently.   

A recent survey of rates and charges show that OPM charges berth rates comparable to Coyote 
Point Marina, a  County owned marina just south of the San Francisco International Airport.  By 
comparison to a broader regional survey, OPM rates were lower than averages for all other 
facilities, particularly for slips greater than 40 feet in length.47PPH berth rates were generally 
similar to rates for regional averages for berths up to 35 feet, and lower for larger slips.48 PPH 
has experienced strong demand for its slips, and is at 100 percent occupancy, which the SMCHD 
believes indicates that rates may be below market.49  In 2006, occupancy at OPM was 54 
percent; it now averages 65 percent.50 

                                            

47 2014 Bay Area Slip Survey 

48 ibid. 

49 SMCHD response to Circulation Draft MSR 

50 ibid. 

Actual Projected Adopted

2013‐14 2014‐15 2015‐16

Operating Revenue
Berth Fees $2,834,506 $2,852,835 $2,846,583

Mooring Fees 42,346 38,344 41,000

Dock Boxes 6,380 6,490 6,500

Launch Ramp Fees 110,073 110,500 116,000

Misc. Fees 95,524 773,529 11,550

Crab Pot Storage Fee 5,050 1,500 55,300

Rents & Concessions 828,309 721,712 685,000

RV Parking (Fishing) 37,311 49,590 50,450

Event Fees 0 12,730 23,250

Commercial Activity Permits 25,722 9,350 10,500

Sales 15,581 7,700 7,700

Operational Grants* 21,420 150,000 160,000

Subtotal, Operating Revenue $4,022,222 $4,734,280 $4,013,833

* Excludes Reimbursements on Projects, and Fed'l grants (guest dock) totalling $2,250,000 in FY13‐14.
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The SMCHD has indicated that it intends to review slip sizes and pricing policies to maximize 
occupancies and revenue.  Changing trends in boat sizes and rates at competing marinas, 
particularly in the vicinity of OPM where there are two other nearby marinas, require ongoing 
review and monitoring of rates.  SMCHD annually reviews surveys of marina rates and 
establishes a schedule of rates and charges when it adopts its budget. 

Lease Revenues 

PPH generates approximately 8 percent of operating revenues from fish buyer leases, which 
include off loading and buying fees in addition to their base rent.  The SMCHD periodically 
reviews its charges and audits its receipts.  The most recent rate review was in 2014; the review 
indicated that “off-loading prices that Pillar Point lessees charge to fishermen are generally in line 
or slightly higher with prices at other harbors in Northern California.”51 The report did not judge 
the current 5 percent fee on retail sales “to be overly burdensome for lessees, [but] a slight 
reduction (to 2.5 percent or 3 percent) would put the fee more in line with fees charged at 
Monterey.”52 The report’s overall conclusions recommended “a significant reduction in the fee 
charged for off-loading wetfish, and a possible reduction in fees on retail fish sales.”53 

As described in Chapter 2, SMCHD owns a number of buildings that it rents to various 
commercial operations that support maritime uses, recreation activities and visitors. At PPH it 
owns buildings leased to restaurants, bait shops, and a surf shop; these revenues accounted for 
approximately $220,000 in base lease revenues54 in addition to percentage rents and fees 
attributable to fish sales and offloading described above, for total PPH lease revenues of about 
$430,000 annually. 

At OPM, lease revenues from maritime related uses are minimal from the Oyster Point Yacht Club 
and the currently vacant bait shop.  Nearly all of OPM’s $205,000 annual lease revenues are paid 
by the lease of parcels to non-maritime uses, including offices and a motel. 

There are 10 leased properties at PPH and 6 at OPM for which the status of each are detailed in 
Appendix G.  The Bait and Tackle Shop at OPM is vacant. The San Mateo County Grand Jury’s 
2014 report advocated more timely analyses of lease revenue sources to ensure that revenues 
“reflect current market rates” and that the SMCHD “explore the outsourcing of management of 
all commercial real properties to a real estate management firm by December 31, 2014”.55  As of 
the date of this report, no action has been taken by SMCHD to engage a management firm. 

Non-Operating Revenues 

The most significant non-operating revenue is property tax that is received from all properties 
Countywide.  Other non-operating revenues, which typically account for three percent or less of 

                                            

51 Analysis of Fees for Fish Off-Loading, Wholesale Purchase, & Retail Sales, Dec. 2014 

52 ibid. 

53 ibid. 

54 SMCHD, 2014 listing 

55 2013-2014 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury, San Mateo County Harbor District, Recommendation 
#9. 
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total non-operating revenues, include capital grants, investment earnings, and reimbursements.  
For purposes of this report, federal funds and contributions are categorized as “Capital 
Contributions” rather than as non-operating revenues. 

Property Taxes 

Over the past three years, including the Adopted FY15-16 budget, property taxes represent 55 
percent to 60 percent of SMCHD revenues.  As previously noted in Chapter 3, property tax 
revenues are necessary to fully fund operating costs and to cover debt service and capital 
improvements.  The Adopted FY15-16 budget projects property tax revenues to grow 10 percent 
over the prior year.  Assessed values Countywide grew 5.6 percent in FY 2014-15 compared to 
the prior year. Values have continued to improve; however, it is uncertain whether a ten percent 
growth will be achieved.  

The SMCHD receives a share of all property tax growth from all properties in San Mateo County.  
The incremental share varies within the County, but the share of the $1.00 of property tax 
collected per $100 of assessed valuation typically ranges from about 0.36 to 0.39 in South San 
Francisco (just above one-third of one cent of the tax dollar) compared to 0.33 to 0.36 in certain 
unincorporated areas of the County. 

Capital Contributions 

The SMCHD received $2,250,000 in capital contributions in FY13-14, including a $2 million dollar 
capital contribution from the City of South San Francisco for Dock 11 replacement at Oyster Point 
Marina.  In addition, the District received $2,124,194 for a Federal capital contribution for the 
Wave Attenuators on the Breakwater at Oyster Point Marina.56  The SMCHD has indicated the 
need to pursue grants, however, the loss of staff has reduced its ability to seek these sources of 
funding. 

Operat ing Expenditures  
TABLE 3.3 summarizes SMCHD operating expenditures.  Operating expenditures have generally 
increased over time as labor related costs have grown.  Other periodic expenditures overshadow 
the cost increases. For example, two debt service payments were made in FY 2013-14, then no 
debt service payments occurred in FY 2014-15.  Election costs were significant in FY 2014-15, 
but will not be incurred in FY 2015-16. In addition, legal fees increase significantly from the 
previous fiscal years.  

                                            

56 Basic Financial Statements, 2014, pg. 10 (pg. 13 of 37 in pdf file).  
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Table 3.3 Summary of SMCHD Expenditures 

 

The following sections describe SMCHD expenditures in greater detail. 

Actual Projected Adopted

FY 2013‐14 FY 2014‐15 FY 2015‐16

Commission

Salary and Benefits 84,313 81,350 74,447

Elections 188,487 513,378 0

Insurance Costs ‐ Retirees 19,656 20,300 29,515

Legal Services 137,951 130,000 270,361

Other 62,817 59,951 67,335

Subtotal 493,224 804,979 441,658

Administration

Salary and Benefits 1,529,721 930,779 1,136,206

Office Space and Equipment 95,063 97,500 85,800

Property Tax Admin. Fee 45,131 28,322 29,000

Other 203,535 341,353 316,585

Subtotal 1,873,450 1,397,954 1,567,591

Pillar Point Harbor
Salary and Benefits 1,525,380 1,675,481 1,827,510

Other Operating Expenses (1) 1,284,791 1,441,599 1,555,140

Subtotal 2,810,171 3,117,080 3,382,650

Oyster Point Marina

Salary and Benefits 1,100,497 1,161,388 1,205,188

Other Operating Expenses (1) 675,120 859,400 938,880

Subtotal 1,775,617 2,020,788 2,144,068

Total, Operating Expenses 6,952,462 7,340,801 7,535,967

Debt Service 2,786,187 0 1,393,093

Capital Improvements 1,809,454 0 710,000

TOTAL EXPENDITURES (2) 11,548,103 7,340,801 9,639,060

(1) Other Operating Expenses include legal.
(2) Note: Additional allocations to unfunded PERS and to future termination liability not included.
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Salaries and Benefits 

Salary and benefits account for nearly 60 percent of operating expenditures.  The SMCHD’s 
salary ranges are included in Appendix E.  Taxes and benefits add approximately 48 percent to 
salary costs.57 

Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) 

The SMCHD’s obligations include a “Termination Benefits” plan.  The Plan provides continuing 
health, dental, life insurance and vision benefits upon leaving District employment benefits.  The 
benefits only apply to employees hired prior to July 1, 2009 that were employed with the District 
after January 1, 1981, if they were not terminated for good cause and had a minimum of twelve 
years of service to the District at time of termination.  These benefits may only be collected for a 
period of time that is equal to half of the time the employee was employed with the District. The 
current balance in termination benefits payable as of June 30, 2014 was $2,973,074.58 The 
adopted budget shows reserves of $3,795,197 set aside for termination benefit liabilities.59 

Pension Liability 

The SMCHD contracts with CalPERS for retirement benefits for qualifying SMCHD employees and 
is in good standing with respect to funding current retirement accounts.  Pension expenditures 
for FY15-16 are projected to be $565,270. 

Harbor and Marina Operations 

The PPH and OPM operations expenditures account for approximately 75 percent of the total 
SMCHD proposed FY15-16 budget (before capital and debt service).  PPH is about 45 percent of 
the budget, and OPM 30 percent.  The remainder of the SMCHD budget is allocated to 
administrative and commission expenditures.  The budget does not distinguish enterprise vs. 
non-enterprise costs associated with PPH and OPM. 

Major harbor and marina operating expenditures include the following (note that the percentages 
are based on total operations costs only, and do not include other commission and administration 
categories shown on Table 3.3): 

Salaries and Benefits – staff-related expenditures account for approximately 60 percent of PPH 
and OPM operations budget and 60 percent of the overall proposed FY15-16 SMCHD budget  

Repairs and Maintenance – repairs and maintenance vary year-to-year, and represent about 
10 percent of harbor and marina operations in the adopted FY15-16 SMCHD budget. 

                                            

57 Staff Report, Debra Galarza, Board Meeting April 1, 2015, Agenda Item 7. 

58 Basic Financial Statements, 2014, note 8 to financial statements, pg. 26 (pg. 29 of 37 in pdf file). 

59 According to the SMCHD response to the Circulation Draft MSR, “Nine employees are vested with 
these benefits, seven more are vested and drawing benefits, and seven current employees are not 
vested.” 
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Utilities – garbage collections, water and electrical utility expenses are incurred by the harbor 
and marina operations and account for about 8 percent of harbor and marina operations in the 
Adopted FY15-16 total budget.60 

Legal and Other Contractual Services – these contractual services represent about 8 percent 
of harbor and marina operations in the Adopted FY15-16 SMCHD budget. 

The balance of harbor and marina operations expenditures are composed of fuel and operating 
supplies, property and casualty insurance, and other costs associated with operations and 
facilities specific to PPH and OPM. 

Administration 

The SMCHD budget separately allocates administration expenses attributable to staff and 
operations at the SMCHD administrative offices.  This category equals nearly 20 percent of the 
Adopted FY15-16 SMCHD budget. 

Salaries and benefits represent about 70 percent of proposed administration expenditures, 
including the Harbormaster, finance and human resources personnel, and other administrative 
and clerical support staff.   

The remaining administration expenditures are budgeted for contractual services, including over 
$100,000 for legal services.  The balance includes $86,000 for office space and equipment, plus 
miscellaneous other office and administrative expenses. 

Harbor Commission 

The proposed FY15-16 SMCHD budget allocates $442,000 for Harbor Commission expenditures.   

Over half of the Harbor Commission budget, or $270,000, is budgeted for legal services.   

Election expenses are the largest Harbor Commission expenditure, although the amount varies 
year-to-year depending on number of candidates on the ballot.  For example, no election 
expenses will be incurred in FY15-16, however, the prior two years required $200,000 to 
$500,000 for FY13-14 and FY14-15 respectively. 

Debt Service 

The FY15-16 SMCHD preliminary budget included only the interest portion of debt service 
payments for loan repayment due to the California Division of Boating and Waterways (DBAW), 
although the Adopted Budget was revised to include both interest and principal.  The budget 
shows the total payment including principal and interest.  No payment was required in FY14-15 
due to a prior year early payment. 

Subsequent payments include the following: 

FY Year Payment 
FY15-16 $1,393,093 

                                            

60 According to the SMCHD, garbage collection costs at PPH are more than twice the amount at OPM 
due to PPH’s distance from the landfill, and its waste stream from commercial fishing. 
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FY16-17 $1,393,094 

FY Year Payment 
FY17-18 $1,393,094 
FY18-19 $1,393,093 
FY19-20 $1,353,487 
    Total $6,925,861 

The current loan represents a consolidation of prior loans for a range of capital improvements to 
PPH and OPM.  The remaining debt principal is attributable to loans originally taken for 
improvements to PPH.61  The SMCHD maintains a reserve of $1.7 million as required by DBAW; 
this reserve could be used to make the final payment, and a portion of the FY18-19 payment 
due.  Early payment would reduce the total interest due. 

Capita l  Improvement  P lan (CIP)  Expenditures  
Capital expenditures vary significantly from year-to-year, depending on needs and funding 
available.  The FY15-16 SMCHD budget funds $710,000 in projects.  The prior year allocated no 
funds to capital expenditures, and the current budgeted capital expenditures are reduced from 
$3.6 million considered in earlier draft FY15-16 budgets. Most recently, the newly hired Interim 
General Manager has recommended to the Harbor Commission that their priorities include 
specific capital projects.  

As described in Chapter 2, the Draft Strategic Business Plan identified and prioritized a number 
of repair and improvements recommended over the next five years, totaling $11.5 million for 
PPH and $5.8 million for OPM, or $17.3 million total; the totals include $1.8 million for capital 
improvements determined to pose a safety risk and/or present a risk of failure within 5 years 
(priorities 1 and 2). Although the amount required in any given year will vary depending on 
projects and priorities, if the $17.3 million total is spread over five years, these recommended 
capital expenditures would equal about $2.3 million annually for PPH, and $1.2 million annually 
for OPM, or a combined total of $3.5 million annually. 

The Adopted FY15-16 budget includes additional items not evaluated in the Draft Strategic 
Business Plan.  The CIP generally allocates funds for design and permitting for most projects and 
postpones major construction expenditures, including the demolition and removal of the 
dilapidated Romeo Pier, erosion improvements to the West Trail, and other capital 
improvements.  The SMCHD indicates that it intends to identify priority projects and revise the 
CIP budget accordingly.   

In the short term, the planned expenditures for FY15-16 are significantly less than the average 
amount needed to meet the priorities of the Draft Strategic Business Plan condition assessments.  
In addition, because there is no direct link between the capital projects in the budget and the 
capital projects and repairs listed in the Draft Strategic Plan, it is difficult to determine whether 
or not the Business Plan’s recommendations have been considered in the SMCHD’s CIP.   

                                            

61 State of California, Invoice to SMCHD, 6/2/2014. In comments on the Circulation Draft, the Harbor 
District disputes the allocation of the remaining debt to PPH. 
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Assets  
Current Assets 

According to the most recent SMCHD financial statements available, SMCHD had approximately 
$14.3 million at the end of Fiscal Year 2013-14, consisting largely of $12.2 million in unrestricted 
cash and investments.62 In the Adopted FY 2015 budget, current assets were estimated to be 
$16,355,000 as of 6/30/2016;63 the change was largely due to deferral of capital improvement 
expenditures in the FY14-15 and FY15-16 budgets. 

These assets represent a “fund balance” that provides for reserves for various purposes including 
current and non-current liabilities and capital expenditures. 

Reserves 

The SMCHD FY15-16 budget allocates its cash balance to the following reserves: 

Debt Service-DBW Loan Collateral (restricted) $1,787,961 

Emergency Reserve 1,619,464 

Reserve for District Office 1,526,217 

Capital Improvements Reserves 586,500 

Payable Liability 300,000 

Encumbrances 500,000 

Customer Deposits and Prepayments 500,000 

Termination Benefit Liability 3,795,197 

 Subtotal 10,615,339 

 Unassigned 5,781,463 

 TOTAL (estimated ending balance 6/30/16) $16,396,802 

The projected $5.8 million, an increase over the unassigned amount of $4.6 million reported by 
the SMCHD as of March 31, 2015,64 potentially is available for capital improvements and/or 
other unanticipated needs.  These decisions will need to be made in the context of reserve 
policies to be determined. In addition, the May 20 agenda included an item to add the proceeds 

                                            

62 San Mateo County Harbor District Basic Financial Statements for the Year Ended June 30, 2014 
(“Financial Statements FY14”), pg. 12. 

63 SMCHD Adopted Budget 6/17/15, pg. 19 of 51. 

64 SMCHD Quarterly Investment Balances Report, SMCHD Board Meeting Agenda, May 6, 2015,  
Item 9  
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from the Post Office lot sale in the amount of $794,008.05 to either the District Office Reserve or 
the Unrestricted Reserve.65  

The Draft Strategic Business Plan Existing Infrastructure and Facilities Assessment identified a 
need for $2.4 million for capital improvements and repair of items determined to pose a safety 
risk and/or present a risk of failure within 5 years (priorities 1 and 2).  Additional funding needs 
are further described above in the “Capital Expenditures” section of this chapter. 

Non-Current Assets 

Land, buildings and equipment, described in greater detail in Chapter 2, comprise the majority 
of non-current assets and total $53.9 million in cost basis.66  Approximately 50 percent of the 
value of assets other than land has been depreciated. 

Liabi l i t ies  

Current Liabilities 

Current liabilities totaling $4.1 million include $3.5 million in pre-paid rents, or “Unearned 
Revenue”; the balance consists of accounts payable, accrued payroll, and customer deposits.  
These liabilities effectively represent a claim against assets. 

Non-Current Liabilities 

As of June 30, 2014, $5.9 million in debt obligation to the DBAW remained due.  As the result of 
an early payment, the SMCHD had no payment due in FY14-15; however, a payment of 
approximately $1.4 million will be due in FY15-16.  The final payment will be due in FY20, 
although $1.7 million of assets restricted to debt repayment would be sufficient to make the final 
payment as well as a portion of the FY19 payment.  

The SMCHD has reserved approximately $3.9 million for its program of termination benefits.  
These benefits are applicable only to employees hired prior to July 1, 2009 with at least 12 years 
of service who were not terminated for cause.  

Accrued vacation and sick leave comprises the balance of non-current liabilities. 

Gann Appropr iat ions L imit  
The SMCHD has not established a Gann Appropriations Limit applicable to its annual 
expenditures. The SMCHD is not required to calculate a Gann Limit, according to Gov. Code 
7901(e), which states that “The term "special district" shall not include any district which (1) 
existed on January 1, 1978, and did not possess the power to levy a property tax at that time or 
did not levy or have levied on its behalf, an ad valorem property tax rate on all taxable property 
in the district on the secured roll in excess of 12 1/2 cents per one hundred dollars ($100) of 

                                            

65 According to the minutes of the May 20th meeting, no action was taken on this item. 

66 Financial Statements FY14, pg. 22.  The “Cost Basis” is the original (or estimated) cost of the asset, 
as adjusted for subsequent capital improvements that add to the value of the asset or materially 
extend its life. 
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assessed value for the 1977-78 fiscal year…”.  The SMCHD’s tax rate is less than one cent per 
$100 of assessed value, therefore the Gann requirement does not apply. 
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4. GOVERNANCE OPTIONS 

This chapter describes governance options to the status quo that can be considered.  The 
discussion assumes that operations will largely continue, although future costs and revenues will 
vary from the proposed budget amounts as a result of capital planning, eventual elimination of 
debt service (by 2015), ongoing review and revision to rates and charges, and other planning 
and management activities.  Potential cost savings are described in this chapter. 

Dissolut ion with  Long-Term Successor  

County of San Mateo as Long-Term Successor to PPH, and City of South San 
Francisco as Long-Term Successor to OPM as Subsidiary District of the City 

This option was considered; however, SMCHD property tax revenues currently generated within 
the City of South San Francisco would be inadequate to fund OPM operations, overhead and an 
allocation of debt service.  Property taxes generated within SSF that currently accrue to the 
SMCHD represent only about 10 percent of SMCHD’s current property tax revenues.67   

Increasing the allocation of property taxes to the City to cover OPM expenditures would require a 
shift of County property taxes collected within the City’s boundaries, assuming the County 
collects enough to cover the shift.  The County, in turn, would need to be compensated through 
SMCHD property taxes collected outside of the City.  While the shift in property tax may be 
sufficient for the first year of operations, it may not be the correct amount in future years as 
OPM costs adjust during transition, revenues change, and debt service is paid off.  This model 
could be considered as a second phase to the following alternative after operations by the two 
entities have created efficiencies, established better cost recovery, and better established the 
costs associated with enterprise versus non-enterprise activities through cost accounting.  

County of San Mateo as Long-Term Successor/JPA with City of South San 
Francisco 

The County of San Mateo (the “County”) could  assume all of the assets, liabilities and 
operational responsibilities of the Oyster Point Marina and Pillar Point Harbor.  All revenues would 
accrue to the County to fund expenditures.  The County’s Board of Supervisors ultimately would 
have authority over the facilities to which it is the successor.  The Board could create an 
appointed body to advise it on operational and policy issues.  

The County would assume responsibility for PPH, and could utilize existing PPH staff for 
operations.  The County of San Mateo’s Parks Department currently operates Coyote Point 
Marina and consequently has experience managing these types of facilities, as well as 
administrative staff that could be augmented as necessary to handle additional workload.  The 

                                            

67 SSF assessed value represents about 10 percent of the Countywide total assessed value, which 
generates SMCHD property tax revenues.   
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Coyote Point Marina operates as a self-sufficient enterprise within the County, and does not 
receive property tax, sales tax, or other funding from the County’s General Fund.68   

The County would assign responsibility for OPM to the City of South San Francisco through a JPA, 
and allocate  property tax sufficient to pay for OPM operations, capital improvements and 
applicable share of debt service.  This amount could be adjusted annually as costs adjust during 
transition, efficiencies are achieved, revenues are change, and debt service is paid off. 

The City of South San Francisco (“SSF”) would be responsible for maintaining parks and open 
space at OPM as they currently do in other areas of the City and utilize existing OPM staff to 
manage and operate the marina facilities.  Current City administrative staff could be augmented 
as necessary to handle administrative tasks including financial accounting. 

Alternat ive  Boundar ies  
The current boundaries of the SMCHD could be reduced if it is determined that the SMCHD 
primarily serves and area that is less than Countywide.  However, depending on the extent of 
the boundary reduction, property taxes would correspondingly be reduced.  Unless there are 
equal reductions in current SMCHD expenditures and liabilities, the reduced property tax may be 
inadequate to fund operations and provide for needed capital improvements.  The elimination of 
current debt obligations by 2020 will provide some additional capacity for property tax 
reductions, as paying off the debt will reduce expenditures by about $1.4 million annually. 

Successor  Agency Obl igat ions  
The successor agency (or agencies) will be responsible for all assets, liabilities (including existing 
debt obligations) and operational responsibilities of the SMCHD.  Prior chapters described these 
obligations in greater detail. 

Al locat ion of  Assets  and L iabi l i t ies  
Depending on the governance option, it may be necessary to allocate assets and liabilities, as 
well as revenues and expenditures, between the two agencies.  It is assumed that allocations will 
generally “follow the facility”.  Remaining debt principal is entirely attributable to PPH.69   

Potent ia l  Cost  Savings 
The assumption of SMCHD operations by a successor agency (or agencies) offers the opportunity 
to achieve certain service efficiencies and cost savings due to economies of scale and eliminating 
duplicated elected offices and administrative functions.  Elimination of existing Harbor 
Commission expenses, including election costs which vary from $300,000 to $500,000 
alternating years, represent the greatest potential savings to a successor agency, although the 

                                            

68 Correspondence from County of San Mateo to LAFCo, 7/3/15. 

69 State of California, Invoice to SMCHD, 6/2/2014, provided by the SMCHD; the SMCHD in response 
to the Circulation Draft MSR indicated that it has additional information that supports a different 
conclusion. 
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majority of these election costs will be redistributed to all other County entities sharing in 
election costs.  The exact magnitude of other administrative savings, if any, will depend upon the 
ability of the successor agency to manage increased workload before adding staff.  Additional 
savings include legal fees once the transition to the County and City are complete. In some 
cases, it may be possible for the successor agency to achieve management cost savings through 
the use of existing management staff; however, certain administrative and clerical functions may 
require additional staff to the successor agency reducing the potential cost savings. 

Transi t ion Issues and Costs  
Although it may be possible to achieve longer-term efficiencies, stability and cost savings, in the 
short-term there will be transition costs associated with reorganization. It is anticipated that 
overall benefit to County tax payers and users of the two facilities may not be apparent for 
several years due to the need for successor(s) to invest significantly in both facilities to correct 
the Harbor District’s deferred maintenance and failure to implement needed capital projects.  In 
addition, following are key near-term transition items that must be considered further: 

Termination Benefits – Responsibility for termination benefits, currently funded at $3.7 million 
by the SMCHD, needs to be independently verified, as well as future potential increases or 
decreases.  

CalPERS Unfunded Liabilities – If the SMCHD is dissolved and SMCHD employees become 
employees of the County of San Mateo, the SMCHD will be unavailable to meet future obligations 
to retirees or to provide future benefits to those currently vested in the CalPERS plan.  CalPERS 
has responded to other proposed dissolutions by demanding that future retirement liabilities be 
fully funded prior to dissolution.70  CalPERS' estimate of the funding obligation was $3,554,940 
as of June 30, 2013.71  However, actuarial reports, which are not expected to be available until 
the Fall of 2015, may establish a different cost. CalPERS should be contacted to provide a more 
current estimate. 

Service Responsibility – Certain functions, particularly at PPH, could be done by other 
departments and/or agencies, such as Sheriff’s Office (SAR, ocean rescue assistance and 
enforcement), or the Department of Public Works to manage facilities, in addition to the County 
Parks Department.  Further analysis is needed to explore these options. 

Staff Transition – It is assumed that current SMCHD operations personnel would be 
transitioned to the successor entity; however, further investigation is needed to clarify 
differences in salaries and benefits that will need to be addressed and the potential benefit of  
transfer certain administrative staff who would bring institutional knowledge.  

                                            

70 For example, see the Application by San Diego Rural Fire Protection District Requesting Local 
Agency Formation Commission to Take Proceedings for Dissolution of the District, letter from the 
District’s attorney to San Diego LAFCO, June 26, 2014. 

71 Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2013, CalPERS Actuarial Office, October 2014, Sec. 1 pg. 8. 
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Capital Improvement Costs – The SMCHD Draft Strategic Business Plan identifies needed 
capital improvements and priorities, however, there are additional items considered in the 
SMCHD Budget.  Further clarification will be important to better define the design, entitlement 
and cost/funding status of needed improvements and related liabilities.  It should be noted that 
comparing current and past SMCHD budget and operational costs that have included deferring 
maintenance and capital improvement to balance the budget with a proposed plan for service 
and budget by successor agencies may not be an “apples to apples” comparison if successor 
agencies include the cost of implementing deferred projects.   

Legal Costs – It is likely there will be legal costs incurred by the District and successor agencies 
for a variety of tasks including the establishing a proposal and plan for service, LAFCo 
application, staff transition and addressing existing labor agreements, revising existing JPA 
documents and lease agreements and creating new agreements as necessary, and other items 
that should be further delineated where possible.  Other district  reorganizations can provide 
examples of the legal tasks and potential legal costs that may be incurred. 

Debt and Other Assets and Liabilities – The successor agency would be empowered by 
LAFCO and state law to assume responsibility for all assets, debts and liabilities of the SMCHD.  
However, the transition of ownership and liability may require revision to existing documents. 
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5. DRAFT MSR DETERMINATIONS 

As required by Government Code Section 56430, this MSR provides determinations for 
consideration by LAFCo.  Following are preliminary determinations; it is anticipated that these 
determinations will be reviewed and revised during the course of public review, prior to action by 
LAFCo. 

1) Growth and population projections for the affected area. 

As further described in Chapter 2, the County’s population is forecasted to increase by about 26 
percent between 2010 and 2040; this is a slightly greater rate than the growth projected in the 
2006 MSR, however, actual growth will depend on future economic conditions, land use policies 
and other factors.  Although these trends indicate continued growth in demand, utilization of 
SMCHD facilities is much more significantly influenced by weather conditions, successful fishing 
seasons, and outdoor recreation trends. 

2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence. 

In 2006, LAFCO reaffirmed the zero SOI adopted for the SMCHD originally adopted in  1977.  
Within the current boundaries of the SMCHD, which correspond to San Mateo County boundaries, 
multiple disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) exist.  However, the intent of 
evaluating DUCs is to assure that those communities are provided adequate services and 
infrastructure comparable to other communities within or contiguous to an agency’s SOI.  This 
provision is not applicable to the SMCHD, which operates and maintains a harbor and a marina, 
and provides related maritime services. 

3) Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, 
and infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related to 
sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any 
disadvantaged, unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the SOI. 

As detailed in Chapter 2 of this MSR, the SMCHD has significant infrastructure and facility 
improvement needs as a result of the wear and tear of heavy use, a harsh marine environment, 
and deferred maintenance and capital projects.  The Draft Strategic Business Plan prepared in 
2014 for the SMCHD indicated a need over the next five years for $17.3 million in repairs and 
capital improvements.  Additional needs not assessed in the Plan include a need to demolish and 
remove the dilapidated Romeo Pier, and harbor dredging projects.  The SMCHD CIP budget 
addresses several of the recommended items, in addition to other needs, however it defers 
major construction pending further design and review, and acquisition of adequate funding. 

Recommendations:  

1. The SMCHD should establish a capital improvement planning and accounting system, 
including a 5 year CIP, to better document and plan for the funding and implementation, as 
well as to facilitate prioritization, of capital improvements.  The CIP should be explicitly linked 
to improvements currently recommended in the Draft Strategic Business Plan, as well as the 
proposed budget. 
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4) Financial ability of agency to provide services. 

As described in Chapter 3, the SMCHD budget consistently exhibits a net operating shortfall due 
to operating revenues inadequate to cover operating costs.  The operating shortfall (before debt 
service, and before the use of property taxes) exceeds $3.4 million in the projected budget, 
meaning that fees and charges are insufficient to cover about half of operating expenditures.  In 
addition to the operating shortfalls, the SMCHD must fund approximately $1.4 million of annual 
debt service and undertake ongoing maintenance and construct needed capital improvements. 

In addition to fees and charges, the SMCHD receives over $5 million annually from its share of 
countywide property taxes.  These total revenues are sufficient to fully fund operations and 
$710,000 of planned capital improvements; however, the repair and capital improvement needs 
are greater than the amount currently shown in the proposed budget. 

The SMCHD’s labor-related and other operating costs continue to increase, placing more 
pressure on budget resources.  However, numerous actions recently undertaken and/or planned 
by the SMCHD offer the prospect for improved financial resources and ability to fund 
improvements, including: 

 Establishment in recent years of a “two-tier” benefit system that reduces the cost of benefits 
related to new employees. 

 Current relocation of administrative offices to new space at a reduced lease cost. 

 Streamlining procedures to reduce “bad debt” associated with non-paying berth tenants 
implemented by the Finance Director. 

 Review of fees and charges to assure reasonable and competitive rates for appropriate mix of 
slip sizes. 

 Consideration of charges for services currently provided at no cost, for example, pump-out 
services, and charges for large parties utilizing picnic areas. 

 Contingent on staff capacity, renew efforts to seek grant funding for facilities and 
improvements, including possible grants related to equipment needs for SMCHD Search and 
Rescue. 

 The recent sale of surplus property, consistent with Civil Grand Jury recommendations, 
increased SMCHD reserves. 

 Over time, Termination Benefit liabilities and payouts will diminish and eventually end. 

 Possible retention of a commercial real estate management firm to help maximize lease 
revenues. 

 Refinancing and/or eventual payoff of existing DBAW debt will make additional resources 
available for capital funding. 

Due in part to recent turnover of staff with extra work falling to remaining staff and lack of 
consensus on the Board, many of the initiatives noted above were not pursued.  Conflicts within 
the Board, and between staff and the Board, as noted by the Civil Grand Jury, further 
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exacerbated the difficulty of achieving SMCHD objectives and increased SMCHD costs (e.g., for 
legal services). 

The SMCHD has undertaken steps to reduce Board conflict and establish “Chain of Command” 
protocols.  An Interim General Manager was hired recently, and the current General Manager 
recruitment and hiring offers an opportunity to solidify leadership, organization and direction 
assuming it is supported by majority of the Harbor Commission.  In the near term, 
improvements in property tax revenues and lease revenues will help to fund staff efforts towards 
the initiatives noted above, assuming strong management direction.  Improvements in 
accounting and financial policies can strengthen capital improvement planning and programming, 
and provide for appropriate reserve policies which enable limited use of reserves for capital while 
maintaining adequate reserve levels. 

Recommendations:  

1. The SMCHD should engage a public accounting firm to review its budget accounts for both 
operations and capital improvements, and establish a financial accounting system consistent 
with best practices for California public agencies.  The review should include a system to 
allocate costs and revenues according to enterprise vs. other public purposes for each of their 
facilities, and to provide immediate access to current lease and tenant information. 

2. The SMCHD should assess its personnel needs in order to fill vacated positions as necessary 
to pursue the initiatives noted above, including seeking grants. 

3. The SMCHD should consider administrative functions that can and should be more cost-
effectively outsourced, including IT functions and property leasing.  This outsourcing should 
consider collaboration with other public agencies as well as private contractors. 

5) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities. 

Limited opportunities for shared facilities have been identified in the course of this MSR process.  
Recently the District has leased office space from the Granada Community Services District and 
contracted with Regional Government Services to recruit an interim General manager.  Various 
opportunities may exist by which the SMCHD may take advantage of shared services, for 
example possible IT contracting with or through other public agencies, which is being explored.  
Responsibility for certain facilities could be shifted to other agencies, for example the West Trail 
and Surfers Beach dredging, as recommended by the Civil Grand Jury and noted in the following 
determination.  

6) Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure 
and operational efficiencies. 

The Civil Grand Jury described indications of “a systemic flaw in the ability of District 
commissioners to govern effectively”.   

The SMCHD has taken a number of steps towards addressing issues that plagued it in the past, 
including workshops to facilitate collegiality and working relationships, consideration of “Norms” 
of commissioner behavior, improvements in public posting of materials on their website and 
multiple workshops on topics such as the budget.  A strategic business plan is being prepared, 
however, it has been delayed and concerns exist about its scope and effectiveness in addressing 
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SMCHD financial issues.  As described in this MSR, inappropriate interaction between 
Commissioners and staff continue to interfere with operational efficiencies. 

The Civil Grand Jury recommended dissolution of the SMCHD and transfer of responsibilities to 
other agencies, specifically, the County of San Mateo.  Chapter 4 described governance options, 
with the most potentially viable option a scenario in which the County acts as successor agency, 
operates PPH, and enters into an agreement with the City of South San Francisco (SSF) to 
operate OPM.  The agreement with SSF would include negotiated funding from the County’s 
property taxes (from the dissolved SMCHD) and other revenues to be transferred to SSF to fund 
operations and capital improvements, and any other shared financial liabilities (e.g., remaining 
debt service, CalPERS liabilities, etc.). 

The option described above may incur additional costs during the initial years of transition 
related to CalPERS and other liabilities, but could provide for cost and service efficiencies over 
the longer term.  This option would integrate the SMCHD operations into larger entities that have 
the capacity and expertise to provide a range of needed services, including Information 
Technology, purchasing and contracting services, human resources, etc. 

Recommendations:  

1. The City of South San Francisco and the County of San Mateo should continue to confer and 
research issues and options affecting the feasibility of dissolving the SMCHD, transferring 
responsibilities to the County as successor agency, and transitioning to SSF operation of OPM 
via a JPA. 

7) Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by 
commission policy. 

A primary concern expressed by prior MSRs and by the Civil Grand Jury involved the use of 
Countywide property tax revenues to help subsidize “enterprise” type operations, including berth 
rentals occupied by a majority of non-County residents.  However, the current and prior MSR 
also documented the range of facilities, services and benefits provided by SMCHD services and 
facilities such as Search and Rescue, environmental services, and public use and access to piers, 
parks and waterfront open space.   

While it is difficult to isolate cost estimates for these broader, non-fee funded services, the 
SMCHD could create “cost centers” to document and track these expenditures to support 
appropriate levels of property tax use and allocation.  In the near-term it is expected that 
property taxes will continue to be necessary to fund deferred maintenance and other necessary 
improvements.  Over the longer term there is a possibility that revenue enhancements and cost 
efficiencies from initiatives described above and/or from reorganization could reduce the current 
reliance on property tax. 

Recommendations 

1. As also noted above under Recommendation 4.1, the SMCHD should establish an accounting 
system that can allocate costs and revenues according to enterprise vs. other public 
purposes to better assess the need for property tax. 
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6. DRAFT SOI DETERMINATIONS 

Government Code Section 56425 requires that LAFCo review spheres of influence every five 
years as needed and specifies that in determining the sphere of influence of each local agency, 
the commission shall consider and prepare a written statement of its determinations with respect 
to each of the following: 

 The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands. 

 The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 

 The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 
provides or is authorized to provide. 

 The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the commission 
determines that they are relevant to the agency. 

This sphere of influence update incorporates information and determinations in the San Mateo 
LAFCo Municipal Service Review of the San Mateo County Harbor District.  

San Mateo County  Harbor  Distr ict  Sphere of  
Inf luence 
The San Mateo County Harbor District (SMCHD) is an independent special district formed in 1933 
to construct, maintain and administer harbor facilities. Enabling legislation for the district is State 
Harbors and Navigation Code, Section 6000 et seq. The District's original plan was to develop a 
commercial port in Redwood City. The District remained inactive from 1935 to 1948, at which 
time the District was resurrected to obtain federal funds to construct a harbor of refuge at Pillar 
Point Harbor at Half Moon Bay. A breakwater was completed in 1962 and additional work to 
protect the harbor was completed in 1967. 

In 1977, San Mateo LAFCo adopted a zero sphere of influence for the District indicating that it 
should be dissolved and service could be assumed by the County. Subsequently several efforts to 
either detach portions of the county from the District or dissolve it ended with court challenge, 
denial at protest hearing, failure at election and most recently in 1991, withdrawal of the 
application. LAFCo has periodically reviewed and reaffirmed the sphere of influence, most 
recently in 2006. 

SMCHD operates according to State Harbors and Navigation Code Sections 6000 et seq. and is 
authorized to: control and operate all harbor works and facilities within its boundaries, supervise 
pilotage of seagoing vessels within the harbor and the docking of vessels and pass all necessary 
ordinances for the protection and safety of persons or property using district facilities and waters 
subject to the jurisdiction of the district. 

While District boundaries are countywide, the District operates at two locations: Pillar Point on 
Half Moon Bay and Oyster Point Marina/Park on the bayside in South San Francisco. The District 
controls Pillar Point Harbor under a State Tidelands Grant and has operated Oyster Point 



Municipal Service Review: San Mateo Harbor District 
Public Hearing Report 7/8/15 

 
 

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 43 P:\141000s\141173HarborDistMSR\Report\PublicHearingReport\141173_PublicHearingDraft_HarborDist_2015-7-6.docx 

Marina/Park via a Joint Power Agreement (JPA) with the City of South San Francisco since 1977. 
The JPA expires in 2026. 

Recommended Sphere  of  Inf luence and 
Determinat ions  
As a countywide, single-purpose special district, San Mateo County Harbor District is unique in 
that its boundaries are coterminous with the County of San Mateo but services are limited for the 
most part to two distinct facilities. The Community of Interest of the District in regard to electing 
board members and funding is county-wide in that board members are elected at large and 
property tax is collected countywide. Yet, activities of the district and resources are dedicated to 
two facilities and surrounding marine environs that involve enterprise marine activities and non-
enterprise recreation and beach access.  The County of San Mateo operates regional parks and 
the Coyote Point Marina and as a multipurpose government governed by the Board of 
Supervisors.  The County of San Mateo and the City of South San Francisco have the 
organizational and management capacity to operate Pillar Point and Oyster Point facilities. South 
San Francisco in particular has a vested interest as owner of Oyster Point that offers viable 
economic development opportunities for the City.  

Based on the foregoing municipal service review, services could be provided cost effectively by a 
successor agency, eliminating costs associated with a separate administration and governing 
board.  It is therefore recommended that upon considering the accompanying municipal service 
review and adopting service review determinations, the Commission reaffirm the dissolution 
sphere of influence of the San Mateo County Harbor District and adopt sphere determinations as 
required by Government Code Section 56425. 

The following summarizes sphere determinations that could be adopted by the Commission in 
reaffirming the sphere of influence. 

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open 
space lands. 

Land uses within District boundaries include a wide range of land use including residential, 
commercial, industrial, open space, agricultural, rural and open space land use designations 
under the jurisdiction of the County of San Mateo, incorporated cities, California Coastal 
Commission, State of California through tidelands grant, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission as well as other agencies that may have land use review authority. 

(2) The present and probable future need for public services. 

Services provided by the Harbor District within District boundaries are also provided at varying 
levels by other public and private entities.  While the County of San Mateo Sheriff's Department, 
other marina operators and some fire agencies have search and rescue capability, the Harbor 
District provides search and rescue security vessels stationed at Pillar Point and Oyster Point 
Marina. Continued need for these services is expected to continue. 
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(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that 
the agency provides or is authorized to provide. 

San Mateo County Harbor District operates two facilities, Pillar Point Harbor and Oyster Point 
Marina/Park. Pillar Point has 95 to 100 percent berth occupancy rate. Work is in progress on 
provision of new berths and the District has an executed agreement with U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers for provision of a new navigation channel in connection with pier replacement. Oyster 
Point has a 65 percent occupancy rate and therefore has additional capacity. Both facilities 
include visitor-serving opportunities. Services also include search and rescue and the District's 
Pillar Point Harbor Patrol provides the only search and rescue security vessels stationed on the 
San Mateo County coast. 

(4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if 
the Commission determines that they are relevant to the agency. 

San Mateo County Harbor District's boundaries are coterminous with San Mateo County, while 
operations are limited to two locations: Oyster Point in South San Francisco and Pillar Point in 
Half Moon Bay. These represent distinct communities with common social and economic interest 
in commercial and recreational fishing and marine, boating and visitor serving facilities.  While 
commercial fishing is an industry important to the County and the Pillar Point Harbor serves as 
search and rescue to benefit the County's coast, and Oyster Point offers a venue for a commuter 
ferry, these issues speak to the value of providing these services whether they are provided by 
the Harbor District or a successor agency such as the County of San Mateo or the City of South 
San Francisco. 
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7. DISSOLUTION PROCESS 

Dissolution may be initiated in several ways. These include:  

 LAFCo initiated dissolution  

 Harbor District initiated dissolution (This would eliminate a protest procedure or election) 

 Resolution of application to the dissolve the District initiated by the Board of Supervisors or 
any city, district or school district sharing territory in the County. (This would result in a 
protest process that would require 25 percent of countywide voters to submit protest to 
cause an election)  

 Petition of 10 percent of the eligible voters in the County.  (This would result in a protest 
process that would require 25 percent of countywide voters to submit protest to cause an 
election)  

1. Resolution of Application to LAFCo 

Once a sphere of influence is adopted or reaffirmed, whether it is for dissolution, 
consolidation, etc., implementation requires that a public agency initiate an application to 
LAFCo by resolution. ( Applications can also be submitted by landowner or voter petition 
but is unlikely.)  In this case, either the Harbor District, the County, any city, or school 
district or LAFCo could initiate an application. If the Harbor District initiates, there would 
be no protest or election. If LAFCo initiates, once approved there would be a protest 
hearing and 10 percent registered voter protest could cause an election.72 If any other 
agency applies, and LAFCo approves the application, a protest hearing is held and an 
election would only be called if 25 percent of the over 300,000 registered voters in the 
county submit written protest.  

Before application the County and/or the County and the City would prepare a plan for 
providing service, a five year budget, and come to agreement on property tax distribution 
between facilities, mindful of weaning enterprise activities from property tax over time. 
Application would be submitted including above items, requested conditions (see 3 
below), indemnification agreement, and fees. 

                                            

72 LAFCo is unlikely to initiate  dissolution due to a number of considerations not relevant to this discussion. 
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2. LAFCo receives application which triggers adoption of a property tax resolution by Board 
of Supervisors as required by Revenue and Tax Code.73 The purpose of this action would 
be to transfer the current base and increment to the County in the event an application is 
approved. Application is referred to affected and interested agencies for comment. Once 
resolution of tax exchange is adopted and Executive Officer certifies application as 
complete, application is scheduled for noticed public hearing. 

3. Executive Officer prepares report and recommendation including factors to be considered 
per Section 56668 and recommended conditions of approval per sections 56885 and 
56886.  

4. LAFCo holds noticed public hearing and may approve as submitted, approve with 
modifications  or conditions, deny, or continue for up to 70 days. 
 
If approved, LAFCo Executive Officer schedules a noticed public protest hearing no sooner 
than 30 days and no later than 60 days from LAFCo approval.  

6. If at the conclusion of the protest hearing, if less than 25 percent of the registered voters 
submit written protest, LAFCo Executive Officer orders dissolution. If more than 25 
percent submit protest an election is called and dissolution would require simple majority 
approval.  

7. If less than 25 percent registered voters submit protest, LAFCo records certificate of 
completion and dissolution is effective date of recordation, unless a specific date such as 
beginning of fiscal year or quarter are established as a condition of approval.  

 

                                            

73 In comments on the Circulation Draft, the Harbor District asserts that all cities in the County would 
be party to a property tax negotiation. However, the Revenue and Tax Code pertaining to 
reorganization of special districts directs that the property tax negotiation, in cases where the service 
area or responsibility of a special district is affected, shall be negotiated by the Board of Supervisors 
on behalf of the special district. In this case the affected agencies would be the San Mateo County 
Harbor District and the County of San Mateo as successor to District service responsibilities. There is 
no proposed service responsibility transfer to cities, and therefore requires negotiation with any other 
agencies. 



 

 

APPENDIX A: 

References 



 

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. A-1 P:\141000s\141173HarborDistMSR\Report\PublicHearingReport\141173_PublicHearingDraft_HarborDist_2015-7-6.docx 

APPENDIX A: REFERENCES 

LAFCO Documents  
Municipal Service Review San Mateo County Harbor District, San Mateo LAFCO, 
October 11, 2006 

Sphere of Influence Review San Mateo County Harbor District, San Mateo LAFCO, October 
11, 2006 

Demographics  
Plan Bay Area, Adopted July 18, 2013, Association of Bay Area Governments and the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Financia l  Reports  
SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT BASIC FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2014, JJACPA Inc., November 24, 2014, file: 
“financial_statements_june2014.pdf”. 

Services  

Rates and Charges 

Bay Area Marina Rates 2014, file: “Bay Area Rates 2014.xlsx”.  Summarizes rates by slip size 
for OPM, Coyote Point Marina, Oyster Cove Marina, Brisbane Marina, Alameda Marina, and Pier 
39 Marina. 

2014 Bay Area Slip Survey, Doug Furman, files: “2014 Bay Area Slip Survey Summary.doc”, 
“Summary_2014_final (2).xlsx”.   

This survey was conducted in cooperation with the Marina Recreation Association, the 
Bay Area Harbormaster Group and California Association of Harbormaster’s and Port 
Captains…. Responses were received from 49 marinas.  These marinas represent over 
15,300 wet slips in the Bay Area.    

Oyster Point Marina Park Rates and Fees Schedule (Effective: July 1, 2014 – June 30, 
2015), file: “FY 14-15 OPM RATES & FEES.pdf”. 

Pillar Point Harbor Park Rates and Fees Schedule (Effective: July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015), 
file: “FY 14-15 PPH RATES & FEES.pdf”.  

Faci l i t ies  
SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT, STRATEGIC BUSINESS PLAN Appendix A: 
EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE & FACILITIES ASSESSMENT, DRAFT, DECEMBER 2014, file: 
“LWC_SMCHD_Appendix_A_122614.pdf”. 
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A.1. SEA LEVEL RISE BEST PRACTICES 

A.2. CIRCULATION & PARKING ASSESSMENT, WETA & EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

A.3. MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE & HARBOR FACILITIES ASSESSMENT –PILLAR POINT             

HARBOR 

A.4. MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE & HARBOR FACILITIES ASSESSMENT – 

OYSTER POINT MARINA PARK 

A.5. MARINE SPECIES AND WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT 

Leased Property  
2014 SMCHD LEASE SPACE RENTED (confidential), file: “SMCHD Lease Lisitng.pdf” (sic). 

SAN MATEO COUNTY HARBOR DISTRICT FISH BUYER LEASE REVENUE VERIFICATION 
FOR THE PERIOD OF APRIL 2013 THROUGH MARCH 2014, JJACPA, Inc., December 17, 
2014, file: “Fish Buyer Report Final.pdf”. 

To assist in evaluating the monthly fish purchase and off-loading fees for the period April 
2013 through March 2014… Performed a desk audit of three fish buyer leases, which 
include off loading and buying fees in addition to their base rent. Verification procedures 
included tracing fish off-loaded and purchased by Tenant to supporting invoices and 
recalculating fees due to the District. 

ANALYSIS OF FEES FOR FISH OFF-LOADING, WHOLESALE PURCHASE, & RETAIL SALES, 
PILLAR POINT HARBOR: PILLAR POINT SEAFOOD, MORNING STAR FISHERIES, AND 
THREE CAPTAINS SEA PRODUCTS LEASES, Dornbusch Associates, December, 2014, file: 
“Pillar Point Lease Fees Report 12-11-14.pdf”. 

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). 

Staf f  

CalPERS 

Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2013, CalPERS Actuarial Office, October 2014. 

Application by San Diego Rural Fire Protection District Requesting Local Agency 
Formation Commission to Take Proceedings for Dissolution of the District, letter from 
the District’s attorney to San Diego LAFCO, June 26, 2014. 
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http://www.sdlafco.org/document/Rural%20FPD%20Documents/Rural%20FPD%20Dissolution%
20Documents/01%20-%20Letter%20of%20Submittal%20to%20LAFCO%20%28062614%29.pdf 

Informat ional  Mater ia ls  Publ ished by SMCHD 
Pillar Point Harbor, Informational Brochure.  Provides overview of PPH facilities, activities, 
and nearby amenities (undated) 

City  of  South San Francisco Documents  
Joint Powers Agreement San Mateo County Harbor District and City of South San 
Francisco, October 21, 1977.  Agreement to jointly construct improvements, and to empower 
the SMCHD to manage, operate and maintain the Oyster Point Marina/Park.  The Agreement is 
effective for 49 years, which would be October 21, 2026. File: “harbor district JPA (2).pdf” 

MOU (Harbor District – Oyster Point Marina), May 27, 2009.  Establishes an understanding 
between the City and the SMCHD re: private development of certain parcels at OPM. 

Other  Documents  
What is the Price of Dysfunction? The San Mateo County Harbor District, 2013-2014 San 
Mateo County Civil Grand Jury. 
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San Mateo County Harbor District 
Strategic Business Plan Appendix A 

Draft Existing Infrastructure & Facilities Assessment 
 
 

 
Prepared by: Moffat & Nichol Engineers  2 
December 2014 

 

TABLE 1: FACILITY ASSETS 

  Asset Life (YR) 
Replacement Cost ($) Facility Installed Useful Life Remain 

Marine        $              23,901,050  
Boat Ramp 1992 40 18  $                4,750,000 
Dock A 1985 30 1  $              1,420,150 
Dock B 1985 30 1  $                1,020,150  
Dock C 1985 30 1  $                1,540,150 
Dock D 1987 30 3  $                    980,150 
Dock E 1987 30 3  $                1,150,150 
Dock F 1987 30 3  $                1,610,150 
Dock G 1987 30 3  $                1,690,150 
Dock H 1987 30 3  $                1,760,000 
Fishing Pier 1989 50 25  $                    300,000  
Fuel Dock 1985 30 1  $                    800,000  
Johnson Pier 1961 50 -3  $                5,920,000  
Seawall 1961 50 -3  $                    960,000  

Buildings        $                4,650,000  
Fish Buyer Building 1961 30 -23  $                    590,000  
Harbor Master  1961 30 -23  $                    750,000  
Ice House 1985 25 -4  $                    200,000  
Maintenance 1979 35 0  $                    180,000  
Restroom  Comm 1961 40 -13  $                    250,000  
Restroom Ramp 1992 25 3  $                    150,000  
Restroom West 1982 40 8  $                    150,000  
Tenant Row 1961 35 -18  $                2,380,000  

Site        $                3,810,000  
Johnson Pier Rd 1961 25 -28  $                    120,000  
Main Lot 1961 25 -28  $                    720,000  
Middle Lot 1982 25 -7  $                    120,000  
North Lot 1992 25 3  $                1,000,000  
Pillar Pt Bl 1961 25 -28  $                    540,000  
Restroom 1982 25 -7  $                    110,000  
Site Utilities 1961 25 -28  $                    720,000  
West Shore  1982 25 -7  $                    480,000  

Grand Total        $              32,361,050  
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San Mateo County Harbor District 
Strategic Business Plan Appendix A 

Draft Existing Infrastructure & Facilities Assessment 
 
 

 
Prepared by: Moffat & Nichol Engineers  3 
December 2014 

 

TABLE 2: REPAIR PROJECT PRIORITIZED COSTS 

Repair Costs ($) 
  Priority     
Repair Project Type 1 2 3 4 Total 
Capital $420,000 $800,000 $255,000  $10,000,000 $11,475,000 

Access/Existing $25,000       $25,000 
ADA/Accessibility $25,000       $25,000 
ADA/Access $30,000       $30,000 
Boat Ramp and Floats   $10,000     $10,000 
Dock Bumpers   $40,000     $40,000 
Electrical     $15,000   $15,000 
Fire System   $30,000     $30,000 
Floats     $200,000   $200,000 
Gangway   $110,000     $110,000 
Gate structure $75,000       $75,000 
Guide piles     $20,000   $20,000 
Lighting $30,000       $30,000 
Misc $10,000 $35,000     $45,000 
Oil Bilge Separator   $50,000     $50,000 
Piles  $30,000 $40,000     $70,000 
Resurface lots   $200,000     $200,000 
Roads $20,000       $20,000 
Security     $20,000   $20,000 
Street Lights   $25,000     $25,000 
Striping   $30,000     $30,000 
Water Heater $5,000       $5,000 
Water-Under Pier Utilities   $30,000     $30,000 
Restroom LR   $200,000     $200,000 
Floats       $10,000,000 $10,000,000 
Fuel Dock $200,000       $200,000 

Maintenance $53,000 $115,000 $115,000   $283,000 
Access/Exiting   $4,000     $4,000 
Cleats $10,000       $10,000 
District Owned   $10,000     $10,000 
Doors   $3,000     $3,000 
Exterior Lighting $3,000       $3,000 
Floats     $100,000   $100,000 
Floor   $6,000 $5,000   $11,000 
Floors $4,000       $4,000 
HVAC $10,000       $10,000 
Interior   $60,000     $60,000 
Misc   $5,000     $5,000 
Paint/finish $5,000       $5,000 
Pile Caps     $10,000   $10,000 
Roads   $5,000     $5,000 
Sidewalk $5,000       $5,000 
Signage $2,000       $2,000 
Tenant Improvements   $5,000     $5,000 
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San Mateo County Harbor District 
Strategic Business Plan Appendix A 

Draft Existing Infrastructure & Facilities Assessment 
 
 

 
Prepared by: Moffat & Nichol Engineers  4 
December 2014 

 

Repair Costs ($) 
  Priority     
Repair Project Type 1 2 3 4 Total 

Transformers   $10,000     $10,000 
Utilities on docks $5,000       $5,000 
Walls $9,000       $9,000 
Warehouse   $3,000     $3,000 
RR Comm Doors   $4,000     $4,000 

Improvement $30,000 $400,000 $33,000   $463,000 
Elec Abnd $30,000       $30,000 
Landscape     $33,000   $33,000 
Switch Gear/ Transformer   $400,000     $200,000 

Grand Total $503,000 $1,315,000 $403,000 $10,000,000 $12,221,000 
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San Mateo County Harbor District 
Strategic Business Plan Appendix A 

Draft Existing Infrastructure & Facilities Assessment 

 

Prepared by: Moffatt & Nichol Engineers  2 
December 2014 

TABLE 1: FACILITY ASSETS OF OYSTER POINT 

  Asset Life (YR) Replacement 
Cost Facility Installed Useful Life Remain 

Marine        $    22,160,000  
Dock 1 1988 30 4  $          800,000  
Dock 2 1988 30 4  $      1,300,000  
Dock 3 1988 30 4  $      1,260,000  
Dock 4 1988 30 4  $      1,370,000  
Dock 5 1988 30 4  $      1,320,000  
Dock 6 1988 30 4  $      1,640,000  
Dock 8 2012 30 28  $         640,000  
Dock 11 2012 30 28  $      1,300,000  
Dock 12 1983 30 -1  $      1,420,000  
Dock 13 1983 30 -1  $      1,930,000  
Dock 14 1983 30 -1  $      1,260,000  
Fishing Pier 2006 50 42  $          500,000  
Gates 1983 50 19  $      1,300,000  
Boat Ramp 2009 30 25  $      1,500,000  

     Breakwaters 1980 50 16  $     4,620,000  
Building        $      2,140,000  

Entrance Kiosk 1988 30 4  $            20,000  
Harbor Master  1988 30 4  $          410,000  
Maintenance  1984 30 0  $          390,000  
Utility  1984 30 0  $            40,000  
Utility Vacuum 1983 30 -1  $            80,000  
Restroom 4 1988 30 4  $          240,000  
Restroom 5 1988 30 4  $          240,000 
Restroom 2 1988 30 4  $          240,000  
Restroom 3 1988 30 4  $          240,000  
Restroom 1 1988 30 4  $          240,000  

Site         $      2,210,000  
Boat Apron 1981 30 -3  $          120,000  
Center Connector 1981 30 -3  $          170,000  
East Road 1998 30 14  $          410,000  
East Lower 1961 30 -23  $          200,000  
East Upper 2011 30 27  $          310,000  
Marina Blvd 1981 30 -3  $          350,000  
South Bay Trail 1998 30 14  $            70,000  
West Road 1981 30 -3  $          540,000  
West Connector 1981 30 -3  $            40,000  

Grand Total        $    26,500,000  
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San Mateo County Harbor District 
Strategic Business Plan Appendix A 

Draft Existing Infrastructure & Facilities Assessment 

 

Prepared by: Moffatt & Nichol Engineers  3 
December 2014 

 TABLE 2: REPAIR PROJECT PRIORITIZED COSTS 

 
Priority 

Repair Project type 1 2 3 4 Grand Total 
Maintenance   $  57,705   $              95,700   $       95,460     $        166,705  

Dock 1    $              17,000       $          17,000  
Dock 2    $              18,300       $          18,300  
Dock 3      $       27,500     $          27,500  
Dock 4      $       33,300     $          33,300  
Dock 5    $              15,200       $          15,200  
Dock 6    $              16,700       $          16,700  
Harbor Master   $  22,705         $          22,705  
Maintenance     $              16,000       $          16,000  
Dock 1  $  12,000         $          12,000  
Dock 2    $                3,000       $             3,000  
Dock 3    $                3,000       $             3,000  
Gate      $       27,000     $          27,000  
Harbor Master   $  19,000   $                2,500   $         2,660     $          24,160  
Maintenance   $    4,000     $         5,000     $             9,000  
Restroom 4 & 5    $                4,000       $             4,000  

Capital  $  30,000   $           605,000   $     654,000   $  4,250,000   $    5,539,000  
Dock 12        $  1,230,000   $    1,230,000  
Dock 13        $  1,560,000   $    1,560,000  
Dock 14      $       35,000   $  1,070,000   $    1,105,000  
East Lower      $       70,000     $          70,000  
Harbor Master     $              20,000       $          20,000  
Maintenance     $              15,000     $      390,000   $        405,000  
Marina Bl      $     174,000     $        174,000  
Restroom 4    $           240,000       $        240,000  
Restroom 4 & 5  $  30,000   $              50,000       $          80,000  
Restroom 5    $           240,000       $        240,000  
West Breakwater    $              40,000   $     300,000     $        340,000  
East Breakwater      $       75,000     $          75,000  

Grand Total  $  87,705   $           700,700   $     749,460   $  4,250,000   $    5,787,865  
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April 30th, 2015 P:\141000s\141173HarborDistMSR\Data\Data Request\Response\RecdViaEmail\Parcels

Pillar Point Parcels and Acreage

Parcel Acres Type Source

Pillar Point Marina
047-083-020 0.8 Land [1]
047-083-040 0.3 Land [1]
047-083-060 11.7 Land [1]
047-252-340 0.7 Land [1]
047-252-350 0.2 Land [1]
047-252-400 0.1 Land [2]
047-261-030 2.5 Land [1]
047-262-010 6.2 Land [1]
047-264-020 NA N/A [3]
047-264-030 0.3 Land [1]
047-264-040 0.4 Land [4]
047-264-050 1.1 Land [1]
047-313-030 3.5 Land [1]
047-313-040 0.6 Land [1]
047-390-020 510.8 Water [1]
047-390-030 724.2 Water [1]
Total Land 28.2
Total Water 1235.0

Total 1263.2

[2] EPS estimate from 047-252-400 parcel map

[3] Parcel was sold and combined with adjacent parcels

[4] EPS estimate from 047-264-040 parcel map

[5] EPS estimate from Google Maps

Source: San Mateo County; Google Maps; Economic and 
Planning Systems, Inc.

[1] Information provided by San Mateo Harbor District (Debra 
Galarza)
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APPENDIX D: 

SMCHD List of Norms 



TO: 

Date: 

Cc: 

e o 
The Board of Harbor Comm issioners 

March 25, 2015 

Scott Grindy, Acting General Manager 
Steven Miller, Legal Counsel 

ITEM 12 

Re: Adoption of List of Norms for the San Mateo County Harbor District Board of 
Harbor Commissioners 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adopt the list of Norms. 

BACKGROUND 

On February 11, 2015 the Board of Harbor Commissioners held a Board Dynamics Workshop, which 
was open to the public, with board facilitator Brent Ives. Ives suggested that the Board adopt a list of 
norms. The Commission agreed at that time that Ives' suggestion was one to follow through on. 

The following is the list of norms to adopt: 

• We respect the public process, thus one another 

• When we disagree, we do so respectfully, all viewpoints are valued 

• We give each other the benefit of any doubt 

• We conduct the public's business in a professional way 

• Weare committed to the Mission only 

• We respect staff on a professional basis 

• We both trust and verify our executive and staff as a whole Commission 

• Weare free to be open and honest, not disrespectful in our communications 

• We formally communicate as a decision making body, not individuals 

• We stay focused on the higher plain of Mission, Vision, Results and Achievements 
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APPENDIX E: 

SMCHD Salary Ranges 



Resolution 07 -15 
to 

Adjust the Wage and Salary Schedule for Fiscal 
Year 2014-2015 for General Manager 

for the 

San Mateo County Harbor District 

Whereas, the General Manager is responsible for development and administration of 
the District's Classification and Pay Plan in accordance with Rule 4, Paragraph 4.01 of 
the Personnel Policies, Rules and Regulations as amended, and 

Whereas, the General Manager has completed review of matters relating to job 
classifications, salaries and wages for Fiscal Year 2014-15; and 

Whereas, the General Manager recommends that the Board adopt the attached Wage 
and Salary Schedule. 

Therefore, be it resolved, by the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the San 
Mateo County Harbor District that the Wage and Salary Schedule for Fiscal Year 2014-15 
for all employees is hereby approved. 

Approved this 15th day of April 2015 at a regular meeting of the Board of Harbor 
Commissioners by a recorded vote as follows: 

For: Bernardo, Bre nnan, David, Mattusch, Parravano 

Against: 

Absent: 

Abstaining: 

Attested BOARD OF HA .... ~_ .... '" 

~~ Debbie Nixon 
Deputy Secretary 

RESOLUTION 07-15 - APRIL 15, 2015 
A RESOLUTION ADJUSTING THE WAGE AND SALARY SCHEDULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014-15 
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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 
Title 

Management* 

Executive General Manager 
Management Director of Finance 

Harbor Master 
Human Resources Manager 

Administrative 
Administrative Assistant 4 Accountant 
Administrative Assistant 3 Accounting Specialist 

Administrative Asst.l 
Deputy Secretary 

Administrative Assistant 2 Accounting Technician/ 
Administrative Asst. 

Administrative Assistant 1 Administrative Assistant 
Office Assistant Office Assistant 
Project Coordinator 

Operations 
Assistant Harbormaster (AHM) Assistant Harbormaster 
Deputy Harbormaster B (DHMB) Deputy Harbormaster B 
Deptuy Harbormaster A (DHMA) Deputy Harbormaster A 
Harbor Worker C Lead Maintenance Specialist 
Harbor Worker B (HWB) Harbor Worker 
Harbor Worker A Lifeguard 

--~-- -

Hourly 
Range 

Bottom 

33.509 
29.401 

25.730 

21 .331 
13.646 

40.429 
31 .673 
27.359 
36.668 
15.219 

-

Annual 

69,698.72 
61,154.08 

53,518.40 

44,368.91 
28,382.65 

84,092.32 
65,879.84 
56,907.19 
76,269.44 
31,656.46 

Hourly 
Range 

Top 

44.905 
39.826 

34.484 

28.593 
16.290 

46.795 
36.667 
30.133 
42.447 
22.948 
19.304 

Salary Range Salary Range 
Annual Bottom Top 

$ 121,294.49 $ 175,000.00 
$ 91,874.37 $ 134,174.02 
$ 91,874.37 $ 140,552.89 
$ 91,874.37 $ 128,285.86 

93,402.40 
82,838.34 

71,726.72 

59,472.48 
28,043.01 

$72,389.296 $97,009.528 

97,334.16 
76,267.36 
62,676.64 
88,289.76 
47,732.45 

* COLA Only F:\District Docs\District Docs\District Docs\BOARD\STAFFRPT\2015\2014-2015 UPDATED salary schedule cola and merit.xls 
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APPENDIX G: 

Leases 

  



San Mateo County Harbor District

Term of Leases‐OYSTER POINT MARINA

OPM

1 2238 Oyster Point Bait & Tackle Shop 985 Marina Blvd., South San Francisco, CA  94080 ( Parcel G ‐ 1

Ground lease dated 1/9/98 VACANT‐NEED TO NEGOTIATE/FIND TENANT

I ‐ 9 year option to renew upon expiration of the lease

Lessee to give  notice to renew ‐ not earlier than 360 days and not later than 

180 days prior to expiration of original lease term

2 227 Oyster Point Yacht Club Parcel F ‐ approximately .63 acres of land

orig term 25 years ‐ thru 7/31/07

option to renew for 25 years beginning 8/1/07 ending 7/31/32 ‐ exercised 

already

3 3418 Parcel B #3418 assigned on 2/5/09

OriginaL lease dated 1/3/85 ‐ 25 yrs expired 12/31/09

option to renew for additional 25 years to expire 12/31/34

renewd=ed lease expires  12/31/59

4 3419 Parcel C # 3419 assigned on 2/5/09

lease commenced 5/1/00 for 55 years to expire 4/30/55

no option to renew written on lease

5 3417 Parcel D #3417 425 Marina Blvd., SSF

assigned 2/5/09

lease commenced 9/14/89 for 50 years and expires 9/13/39

no option to renew written on lease

6 3420 Parcel E #3420 671 Marina Blvd., SSF

assigned 2/5/09

lease commenced 7/1/86 ‐ 25 yrs to expire 6/30/11

one option to renew for addition 25 years (7/1/11‐6/30/36)‐??

F:\FINANCE\2014‐2015\Data Request\Glenn\Lease Terms.xlsxopm
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San Mateo County Harbor District

Term of Leases‐PILLAR POINT HARBOR

PPH

1 3021

Half Moon Bay Sportfishing and 

Tackle

APN 047‐083‐060 Parcel 4 in the concession bldg.  To be allowed 4 ‐ 8 

berths for party boats

5 years starting May 1, 2013

2 ‐ optios to renew for 5 years each time.

orig term expires 4/30/18

1st option renewal expires 4/30/23

2nd option renewal expires 4/30/28

2 3993 Ketch Café 

Princeton Pantry exercised option to renew master lease for 15 yrs on 

10/14/11. Second amended lease terminates on 6/1/27

orig lease term began 6/1/97 for 15 year term 

3 131 Ketch Joanne Restaurant orig lease ‐ May 20, 1983 30 yrs +1

Term 6/1/83‐5/31/14‐NEED TO NEGOTIATE

no renewal extension of term from 5/31/14 in folder

4 171 KN Fuel & Ice orig lease 5/17/83 superseded by 1st Amended Lease dated 12/3/85

term 50 years from 6/1/83 ‐ 5/31/2033

no option to renew written on lease

5 1829 KN RV Lot Parcel 047‐263‐010

Term =‐ 10/1/98 ‐ 10/1/23

option to renew for 25 years

6 3439 Mavericks APN 047‐083‐060

5 year term term 10/8/10 ‐10/7/15‐TENANT WANT OPTION TO RENEW

1 option to renew for 5 years

7 1481 Morning Star Term ‐ 4/1/13 ‐3/31/18 

Option to renew ‐ 2 ‐ 5 years each

8 1489 Pillar Point Seafood Term ‐ 4/1/13 ‐3/31/18 

Option to renew ‐ 2 ‐ 5 years each

9 343 Princeton Seafood Original lease ‐ 11/20/80

On Month to Month‐NEED TO NEGOTIATE

Master lease as amended ‐ 10 years 1/1/81 ‐12/31/90

Exercised option to renew 1/1/91‐12/31/00

Second Amendment to Lease ‐ term 30 years from 1/1/81 to 12/31/11

10 442 Three Captains Term ‐ 4/1/13 ‐3/31/18 

Option to renew ‐ 2 ‐ 5 years each

F:\FINANCE\2014‐2015\Data Request\Glenn\Lease Terms.xlsxpph
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Minimum Rent Adjustments

Lessee Due Date Min Rent Inc Method/Conditions of Minimum Rent Adjustment

Oyster Point Marina

OP Bait & Tackle Mar 1st CPI prev calendar year

OP Yacht Club Mar 1st ‐ every 5 yrs 

OPMV Parcel  B

Mar 1st ‐ every 5 yrs ‐ 2014, 2019, 

2024, 2029, 2034 Adj index (CPI) over Beg index

OPMV Parcel C

Mar 1st ‐ every 5 yrs ‐ 2014, 2019, 

2024, 2029, 2034 …. Adj index (CPI) over Beg index

OPMV Parcel D

Mar 1st ‐ every 5 yrs ‐ 2014, 2019, 

2024, 2029, 2034, 2039 Adj index (CPI) over Beg index

OPMV Parcel E

Mar 1st ‐ every 5 yrs ‐ 2014, 2019, 

2024,…. Adj index (CPI) over Beg index

Pillar Point Harbor

Half Moon Bay Sport Fishing May 1st 3% or CPI whichever is greater but no more than 5%

Ketch Café Jan 1st CPI prev calendar year

Ketch Joanne Restaurant Jan 1st  CPI prev calendar year

3% food & beverage sold in restaurant, fast food sales

5% sales of alcoholic beverages

3% all othe sales & services

KN Fuel & Ice Min rent does not apply 2% sale of Ice

Use percentage rent 3% all other sales & services

marine fuel

  One to 50K         ‐  5 cents per gallon

Over 50K ‐ 75K  ‐ 4 cents per gallon

Over 75K‐100K  ‐ 3 cents per gallon

Over 100K           ‐ 2 cents per gallon

KN RV Lot Mar 1st  $25,000 or 3% of gr annl rev whichever is greater thru 10/2016

$30,000 or 3% of gr rev whichever is greater thru 10/2023

Mavericks October 8th 0 6 mos after commencement date

$1,625.00 7‐12 months after commencement date

$1,950.00 after 2nd 6 months aftr commencement date

3% on the anniversary of the Commencement Date

Morning Star April 1st for 5 yrs beg 4/1/13 CPI prev calendar year or 3% of prev yr rent, whichever is greater 

Pillar Point Seafood April 1st for 5 yrs beg 4/1/13 CPI prev calendar year or 3% of prev yr rent, whichever is greater 

Princeton Seafood Jan 1st  CPI prev calendar year

5% food & beveragein coffee shop

3% sale of delicatessen,retail fresh fish & all other sales & service

.75% or $100 whichever is greater ‐ wholesale fish sales

term of lease 1/1/81‐12/31/31

Three Captains Sea Products April 1st for 5 yrs beg 4/1/13 CPI prev calendar year or 3% of prev yr rent, whichever is greater 

at end of 5th yr after occupancy ‐ min rent + % rent(for last 5 yrs) sb averaged on monthly 

basis; will be used for next 5 yrs ‐ after 5yrs use  Art V of General Conditions ‐ Rent adj 

depends on 75% of ave annual rent and % rent if higher than current minimum rent

At end of lease term or exercise of renewal option, 2% + CPI

Upon assignment or sale of business to non family member, 2% of adjusted min rent

C:\Users\dgalarza\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\SCTINXY3\Due Dates.xls
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APPENDIX H: 

Other Marina and Harbor Facilities in San Mateo County 
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      1          Brisbane  Marina
      2          Oyster  Cove  Marina
      3          Coyote  Pt.  Marina
      4          Pete’s  Harbor
      5          Bair  Island  Marina
      6          Docktown  Marina
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Other Marina/Port Facilities in San Mateo County

No. Marina/Port Facilities Information

1 Brisbane Marina

Brisbane Marina is a City of Brisbane facility located at Sierra Point on 31 acres of 
water, just north of Oyster Point and South of Candlestick Point. There are 582 
slips, a sewage pump out dock, 280' guest dock, 6 boater keyed restrooms and 
showers, 2 public restrooms and a 255' long public fishing pier. Facilities also 
include laundry facilities, a pumpout, and picnic facilities. 

2 Oyster Cove Marina

The Oyster Cove Marina is located at 385 Oyster Point Blvd. in South San 
Francisco. The Marina is privately owned and has 235 slips, guest slips, dry 
storage, gas & diesel, launch ramp, restrooms, showers, laundry, and sewage 
pump out.

3 Coyote Pt. Marina

Operated by the County of San Mateo Parks Department, Coyote Point Marina is 
part of the Coyote Point Recreation Area located at the northeastern area of the 
point with direct access to the San Francisco Bay. The Marina can accommodate 
496 boats in slips ranging from 24' to 50' in length and single side ties for vessels 
up to 22'. 

4 Pete's Harbor Closed.

5 Bair Island Marina
Bair Island Marina is located Redwood City and is a privately owned 100-boat 
marina. Boat slips range in size from 35' to 45' with no live-aboards. The marina 
has 95 slips and a pump-out available.

6 Docktown Marina
Docktown Marina is located on Maple Street in Redwood City. Privately owned, the 
marina has a total of 97 slips and guest slips, RV & boat storage, launch ramp, 
restrooms, showers, laundry facility & phone, and sewage pumpouts.

7 Port of Redwood City

The Port, owned by the City of Redwood City is located 18 nautical miles south of 
San Francisco and has a total of 183 slips. It includes maritime shipping, 
commercial and recreational facilities. Maritime shipping facilities include port 
berthing facilities including 5 wharves with facilities including ship unloading 
conveyor, bulk cement pipeline and hoppers, petroleum pipeline, mobile crane, 
tractors, and forklifts, lighted for 24-hour operation. Electric, telephone and water 
hookups, U.S. Coast Guard certified oil waste reception facility. The Marina has 
more than one mile of waterfront public access, including walkways viewing, fishing 
and picnic areas, restrooms and parking. Recreational facilities also include: boat 
launching and dry boat storage. Commercial uses at the port include office, 
restaurants, and a conference center.

8 Westpoint Harbor Marina

The Westpoint Harbor Marina is located 35 acres near port of Redwood City. The 
marina has 426 slips and includes a launch ramp not yet open to the public. Other 
amenities include a pumpout at every slip, storage lockers, and boat and trailer dry 
storage. 

Source: San Mateo Harbor Rate Survey Spreadsheet, 2014
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690 Mill Hill Terrace, Southport, CT USA 06890 +203 255 4686	  
 
June 16th, 2015 
 
Martha Poyatos 
San Mateo LAFCo	  
455 County Center, 2nd Fl.	  
Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
Dear Ms. Poyatos, 
 
I understand the San Mateo County Harbor District has recently been reviewed 
by the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), and I am writing this letter 
to express my support of the Harbor District.  
 
The nonprofit I work for, the North American Marine Environment Protection 
Association (NAMEPA) is just one of the many beneficiaries of San Mateo 
County Harbor District. We have worked together to help spread awareness and 
educate the public about the many issues impacting the marine environment 
today, such as marine debris. As the Education and Outreach Manager for 
NAMEPA, working with local districts such as the San Mateo County Harbor 
District has been instrumental in helping us to increase our reach and spread 
awareness at a national level. The Harbor District also provides many services to 
the public beyond just the marinas, which includes over 110 lifesaving rescues 
per year on the San Mateo County Coast from both Pillar Point Harbor in Half 
Moon Bay, and numerous rescues from Oyster Point Marina in South San 
Francisco.  
 
The Harbor District is incredibly valuable to the local community through 
education, recreation, commercial purposes and the lifesaving rescues that are 
conducted every year. I appreciate you taking the time to read this letter, and 
please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any additional questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elise Avallon 
Education and Outreach Manager 
NAMEPA 
e.avallon@namepa.net 
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LAFC Executive Officer Martha Poyatos,  

I hereby protest the draft SOI and Services Review and the Grand Jury Recommendation to dissolve the 

SMC Harbor District. 

The said three documents are deficient in addressing Statutory Government Codes 66540-66540.2 

(below) which mandates  expanded harbor facilities to expand bay transportation.   SMC Harbor District 

is a valued needed district to San Mateo County future needs as described within said Statutory Gov. 

Codes.  

The Grand Jury recommendation does not consider the future needs for the SMC Harbor District to  

cause the implementation of future needs of expanded Harbor Services consistent with said Gov Codes.  

The Grand Jury recommendation is silent as to San Mateo County Board of Supervisors agenda capacity 

has in-sufficient amount of available time to act as or take over control of the Harbor District. It is my 

opinion and concern that the Board of Supervisors does not have available calendar agenda time or 

space to replace the Harbor District and expand harbor facilities consistent with the urgent and critical 

service needs described in Statutory Government Codes 66540-66540.2.  

LAFC Executive Officer Martha Poyatos, one reason why the Harbor District is not financial independent 

is the County Supervisors have caused financial hardships upon the Harbor District.  

For Example, San Mateo County Parks Department operates Coyote Point Harbor, which possesses 

hundred of boat berth revenue which is currently used to fund the Parks Department and not the 

Harbor District.  

 Further,  San Mateo County Harbor District was created specifically to create a Harbor in Redwood City, 

yet the District must compete with the Port of Redwood City.  If the Port of Redwood City was dissolved 

and operated by the Harbor District the Harbor District would have additional revenue sources and 

opportunities to be self supported.  By dissolving the Port of Redwood City would benefit the entire 

County as the County Harbor District would possess additional revenues which would be disbursed to all 

County Cities via increased services, as opposed to Redwood City capturing revenue streams that should 

go to the Harbor District.   LAFC Executive Officer Martha Poyatos, the Port of Redwood City overlaps 

services and jurisdiction of the Harbor District.  

LAFC Executive Officer Martha Poyatos, the draft SOI and Service Review is insufficient for the Harbor 

District because it does not contain a comprehensive plan to implement Statutory Government Codes 

66540-66540.2.  These Gov. Codes described critical needed services to save tens of thousands of lives 

per the State’s Legislators.   Please incorporate Government Codes 66540-66540.2 into SMC Harbor 

Districts Sphere of Influence and Service Review.  As stated by the Legislator these services are critical to 

the County economic recovery after a regional disaster.  
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“As of 2008, LAFCOs must consider regional transportation plans and 

Sustainable communities’ strategies SB 375, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008” 

 

 GOVERNMENT CODE  

SECTION 66540-66540.2  

 

 

66540.  This title shall be known and may be cited as the San 

Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Response and 

Disaster Recovery Act. 

 

 

66540.1.  The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the 

following: 

   (a) In 1999, based on the findings and analyses in a study 

sponsored by the Bay Area Council, the Legislature created the San 

Francisco Bay Area Water Transit Authority for purposes of preparing 

a bay area water transit implementation and operations plan and 

operating a comprehensive regional public water transportation 

system. In 2002, after two years of study, public hearings, 

collaboration with existing bay area transit and public 

transportation ferry service providers, and peer review, the San 

Francisco Bay Area Water Transit Authority submitted the required 

plan to the Legislature. The plan included rationale for expanded 

ferries, ridership projections and routes, potential terminal 

locations, capital, operating and maintenance costs, vessel 

specification, and emergency and safety response capabilities. 

   (b) While the efforts of the existing San Francisco Bay Area Water 

Transit Authority to develop a regional water transit plan are 

commendable, the country has seen several significant disasters, 

including the 9/11 tragedy and Hurricane Katrina, which have 

emphasized the need for coordinated emergency response. From the 

lessons learned from those events, it is apparent that the bay area's 

current emergency response infrastructure is not sufficient to 

respond to emergencies of the magnitude witnessed in the past few 

years and anticipated in the future. 

   (c) In 2006, the Bay Area Council sponsored a study on the role a 

comprehensive public water transportation system would play in the 

bay area's emergency response infrastructure. The 2006 study found 

that a comprehensive water transportation system is vital to 

Emergency Preparedness and response for the region. If bridges, 

roads, highways, tunnels, and trains are out of service as a result 

of an emergency, only the waters of the bay are certain to remain 

open for traffic. However, current infrastructure and equipment 

capabilities are grossly inadequate. Ferry terminals exist in only a 

few locations on the bay, and the vessel fleet lacks the capacity to 

make up for even one out-of-service bridge. The few vessels that 
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exist are in the hands of many different public and private owners 

and operators, and there is no detailed plan or identified leader to 

activate and coordinate them. 

   (d) The study further urged that action be taken immediately to 

strengthen and expand the regional public water transportation system 

so that the bay area would be prepared in the event of a 

catastrophic emergency. The San Francisco Bay area is almost certain 

to experience moderate to severe earthquakes in the foreseeable 

future. A major earthquake or a series of earthquakes on any of the 

region's faults would have the potential of closing thousands of area 

roads and rendering some or all transbay bridges and mass transit 

lines impassable. With the regional transportation system disabled, 

first responders would be unable to help tens of thousands of 

homeless, injured, and starving victims. A failure of transportation 

would be particularly devastating to the most vulnerable of our 

population, the elderly, children, and the poor. The loss of any 

portion of the regional transportation system, from either a natural 

or manmade disaster, would place lives and property at risk and would 

seriously undermine the San Francisco Bay area economy. 

   (e) It is the responsibility of the state to protect and preserve 

the right of its citizens to a safe and peaceful existence. To 

accomplish this goal and to minimize the destructive impact of 

disasters and other massive emergencies, the actions of numerous 

public agencies must be coordinated to effectively manage all four 

phases of emergency activity: preparedness, mitigation, response, and 

recovery. It is a matter of statewide interest to establish an 

expanded and coordinated regional water transportation system to 

provide necessary security, flexibility, and mobility for disaster 

response and recovery in the San Francisco Bay area. This transcends 

any local interest, and requires a single governmental entity with 

appropriate powers and scope of authority to serve this statewide 

interest. 

   (f) As emergencies and other catastrophic events are certain (only 

the timing is unpredictable), it is crucial for immediate action to 

be taken to develop and implement these emergency response 

strategies. It is not only impractical, but rather impossible, to 

cobble together an emergency water transportation system after the 

fact. It is a task of years, not months, to make the real changes and 

create the essential infrastructure for an integrated and 

comprehensive water transit emergency system. In light of the 

ever-present threat, it is imperative to begin this crucial effort 

without delay. 

   (g) The public interest requires swift action and steadfast 

resolve to prepare for the coming earthquakes, as well as other 

emergencies, with the speed and determination that is due for a 

threat of this magnitude. The water transit emergency response and 

recovery system must be fully implemented as quickly as possible, as 

if the lives of bay area residents depend on it, because they do. 

   (h) It is a matter of statewide interest to stimulate the maximum 

use of the San Francisco Bay for emergency response and recovery. The 

geographical situation of the San Francisco Bay makes it ideal for 

emergency response and recovery, but at the same time prevents the 

full utilization of the bay by acting as a physical barrier to an 

effective transportation system between the various jurisdictions 

surrounding the bay. Only a specially created local entity of 

regional government can freely operate in the numerous individual 

units of county, city and county, and city governments located in the 



Protest Draft SOI & Service Review SMC Harbor District 
 

 June 22, 2015  Page 4 
 

area. In order to protect the lives and livelihoods of the bay area, 

the Legislature in this act establishes a new governmental entity 

specifically charged and empowered with the responsibility to plan, 

implement, and manage these critical services and facilities, as a 

matter of the utmost urgency. 

 

 

 Thank You, 

Shawn Karl Mooney                                                                                                                                                   

1241 Shoal Drive                                                                                                                                                        

San Mateo, Ca 94404                                                                                                                    

moondoggg@sbcglobal.net                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
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LAFC Executive Officer Martha Poyatos,  

I hereby amend my Protest to the draft SOI and Services Review of the SMC Harbor District. 

SMC Harbor District, updated Sphere of Influence and service review must incorporate Werder Pier in 

Foster City.  The County of San Mateo owns Werder Pier and the underlying exclusive easement 

adjacent to the San Mateo/Hayward Bridge.  The Harbor District is a branch of government of the 

County of San Mateo who owns Werder Pier. The Harbor District has jurisdiction to all Bayfront Cities 

including Foster City, therefore the Harbor District’s SOI must be specifically identify Werder Pier as 

within the Harbor Districts Sphere Of Influence.   

“As of 2008, LAFCOs must consider regional transportation plans and 

Sustainable communities’ strategies SB 375, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008” 

 Thank You, 

Shawn Karl Mooney                                                                                                                                                   

1241 Shoal Drive                                                                                                                                                        

San Mateo, Ca 94404                                                                                                                    

moondoggg@sbcglobal.net                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
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Martha Poyatos, Executive Director 

San Mateo LAFCo 

455 County Center 

Redwood City, CA 94063 

 

  July 3, 2015 

 

RE:  May 29, 2015  Circulation Draft Municipal Service Review and Sphere Update for the San Mateo County Harbor 

District  

Dear Ms. Poyatos, 

I offer my comments on information in the LAFCO document and the Harbor District’s response regarding the proposed 

dissolution. 

I request LAFCO to drop their request for dissolving the San Mateo County Harbor District. 

I know these comments are being submitted after the closing date for comments but I believe it will be received before their July 

15th meeting. 

Line numbers are from the draft response by the Harbor District. 

83 Draft Report acknowledges that the County's only experience with the operating and maintenance of a marina is at 

Coyote Point, run by the County Parks Department. Coyote Point 

84 Marina does not allow live-aboards, nor does it provide commercial fishing services or indeed 
85 any of the types of services fundamental to the operation of an ocean-side marina. Some of 
86 these ocean-side services can quickly become matters of life and death when there are storm 
87 surges and resulting flooding. 

= MY COMMENT – Why take away servicing ocean-side users and give servicing to an agency who does not 

have experience servicing ocean-side users?  This does not make sense. 

121 In Sum, the Draft Report cannot point to any identifiable post savings to be incurred by the 

 122 District's dissolutions If the District is providing services in:a manner more cost effective, than 

 123 any alternative, does that not meet the Government COOTS requirement that "responsibility 

124 should be given to the agency or agencies that can best provide government services". 

 125 (Government Code §56000.) While the District does not expect LAFCo to do anything other 

 126 than reaffirm the District's existing Sphere of Influence, there is no convincing evidence that 

 127 another agency, particularly the County, could provide the District’s critical services more 



 128 effectively or efficiently than the District. 

228    The above two code sections contain the exclusive list of items LAFCo may consider in an MSR 

229 and,Sphere,of Influence determination. The Draft Report goes beyond the above list. The 

230 MSR includes a 3-page section called Governance Options-that "describes governance options 

231 to the status quo that can be considered" without considering the seven factors required by 

232 Section 56430. At the conclusion of the Sphere of Influence Determination there is a 2 page 

233 section titled "Dissolution process" that describes in some detail various dissolution options 

234 without reference to any of the factors required by Section 56425. 

235 

236 These sections are out of place in a document like the Draft Report. An MSR may properly 

237 discuss governance issues as they relate to the efficient provision of services. But even here, 

238 the message is a mixed one in that the Draft Report explicitly states that the District "has taken 

239 a number of steps towards addressing issues that plagued it in the past" and acknowledges that 

240 the District is addressing its staffing and planning issues. The Report further describes the 

241 District's considerable success in providing services and even assumes that any successor 

242 agency would need to rely on existing District staff in order to continue to meet existing service 

243 levels. As discussed above, it is unlikely that any agency, in particular the County, could 

244 provide the District's services as effectively and efficiently as the District.  
 
261 The District does not agree that dissolution is the remedy for the past dysfunctions identified in 
262 the Civil Grand Jury Report. At the appropriate time, and if necessary, the District will present 
263 an argument as to the profoundly undemocratic implications if LAFCo proceeds to promote 
264 dissolution as a result of dissatisfaction with the conduct of an agency led by elected officials. 
265 But whether or not one agrees with the Civil Grand Jury Report, the emphasis on these issues 
266 is out of place in an MSR or a Sphere of Influence Determination. 

=  MY COMMENT - The LAFCO document seems flawed in that it includes statements that are beyond the 

scope of its responsibility and therefore are unduly influence the possible outcome of the LAFCO request for 

dissolution of the Harbor District. 

= MY BOTTOM LINE – The LAFCO document does not present a clear and concise and economically 

feasible set of procedures that will provide equal or better services to ocean-side harbor users.  PLEASE 

retract your request for dissolving the San Mateo County Harbor District. 

 

s/s Robert Riechel 

536 – 7th Avenue 



San Bruno, CA 94066 

 









July 13, 2015

Subject: SMCHD MSR & SOI Update

To: LAFCo Commissioners and Executive Director

From: Coastside Democrats Board, William Kehoe, President

Honorable Commissioners and Executive Director Poyatos

On behalf of the Board of the Coastside Democrats, I wish to inform you that we are in full
support of the duly elected Harbor Commissioners and feel that they need to be given an
adequate amount of time to correct the mismanagement of past administrations. Many of us
have been working over a decade to clean up the harbors both physically and financially
through the electoral process and we see the new Commissioners working to accomplish our
shared goals. Coastside Democrats requests that LAFCo maintain the SMCo Harbor District
sphere of influence and support the voters of San Mateo County.

There are many just points raised in both the SMC Grand Jury Report and the LAFCo MSR &
SOI Update, a few of which we support and wish to emphasize are listed below:

 Improvement of infrastructure and facility, better maintenance and capital projects to
enhance the safety and operations of the harbor.

 Implementing a capital improvement plan and accounting system, including a five year‐
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) that is reflected in the budget.

 Add a cost accounting system to track cost for enterprise versus non-enterprise.

Keep in mind that many of the grievances mentioned in your update have been ongoing for a
decade or more and are the results of previous administrations. The newly elected Harbor
Board (Jan 2015) has already taken steps to bring cost controls to the District:

 Stop paying Health Insurance Benefits for Commissioners, upon commencement of re-
elected Commissioner's new term of office.

 The board voted unanimously to support relocating the District's headquarters near
Pillar Point Harbor. 

And the new board voted unanimously to designate the Harbor District as the lead agency in
the sand replenishment effort at Surfer's Beach. As you may know, had previous Boards or
San Mateo County taken this action when the community requested it many years ago, the
County would not be in the position now of scrambling to shore up Hwy 1 at this location at a
great cost to the California taxpayers.



There are other issues which you should consider, as referenced in your update, when you
consider your service review. You cite 56430 (a) (2) “The location and characteristics of any
disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence”.
As you know, Pillar Point Harbor on the San Mateo County coast is a major source of jobs
both in the fishing industry and the tourism trade. Over half the population on the Coastside
resides in the unincorporated area surrounding the harbor. There are many people dependent
on the health and functions of a strong Harbor District, as well as many visitors to this area. 

The County,  due to its structure,  complexity and breath of services,  has historically been
unable to meet the specific needs of each of its unincorporated neighborhood communities.
Likewise,  we  think  it  will  be  unlikely  to  balance  and  adequately  prioritize  the  competing
demands of a harbor district. Let me remind you that Granada Sanitary District (Granada
Community Services District) and the Montara Sanitary District (Montara Water and Sanitary
District) were formed to provide the unincorporated communities with needed services when
the County decided not to do so.

Finally,  any  discussions  on  changing  the  structure  and  make  up  of  the  Board  will  be
monitored carefully and will be scrutinized to ensure that the will of the voters of San Mateo
County is not undermined.

Please include this letter in the Commission packet. 

Sincerely,

William Kehoe
President, Coastside Democrats
CoastDemBill@gmail.com

mailto:CoastDemBill@gmail.com












Half  Moon  Bay  Seafood  Marketing  Association-‐PO  Box  872  Half  Moon  Bay,  CA  94019  
hmbsmaboard@gmail.com  www.halfmoonbayseafood.org  (650)  255-‐2063  

 

 

Martha Poyatos, Executive Director 
San Mateo Local Agency Formation Commission 
455 County Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
RE: May 29, 2015 Circulation Draft Municipal Service Review and Sphere Update for the 
San Mateo County Harbor District.  
 

The Half Moon Bay Seafood Marketing Association is a collective of commercial 
fishermen operating out of Pillar Point Harbor. Our fully inclusive organization represents 
commercial fishing producers of all gear types, all local target species and all sizes of 
fishing businesses working out of Pillar Point Harbor.   

In the past, our membership has expressed concerns regarding the management at 
the San Mateo County Harbor District. Our concerns are well documented and have 
centered on the extreme lack of process, communication, stakeholder involvement 
and transparency that we experienced. Many of these issues were echoed in the 2013-
2014 San Mateo Civil Grand Jury Report, and in the current LAFCo Municipal Service 
Review.  

While we recognize that dissolution of the SMCHD is a current recommendation, we are 
hopeful that this will not happen and that the SMCHD and its staff can remain in place.  

HMBSMA remains optimistic that the 2015 Harbor Commissioners will continue to address 
our concerns as well as those of the Grand Jury and learn from the recommendations in 
the LAFCo report.  Following the much-needed changes in staff and commissioners in 
late 2014, we had hoped for a quicker turn around in 2015, but understand that a 
transition of this magnitude will take some time, and have been supportive of the 
current commission and staff during this time of transition.  

We believe that the commission is still struggling in the absence of a permanent 
General Manager, and remain hopeful this will be resolved soon and that a strong 
General Manager will allow many of the changes set in motion to become a new way 
of doing business.  

We are very encouraged by our dealings with both the commission and with staff in 
recent months. We are partnering with the SMCHD to host a local event to celebrate 
the local “Fish and Fleet” on September 27. This is something we would have never 
attempted to host in the past. We are excited for this event and for the possibility of 
future partnerships with the SMCHD as they move forward in this new direction. 

We would like this letter to represent our support of the SMCHD remaining intact and 
being given the opportunity to move forward.  

 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Damrosch- Executive Director- Half Moon Bay Seafood Marketing Association 









James  Lee  Han  

720  Warren  Street  

Redwood  City,  CA  94063  

650.207.7251  

JamesLeeRWC@Gmail.Com  

  

  

Monday,  July  13,  2015  

  

  

Martha  Poyatos,  Executive  Director  

San  Mateo  County  Local  Agency  Formation  Commission  

455  County  Center  

Redwood  City,  CA  94063  

  

  

Re:  Municipal  Service  Review  of  San  Mateo  County  Harbor  District  

  

  

Good  afternoon  Ms.  Poyatos,  

  

Please  include  this  letter  as  a  comment  on  the  LAFCo  Municipal  Service  Review  of  the  San  Mateo  County  Harbor  

District.  My  comments  are  wide-ranging  and  cover  a  number  of  topics,  but  please  note  my  strong  support  for  the  

current  board  of  Harbor  Commissioners  and  Harbor  District  staff  and  my  strong  opposition  to  the  dissolution  of  this  

special  district  based  on  the  board’s  recent  achievements  and  the  key  role  the  board  plays  in  providing  county  

taxpayers  with  direct  representation  and  a  much-needed  diversity  of  backgrounds  and  perspectives.  

  

Please  also  note  my  deep  concerns  with  the  partiality,  or  lack  thereof,  of  elected  officials  in  San  Mateo  County  

whose  inconsistent  positions  in  relation  to  the  Harbor  District  and  its  board  leaves  me  deeply  worried  that  

dissolution  of  this  special  district  in  favor  of  an  appointed  body  will  be  a  net  loss  in  representation  and  transparency  

for  the  voters  of  San  Mateo  County.  

  

Below  are  my  comments.  

  

  

I.  Recent  Achievements  
  

Since  the  ousting  of  two  long-time  incumbent  board  members  last  November  who  were  the  most  vocal  in  their  

resistance  to  attempts  at  reforming  the  Harbor  District,  the  board  has  worked  together  smoothly  on  a  wide  variety  of  

issues  vital  to  the  District.  Below  are  examples  of  achievements  in  the  last  six  months  alone,  most  of  them  under  the  

tenure  of  former  board  president  Sabrina  Brennan.  

  

January  2015:  The  board  hired  an  executive  search  firm  to  conduct  a  formal  search  for  a  new  General  Manager.  The  

board  also  voted  unanimously  to  terminate  membership  in  the  California  Maritime  Infrastructure  Bank/Authority.  

The  Commission  formed  standing  committees  for  the  first  time  in  many  years.  Those  committees  include  a  Finance  

Committee,  a  Water  Quality  and  Public  Safety  Committee,  and  a  Communications  and  Marketing  Committee.  

  



February  2015:  The  board  held  a  Board  Dynamics  Workshop,  conducted  a  public  site  visit  at  Pillar  Point  Harbor  and  

approved  a  Coastal  Regional  Sediment  Management  Plan  Letter  from  the  Beach  Replenishment  Committee.  

  

March  2015:  The  board  voted  to  stop  paying  health  insurance  benefits  to  Commissioners  upon  expiration  of  current  

terms  of  office.  

  

April  2015:  The  board  adopted  a  list  of  Board  Norms  as  a  follow-up  to  the  Board  Dynamics  Workshop.  The  board  

also  voted  unanimously  to  support  relocating  the  District's  headquarters  near  Pillar  Point  Harbor  and  the  board  

appointed  two  commissioners  to  the  Oyster  Point  Marina  Liaison  Committee.  

  

May  2015:  The  board  approved  a  letter  to  the  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  from  the  Beach  

Replenishment  Committee  expressing  concerns  over  sand  mining  in  San  Francisco  Bay  and  its  effects  on  coastal  

areas  under  the  Harbor  District’s  jurisdiction.  

  

June  2015:  The  new  district  office  in  El  Granada  was  opened  for  business.  The  board  voted  unanimously  to  

designate  the  Harbor  District  as  the  lead  agency  in  the  sand  replenishment  effort  at  Surfer's  Beach.  

  

  

II.  Importance  of  Elected  Representation  and  Diversity  
  

Supervisor  Horsley  expressed  to  media  that  the  current  board  “is  not  truly  representative  of  all  county  residents.”[1]  

He  went  on  to  suggest  that  by-district  elections  of  board  members  or  county-appointed  board  members  would  

provide  better  representation.  

  

Yet  diversity  on  the  five-member  Harbor  District  board  is  currently  at  its  all-time  best  with  two  women  serving  

simultaneously,  a  Latino  and  a  Filipino  commissioner  serving  simultaneously  for  the  first  time  in  history,  and  three  

openly  LGBT  commissioners  serving  simultaneously  for  the  first  time  in  history.  The  Harbor  District  may  in  fact  

boast  one  of  the  few  elected  bodies  in  the  Bay  Area  or  even  California  that  has  a  majority  of  LGBT  representatives.  

  

As  any  follower  of  San  Mateo  County  politics  understands,  this  level  of  representation  of  people  with  different  

ethnic  backgrounds  and  sexual  orientations  in  county  where  countywide  elected  positions  continue  to  skew  in  favor  

of  white,  middle-aged  men  is  rare,  positive,  and  important.  As  a  gay  person,  an  Asian  person,  and  a  native  of  San  

Mateo  County,  I  am  concerned  that  any  long-time  countywide  elected  official  who  is  familiar  with  San  Mateo  

County  politics  would  choose  to  unfairly  target  one  of  the  most  diverse  elected  bodies  on  the  Peninsula  for  not  being  

“truly  representative”  of  all  county  residents.  If  I  had  to  choose  between  electing  a  Harbor  District  commissioner  or  

handing  over  the  power  to  appoint  commissioners  to  elected  officials  who  see  “representative”  in  such  skewed  

terms,  I  would  definitely  choose  the  former.  

  

Appointed  governance  also  triggers  memories  of  the  $761,663  embezzlement  scandal  at  the  county’s  Mosquito  and  

Vector  Control  District.  Despite  being  a  body  with  more  than  four  times  the  number  of  representatives  than  the  

Harbor  District’s  five-member  board,  apparently  none  of  the  Mosquito  District’s  21  appointed  trustees  required  that  

their  General  Manager  perform  a  background  check  before  hiring  a  Finance  Director  with  a  criminal  record.  

Unfortunately,  our  county’s  past  history  with  appointed  boards  does  not  suggest  that  such  boards  provide  residents  

with  a  better  governance  and  management  of  taxpayer  funds.  

  

It  should  be  noted  that  the  diversity  of  the  current  board  is  not  limited  to  ethnic  background  and  sexual  orientation.  

This  five-member  board  very  clearly  has  a  diversity  of  opinions,  and  yet  they  do  not  exhibit  the  open  animosity  of  

previous  boards  in  years  past,  such  when  former  commissioners  Will  Holsinger  and  Jim  Tucker  were  consistently  



raising  their  voices  towards  a  new  commissioner  elected  in  2012,  who  also  happened  to  be  the  sole  female  

Commissioner  on  the  board  at  the  time.  Since  the  removal  of  Commissioners  Holsinger  and  Tucker  in  the  2014  

election,  board  dynamics  have  significantly  improved.  It  is  unreasonable  to  expect  the  current  board  to  correct  

decades  of  mismanagement  and  poor  board  dynamics  in  a  span  of  six  months.  

  

  

III.  At-Large  vs.  By-District  Elections  
  

Supervisor  Horsley’s  claims  that  by-district  elections  of  board  members  might  better  represent  county  residents  

ignore  a  key  fact  about  the  Harbor  District:  

  

While  the  special  district  does  collect  property  taxes  countywide,  its  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  two  sites:  Pillar  Point  

Harbor  on  the  coast,  and  the  city  of  South  San  Francisco.  Both  these  sites  are  covered  by  only  two  of  the  five  

supervisorial  districts  in  San  Mateo  County.  

  

While  by-district  elections  make  sense  for  elections  to  the  board  of  supervisors,  they  do  not  make  sense  for  a  special  

district  whose  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  two  out  the  five  districts.  While  Pillar  Point  Harbor  and  Oyster  Point  Marina  

are  public  resources  that  are  paid  for  by  the  entire  county,  they  also  directly  impact  and  are  a  part  of  two  distinct  

communities  that  deserve  the  opportunity  to  have  a  greater  level  of  of  representation  and  input  on  matters  of  

importance.  By-district  elections  would  mean  that  three  of  the  five  representatives  on  the  District’s  board,  a  full  

majority,  would  not  be  directly  accountable  to  any  of  the  communities  directly  impacted  by  their  decisions  on  Pillar  

Point  Harbor  or  Oyster  Point  Marina.  

  

There  are  other  aspects  of  the  current  Commissioners’  backgrounds  besides  ethnicity  and  sexual  orientation  that  

provide  much  needed  perspective  and  direction  to  the  functioning  of  the  Harbor  District.  Commissioner  Brennan  is  a  

local  resident  near  Pillar  Point  Harbor  with  a  long  track  record  of  advocating  for  the  environment,  coastside  issues,  

and  open  government.  Commissioner  Bernardo  works  for  the  Port  of  Oakland,  while  Commission  David  is  a  marine  

biologist  who  lives  on  the  coastside.  Commissioners  Mattusch  and  Parravano  are  both  involved  in  the  fishing  

industry.  

  

All  of  these  different  perspectives  have  high  relevance  to  a  special  district  like  the  Harbor  District  and  only  serve  to  

enrich  the  district’s  functioning.  Through  their  ties  to  their  own  communities  and  to  the  culture  of  harbors,  marinas,  

and  ports,  the  commissioners  offer  a  special  benefit  to  the  public  they  represent.  By-district  elections  would  have  the  

effect  of  drastically  limiting  opportunities  for  these  relevant  perspectives  and  impacted  communities  to  have  

representation  on  the  board.  

  

  

IV.  Water  Quality  
  

The  Harbor  District  should  not  charge  boaters  to  use  pump-out  stations  as  suggested  in  the  Municipal  Service  

Review.  It  is  important  to  protect  water  quality  and  removing  any  potential  disincentive  to  use  pump-out  stations  is  

vital  to  protecting  coastal  and  bay  waters.  

  

     



V.  Infrastructure  and  Facilities  
  

The  2014  Infrastructure  and  Facilities  Assessment  reports  for  Pillar  Point  Harbor  and  Oyster  Point  Marina  make  it  

clear  that  past  Harbor  Commission  boards  have  a  pattern  of  deferring  capital  improvement  projects  and  maintenance  

projects  in  part  due  to  a  lack  of  available  funds  resulting  from  debt  service,  termination  benefits,  and  employment  

liabilities.  

  

(Pillar  Point  Harbor)  

  

Pillar  Point  Harbor  facilities  are  in  dilapidated  condition:  Dredging  is  required  to  prevent  boats  from  running  

aground,  Johnson  Pier  is  near  the  end  of  its  useful  life,  and  Romeo  Pier  is  in  hazardous  condition  and  requires  

removal.  Pillar  Point  Harbor  also  lacks  required  ADA  access  as  well  as  many  other  repairs  and  public  safety  

improvements  included  in  the  PPH  Infrastructure  and  Facilities  Assessment  report.  It  should  be  noted  that  Harbor  

Patrol  staff  at  Pillar  Point  Harbor  provide  a  majority  of  the  District’s  non-enterprise  functions,  including  search  and  

rescue  services.  

  

(Oyster  Point  Marina)  

  

Oyster  Point  Marina’s  infrastructure  is  at  significant  risk  from  flooding  during  high  tide  events.  Oyster  Point  Marina  

is  owned  by  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  and  the  marina’s  facilities  are  built  on  a  landfill  that  is  sinking  into  the  

San  Francisco  Bay.  Significant  funding  will  be  required  to  address  the  unfortunate  combination  of  a  sinking  landfill  

and  a  rising  sea.  Already  the  Harbormaster’s  office  becomes  an  island  and  the  parking  lot  during  high  tide  events,  

making  access  to  the  building  very  challenging.  

  

Sea  level  rise  will  increasingly  become  a  challenge  along  the  San  Mateo  County  bayfront,  and  any  future  

development  at  Oyster  Point  Marina  will  require  a  tremendous  amount  of  fill  to  mitigate  landfill  subsidence  and  sea  

level  rise.  Currently  the  roads  are  uneven  because  of  subsidence,  and  as  a  result  the  Genentech  bus  regularly  

“bottoms  out”  on  Marina  Boulevard  when  shuttling  commuters  to  and  from  the  WETA  ferry  terminal.  

  

  

VI.  Joint  Powers  Authority  
  

The  Harbor  District’s  49-year  Joint  Powers  Agreement  (JPA)  with  South  San  Francisco  ends  in  2026.  The  JPA  has  

been  in  place  for  decades  and  the  agreement  has  11  years  remaining.  

  

Oyster  Point  Marina,  operated  under  the  JPA,  is  a  greater  burden  on  the  District’s  resources  due  to  an  average  60%  

slip  occupancy  rate.  Two  docks  with  tenant  slips  were  removed  to  make  room  for  the  WETA  Ferry  Terminal  and  

resulted  in  reduced  opportunity  for  revenue.  Opportunities  for  developing  additional  commercial  lease  space  at  OPM  

are  limited  because  the  District  does  not  own  the  land.  

  

Oyster  Point  Marina  requires  a  much  larger  subsidy  of  its  enterprise  functions  than  does  Pillar  point  Harbor.  Harbor  

District  property  tax  revenues  currently  generated  within  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  would  be  inadequate  to  

fund  marina  operations,  overhead  and  an  allocation  of  debt  service.  Property  taxes  generated  within  South  San  

Francisco  that  currently  accrue  to  the  SMCHD  represent  only  about  10  percent  of  SMCHD’s  current  property  tax  

revenues.  

  



The  City  of  South  San  Francisco  should  consider  assuming  full  management  responsibility  for  their  marina  and  

build  additional  commercial  lease  space  to  generate  revenue,  begin  needed  infrastructure  improvements,  and  expand  

recreational  opportunities.  

  

Page  33  of  the  Municipal  Service  Review  helps  to  clarify  why  Oyster  Point  Marina  is  not  a  fiscally  prudent  

management  opportunity  for  the  either  the  Harbor  District  or  the  County  of  San  Mateo.  

  

  

VII.  Past  Leadership  and  Management  
  

Starting  with  Commissioner  Brennan’s  election  in  2012,  the  newer  board  members  are  a  breath  of  fresh  air  when  

compared  with  prior  leadership  and  management  issues:  

  

In  1998,  Harbor  Commissioner  Don  Shearer  plead  guilty  to  embezzlement  of  at  least  $115,000  from  the  Half  Moon  

Bay  Fishermen's  Marketing  Association.  The  theft  was  enabled  in  part  by  Pietro  Parravano  who  signed  a  stack  of  

blank  checks  that  the  embezzler  used  to  steal  the  money.  

  

In  1999,  Brown  Act  violations  were  alleged  after  a  Harbor  Commission  election  of  officers.  

  

In  2001,  Harbor  Commissioners  Ken  Lundie  and  Sally  Campbell  called  for  the  termination  of  General  Manager  

Peter  Grenell.  They  were  in  the  minority.  

  

In  2007  the  General  Manager  terminated  an  employee  for  cause  and  the  employee  sued  the  District  for  wrongful  

termination.  After  the  employee  lost  in  court,  the  Harbor  Commission  voted  to  rehire  the  terminated  employee.  

  

In  2012  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  discovered  that  Harbor  Commissioner  Pietro  Parravano  had  

attempted  grant  fraud.  In  the  spring  of  2011,  Commissioner  Parravano  was  approved  for  an  $83,221  Carl  Moyer  Air  

Quality  Grant  from  the  state  that  would  have  replaced  his  existing  boat  engine  with  a  reduced-emission  2010  Volvo  

Penta  D5a  TA  Diesel  engine.  The  grant  was  designed  to  aid  commercial  fishermen  who  wanted  to  retrofit  their  

vessels  with  clean  burning  engines.  The  problem  was  that  Parravano  was  not  an  active  commercial  fisherman  at  the  

time,  yet  he  represented  that  he  was.  The  Air  Quality  District  performed  an  investigation,  and  based  on  the  findings  

of  the  investigation  the  state  agency  decided  to  rescind  a  grant  for  a  new  diesel  engine  for  Parravano’s  personal  boat  

the  Anna  B.  In  response  to  the  decision,  Parravano  said,  “When  you  have  a  65-year-old  fishing  boat,  you  don’t  need  

any  bad  karma.”  

  

Also  in  2012,  the  appointment  of  Will  Holsinger  to  replace  Harbor  Commissioner  Sally  Campbell  used  a  secret  

numbering  system  to  make  their  decision,  a  process  the  media  described  as  fraudulent.  Counsel  ultimately  

determined  that  system  was  illegal,  forcing  the  commission  to  vote  on  the  issue  in  public.[2]  

  

In  2013  the  Mercury  News  published  the  article,  “$1,100  an  hour?  Part-time  service  at  little  agencies  means  big  

bucks  and  benefits  for  politicians.”  Parravano,  64  at  the  time,  said  he  never  questioned  receiving  full  benefits  for  the  

part-time  office  he’d  held  for  nearly  two  decades.  The  newspaper  reported  that  Parravano  received  $25,757  in  cash  

and  benefits  in  2012  for  attending  21  meetings  that  lasted  on  average  77  minutes  each.  The  analysis  showed  he  was  

paid  $1,094  an  hour.[3]  

  

In  July  of  last  year,  a  commercial  fisherman  reported  to  a  board  member  that  General  Manager  Peter  Grenell  was  

operating  an  infrastructure  bank  out  of  the  Harbor  District’s  South  San  Francisco  administrative  office.  As  a  result  

of  the  report  the  District  Attorney’s  office  conducted  an  investigation.  What  came  to  light  was  that  the  California  



Maritime  Infrastructure  Bank/Authority  was  not  paying  rent  for  use  of  the  District’s  office  space,  nor  was  it  

covering  the  cost  of  staff  time  and  other  District  resources  spent  on  Bank/Authority  business.  (In  2011  the  Humboldt  

Bay  Harbor  Commission  voted  to  end  CEO  David  Hull’s  contract.  David  Hull  then  became  San  Mateo  County  

Harbor  District  General  Manager  Peter  Grenell’s  business  partner  in  the  California  Maritime  Infrastructure  

Bank/Authority.)  

  

Again,  in  light  of  all  these  issues,  it  is  unreasonable  to  expect  the  current  board  to  correct  decades  of  

mismanagement  and  poor  board  dynamics  in  six  months.  

  

  

VIII.  Inconsistent  Positions  and  Actions  Taken  by  County  Elected  Officials  
  

I  am  concerned  that  county  Supervisors  are  speaking  out  about  “governance  problems”  at  this  point  in  time  after  

having  distanced  themselves  for  years  from  past  District  leadership  problems  as  outlined  in  the  previous  item,  

including  repeatedly  endorsing  Harbor  Commissioner  Jim  Tucker,  who  was  appointed  to  the  Harbor  District  in  1998  

and  was  only  voted  off  the  board  in  November  2014.  

  

Supervisor  Horsley,  who  was  against  by-district  elections  for  years,[4]  is  now  positioning  himself  as  a  possible  

advocate  for  this  type  of  election  format  for  the  Harbor  District,  despite  the  fact  that,  as  outlined  in  item  III,  it  would  

actually  disempower  the  communities  closest  to  Pillar  Point  Harbor  and  Oyster  Point  Marina  as  well  as  narrow  

opportunities  for  the  specific  perspectives  relevant  to  harbors  and  marinas  to  have  a  representative  voice  on  the  

board.  

  

It  is  also  only  since  the  election  of  reform-oriented  candidates  to  the  Harbor  District  board,  starting  with  

Commissioner  Brennan  in  2012,  and  the  election  of  the  most  diverse  board  in  county  history  that  objections  have  

been  raised  about  the  board’s  performance  and  “representative”  qualities  and  that  serious  threats  of  dissolution  have  

been  made.  

  

This  context  raises  serious  concerns  about  a  lack  of  partiality  on  the  part  of  key  decision-makers  who  have  a  say  in  

the  future  of  the  Harbor  District,  and  underlines  the  need  for  an  independently  elected  board  of  commissioners  to  

represent  the  county  in  the  unique  concerns  and  issues  that  affect  Pillar  Point  and  Oyster  Point.  

  

  

IX.  Permanent  General  Manager  
  

Unfortunately  the  timing  of  the  Municipal  Service  Review  makes  it  very  difficult  for  the  District  to  hire  a  permanent  

General  Manager.  I  am  concerned  that  the  District  may  be  required  to  offer  costly  employment  contract  incentives  

as  a  way  to  offset  the  black  cloud  of  potential  dissolution.  In  January,  the  District  hired  an  executive  search  

consultant  and  initiated  a  national  search  for  a  General  Manager.  Applicants  for  this  critically  important  position  are  

scheduled  for  interviews  in  August  2015.  

  

     



The  new  permanent  General  Manager  will  be  tasked  with  completing  the  District’s  Strategic  Business  Plan,  

implementing  capital  projects,  building  additional  commercial  lease  space  to  generate  revenue,  developing  a  

dredging  plan  that  prevents  boats  from  running  aground,  combating  beach  erosion  by  moving  sand  trapped  inside  

the  breakwater  to  Surfer’s  Beach  and  the  Princeton  shoreline,  repairing  trail  erosion  near  Pillar  Point  Marsh,  

replacing  floating  docks  that  pose  a  safety  hazard,  renovating  Johnson  Pier,  expanding  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  Pillar  

Point  Harbor’s  tenant  restaurants  and  businesses  to  meet  ADA  requirements,  providing  storage  for  kayaks  and  other  

human-powered  vessels,  improving  Coastal  Trail  access,  continuing  to  monitor  water  quality,  updating  outdated  

policies,  developing  commissioner  and  staff  handbooks,  and  improving  transparency  and  fiscal  accountability.  

  

Given  the  District’s  past  issues  with  governance  and  the  many  tasks  that  require  completion,  it  makes  sense  to  

support  the  newly  elected  leadership  on  the  board  of  Harbor  Commissioners,  and  to  encourage  the  board  to  hire  an  

excellent  permanent  General  Manager.  

  

  

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration.  

  

James  Lee  Han  

  

  

[1]  http://bit.ly/1SjRDaU  

[2]  http://bit.ly/1IWHIHE  

[3]  http://www.mercurynews.com/ci_24344700  

[4]  http://bit.ly/1M2GoDT  



John Lynch and Jule Lynch 

2098 Touraine Lane 

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

 
July 13, 2015 

 
Martha Poyatos, Executive Director 

San Mateo County LAFCO 

455 County Center 

Redwood City, CA 94063 
 

 
Re: San Mateo County Harbor District 

 

Dear Martha Poyatos, 

 
We urge the LAFCO Commissioners not to support the recommendation for dissolution of the 

San Mateo County Harbor District. 

 
We were dismayed to read in the San Mateo Daily Journal recently that Supervisor Horsley is 

recommending the Harbor Commission become an appointed board. 

 
The spread of democracy around the world has been a significant achievement of our times. Elections sit 

at the heart of this, making possible the act of self-determination. Abraham Lincoln said it best in his 

Gettysburg Address speech, “Government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish 

from the Earth.” 

 
 We do not support appointed or elected advisory boards as a substitute for an elected Special 

District board. 

 
The myth of America is that the country is one gigantic melting pot in which every citizen has a voice and 

a vote, and the government is a direct representation of the people. But there are signs of change. 

 
We support diversity on elected boards and the amount of diversity represented on the board of Harbor 

Commissioners is impressive. 

 
 Commissioner Mattusch is the first Hispanic person to be elected to the Harbor Commission. 

 
 Commissioner David is the first openly bisexual candidate to run for a countywide elected office 

in San Mateo County, and highest-ranking openly bisexual elected official in San Mateo County. 

 
 Commissioner Brennan is the first openly lesbian candidate to run for a countywide elected 

office in San Mateo County and the highest-ranking openly lesbian official in San Mateo County. 

 
 Commissioner Bernardo is the highest-ranking Filipino and openly gay official in the US, 

and past Grand Marshal of the San Francisco Pride Parade. 

 
Please include this letter as a comment on the LAFCo Municipal Service Review of the San Mateo County 

Harbor District. 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Jule Lynch and John Lynch 







July 10, 2015 
Re: SMCHD MSR & SOI Update 
To: LAFCo Commissioners and Executive Director 
From: Leonard Woren 
 
Honorable Commissioners 
Executive Director Poyatos 
 
In the limited time that I've had available for reviewing the lengthy reports, I have the following 
comments: 
 
1.  Much is made regarding the Harbor District's financial situation.  I must point out that a 
number of people feel that the Harbor District for many years has intentionally stayed in 
serious debt for the specific purpose of being an unattractive target for takeover. 
 
2.  One major reason for the District's current deficit is the accelerated repayment of the DBW 
loans, just to have a bullet point for one commissioner's re-election campaign. 
 
3.  I have heard that there is a suggestion to move the District to election-by-division or 
election-in-division because the board currently has a majority of Coastsiders.  Please note 
that the District was driven into the ground by 2 Commissioners far from the Coastside, and 
that the two Commissioners who were trying desperately for many years to fix the District, 
Sally Campbell and Ken Lundie, were Coastsiders.  The Commissioners who broke the 
District (pun? You decide) were on the board just to collect the extravagant health care 
benefit, which has finally been eliminated by the current board. 
 
4.  Search and Rescue is a benefit County-wide, since people from all over the County visit 
the Coastside.  Therefore, the non-enterprise Search and Rescue is a valid use of County-
wide property tax revenue.  That said, I feel that the Coast Guard should fund it since it's their 
responsibility yet they have no presence on the San Mateo County Coast. 
 
5.  I agree that enterprise functions shouldn't be funded by property tax revenue.  So why is 
there any suggestion in a dissolution scenario of transferring some County-wide property tax 
revenue to the City of South San Francisco?  To me, that is taxation without representation. 
 
6.  My recommendation is to not dissolve the SMCHD at this time, but to immediately 
terminate the Joint Powers Authority between the SMCHD and the City of South San 
Francisco, detach SSF from the SMCHD, and transfer to SSF only the amount of property tax 
from the SMCHD that is collected from within the corporate boundary of the City of SSF.  SSF 
as the owner of Oyster Point Marina will benefit from increased development there. Other 
harbors in the County do not receive county-wide property tax revenue, so none should be 
transferred to SSF when they assume full responsibility for their own marina. 
 
7.  The cover letter comments that pump-out is currently free.  It is my strong understanding 
that California Law requires that pump-out be free.  Charging for pump-out would be counter 
to the interest of public health because it will encourage illegal dumping into the harbor. 
 
8.  I agree with Recommendation 1 on Page 15 regarding a public accounting firm, 
accounting systems, and splitting the budget to separate enterprise vs non-enterprise 



revenue and expense.  In fact, I have suggested this to the District.  With such budget 
separation, it will become painfully clear that OPM is a much bigger net drain on District 
resources than PPH, once Search and Rescue is factored out of PPH. 
 
9.  Regarding item 5 on Page 15, for the record, SMCHD is not leasing space from the 
Granada Community Services District – both Districts lease space from the same entity which 
owns the office building in El Granada. 
 
10.  The problems described in item 6 on Page 15 are largely due to, as mentioned above, 
having a majority of Commissioners who were on the board solely to collect overly generous 
health care benefits.  Since that has just been terminated, governance of the SMCHD will 
improve by having Commissioners who actually care about the District's operations. 
 
11.  It is stated that with the County taking over after dissolution, the staff with specific 
expertise would be transferred to the County and continue their roles.  Yet, this concept was 
ignored during the recent discussion of dissolving the incompetently managed and 
incompetently governed San Mateo County Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control District. 
Why is that a mitigating factor for dissolution of the SMCHD but not a mitigating factor for 
dissolution of the SMCMAVCD? 
 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
/s/ 
Leonard Woren 
 





July 13, 2015 

 

Martha Poyatos 
Executive Officer 
San Mateo Local Agency Formation Commission 
455 County Center 
2nd Floor 
Redwood City California  94063. 

RE: Harbor District 

Dear Ms. Poyatos, 

I am Peter Yeatrakas, a resident and voting citizen of San Mateo 
and the County of San Mateo.  For disclosure purposes, I am 
involved in the following: 

 City of San Mateo, Senior Citizens Commission – 
Commissioner and current Chair 

 Coastside Fishing Club and Coastside Fishing Foundation – 
Director and Treasurer of both organizations 

 Village of Mid Peninsula – in organization; Steering 
Committee member and chair of Finance and Legal 
Committee 

 Retired President and CEO, Western Payments Alliance 

I urge the Agency to carefully consider the most recent changes 
in the management of the San Mateo Harbor District Commission 
since it was reorganized with the election of Mr. Thomas (Tom) 
Mattusch and what has been achieved in his brief tenure. 

I have known Tom Mattusch for several years and in my 
experience he has shown only the highest integrity and 
outstanding leadership; perhaps one of the reasons he was 
chosen as president. 



From my brief recent discussion with Tom, I believe that he has 
already been able to institute changes that should have been 
made many years ago.  

Tom as newly elected HD Commission president, has inherited a 
tough assignment, which is to demonstrate that the Harbor 
District can effectively operate under new commission and staff 
leadership and guidance.  This should resonate with the LAFCo, 
since it cannot predict the results of the dissolution of the District 
and take over by the county or a successor.  Since LAFCo has 
identified and documented the problems (as I understand have 
been around for some time) it should proceed as any corporation 
would, provide Tom Mattusch time to “fix” the issues and get the 
district back on course.  

I believe that at the very least, with Tom as president, the 
agency should let the Harbor District Commission continue for 
some period of time rather than seek other options. 

The Harbor District continues to fulfill the needs of County of San 
Mateo citizens, recreational and commercial fishing interests, 
Safety on the bay and ocean and is an economic benefit with 
viable businesses providing related products and services, 
especially the Pillar Point Marina. 

Yes the Oyster Point Marina doesn’t appear to have as much to 
offer compared to Pillar Point, but it still has great potential.  I am 
sure that this would be one of the foremost considerations of Tom 
and the re-organized Harbor District Commission. 

I urge you to consider that a fresh view by an newly elected 
responsible individual can make a difference and that if given the 
opportunity will enhance the value of the San Mateo County 
Harbor District. 

 

 



Circulation Draft Municipal Service Review and Sphere 
Update  

As to the dissolution process outlined on page 42, (first bullet) it 
seems to me that any dissolution should not be a consideration of 
LAFCo, since that Commission is appointed and as I understand 
it, all the Harbor Commissioners are elected.  That would seem 
that an un-elected group of commissioners appointed would be 
seeking to dissolve a district with elected officials and as a voting 
citizen would not endorse. 

I don’t believe that the Harbor District is going to initiate a 
dissolution – the second bullet and I don’t believe that there has 
been any resolution of application to dissolve the District by the 
Board of Supervisors or any other entity within the district. 

That leaves the last consideration, petition of 10% of eligible 
voters in the county.  This seems unlikely without a significant 
negative impact upon the County citizens.  

I strongly suggest that Tom Mattusch and the other Harbor 
Commissioners be given a chance to make changes.  I believe 
LAFCo should NOT consider the other options at this time and 
avoid unintended consequences.  I think it is better to deal with 
the current established organization than have to reinvent a new 
one. 

 

Best regards, 

Peter Yeatrakas 
105 Harbor Seal Ct 
San Mateo, CA 94404 

650-288-7696 

Cc: Maureen Freschet, Mayor of San Mateo 
      Carol Groom, Supervisor, County of San Mateo 



July 14, 2015 

 

 

Dear Martha Poyatos and LAFCo 

Commissioners, 

 

My name is Mike McHenry, I'm a 71 

year old fisherman at Pillar Point 

Harbor.  I'm also a fish buyer, and 

leaseholder on Johnson Pier. 

 

I started fishing at the harbor before the 

breakwater and the pier were built. As 

time marched on, the pier was 

constructed and it was first run by the 

County, then it went to the Harbor 

District. 

 

In those early years fishermen had a 

great relationship with Harbor District 

Staff and the Harbor Commission. Our Harbormasters were all sea faring people who knew the 

ocean like the back of their hand. They saved many lives and the fishermen back them up when 

needed. 

 

The District changed about 20 years ago when a Harbor Commissioner who also served as the 

Treasurer of the Half Moon Bay Fishermen's Marketing Association embezzled over $100,000 

from our association bank account. Fishermen were disgusted with the Harbor Commission at 

the time and they stopped paying attention to the board. As a result the Commissioners got 

bolder and bolder with no checks and balances in place. Our association melted away to nothing 

and the dark side of the harbor leadership emerged.  

 

Three years ago, out of the blue the highest fish unloading fees on the West Coast, from San 

Diego to Seattle, were levied on Pillar Point Harbor Commercial Fishing businesses. In 2012 the 

Commissioners and the General Manager admitted the fees were high but refused to adjust them 

to be competitive with the rates in Moss Landing and San Francisco. These high fees are 

ultimately paid by fishermen unloading at Pillar Point Harbor and have resulted in driving 

business away from San Mateo County to other neighboring ports. 

 

After Harbor Commissioners hurt our local fishing businesses I began to attend board meetings 

and contest the fees. In 2013 I observed newly elected Commissioner Sabrina Brennan being 

ridiculed by the old boys club on the board because she dared to ask questions. 

 

I immediately formed a bond with Sabrina because of her integrity, and because she asked for 

fiscal responsibility and transparency. Our newly formed fishermen's association, The Half 

Moon Bay Seafood Marketing Association also sided with Sabrina, and needless to say this upset 

previous board members. 



 

Then came the installation of an illegal new hoist on Johnson Pier for Three Captains fish buying 

business, with dock space included. A total of three fish buying businesses are located on 

Johnson Pier, and we all pay the same rent however the new hoist location and dock space was 

never offered to the other two fish buyers. It was clear to the fishermen at Pillar Point Harbor 

that Three Captains was receiving preferential treatment by the Harbormaster and General 

Manager. We were told to move our bait lockers and bin storage from the end of the pier to allow 

more room for Three Captains new hoist. The cost to the Harbor District was $175,000.   

 

The new Fishermen's Association and others asked Sabrina to look into this, which she did. At 

the time the old board and General Manager Peter Grenell would not even answer our questions. 

I also started checking into who paid what and I noticed that Three Captains fee payment 

schedule was in disarray and appeared to be short a considerable sum of money. It was odd that 

the fish buyer with the new hoist location appeared to be short paying fees. 

 

In early 2013 the General Manager Peter Grenell slyly buried a sentence into all three fish buyers 

42 page lease agreements, under the Use and Limitations section. The leases allowed the 

installation of a new hoist at the Harbormasters discretion, strangely Three Captains knew all 

about it, but the other two buyers were unaware of the new provision because the changes were 

never redlined in the draft leases. 

 

When I started reading my new lease more carefully I noticed the General Manager had left out 

all the perimeters that designate the areas we operate within. This change was also not redlined 

in the draft lease agreements. The new leases changed 35 years of operations on Johnson Pier 

without any redlines in the draft agreements. Every fish unloading station on the West Coast of 

the US has well designated perimeters except Pillar Point Harbor. And now Three Captains is 

suing the Harbor District over the new hoist. 

 

Those of us who felt burned, decided to campaign to unseat the board in the November 2014 

election. We succeeded in electing Commissioners Mattusch and David. Thankfully 

Commissioners Jim Tucker and Will Holsinger, both notorious for voting to end videotaping and 

public access broadcasts of board meetings, were swept out.  

 

After many high-fives the new board was seated. As expected it didn't take long before they 

realized what a mess was left behind. Not surprisingly longtime General Manager Peter Grenell 

bailed out just before the new Commissioners were seated. After 17 years of mismanagement he 

retired and left the sinking ship before his corrupt business practices were fully discovered, and 

his girl Friday, the human resources lady resigned. 

 

Berth holders and fishermen are excited about our new board. We feel that dissolution at this 

time is foolish. 

 

Don Horsley's recent public statements in support of an appointed board are ludicrous. It appears 

some poor losers are putting pressure on the Board of Supervisor. Politically appointed 

representatives who lack wildlife credentials are the reason why the State Fish and Wildlife 



Commission is nearly defunct. Why would we want somebody from Hillsborough to represent a 

harbor?   

 

With an appointed board we would wind up with the same old Commissioners who were voted 

out. We haven't forgotten who gave the deceitful past General Manager a raise last year before 

he retired in a 4-1 vote. 

 

Give this board a chance.  

 

One more election and the new board will be a well oiled machine. If the voters had not spoken 

we would still be grounded on the dark side. 

 

LAFCo, you have looked into all the problems at the Harbor District and none of them were 

created by the new Commissioners. 

 

Respectfully,  

 
Michael D. McHenry 

 

Merva W  (60-foot fishing vessel built in 1971) 

 

Pillar Point Seafood 

 

223 San Clemente Rd., Half Moon Bay, CA 

 

Half Moon Bay Seafood Marketing Association 





July 15, 2015 
 
Kathryn Slater-Carter 
P.O. 370321 
Montara, CA 94037 
650.346.5255 
ksc@sonic.net 
 
San Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commission 
455 County Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
 
Re:  Municipal Service Review of San Mateo County Harbor District 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please include this letter in the record of the deliberations concerning the future of 
the San Mateo County Harbor District (SMCHD). 
 
I am current and past president of the San Mateo County Special District Association 
and a member of Montara Water Water and Sanitary District.   My comments are 
mine and do not represent the position of either agency.   
 
I request that the decision from the hearing today be to leave the sphere of influence 
of the SMCo Harbor District intact.  As was done for the San Mateo County Mosquito 
Abatement District in 2012 – for the same reasons:  It will jeopardize service to 
important resources of San Mateo County. 
 
SMCHD is far more than the sum of its parts – just as is each city, and even each 
county.  SMCHD is charged exclusively with maintaining Pillar Point Harbor and has 
an agreement with South San Francisco to manage Oyster Point.  Running the two 
harbors are its only task.  It has no competing interests for funds or staff resources.  
As such each of the two harbors work for what they are required to do, as described 
in the MSR. 
 
The governing board membership changed only 6 months ago.  The general 
manager resigned leaving a collection of serious problems, only a few of which were 
described in the 2014 Grand Jury Report tat requested this MSR.  The president of 
the board has been seated only since May 26, 2015. 
 
It is as if, when SMCHD is finally, after many years of an inattentive board and a 
general manager who hid the issues from the unquestioning board, is taking control 
of the governance of the district that LAFCo is considering the first steps to 
dissolving this very necessary agency. 

mailto:ksc@sonic.net


 
In a similar situation, in which Half Moon Bay was near bankruptcy, I do not recall 
San Mateo County asking to have the City dissolved.   Nor was dissolution proposed 
for Mid Peninsula Water District when it suffered the embezzlement of hundreds of 
thousands of dollars.   
 
The rational given in the MSR for making the sphere of influence zero can be applied 
to any district, city or county.  There is always a larger agency that can do the same 
functions.  But can it do them as well?   Perhaps, but probably not with the same 
attention to the specific concerns and needs of the population that each agency 
serves.  It is my observation that the more tasks an agency must fulfill the less 
effective it becomes at each one of them.   
 
Years ago, when I expressed my concern over the County allowing urban density 
development on the Midcoast without providing the necessary urban services I was 
told:  “The County cannot provide urban services in the unincorporated areas.”  
Indeed, the sanitary district in El Granada has just reorganized to provide simple 
parks services to that community – even though the County has a large parks 
department.  In Montara and Moss Beach the sanitary district, through the work of 
our citizens, solved our water shortage – even though the County has several water 
districts and controls all well drilling permits.  
 
The Grand Jury, at the request of citizens made a scathing report about the 
mismanagement and bad governance practices of the previous SMCHD board and 
management.   The public elected a new majority to the SMCHD commission.  The 
LAFCo MSR has made some strong recommendations.  Good governance is to 
respect the vote of the public and for the cities and county to lead by example rather 
than kick the district as it is seeking to become an effective agency protecting and 
promoting our harbors. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kathryn Slater-Carter 



Exhibit B 

 

Recommended Municipal Service Review Determinations 

The attached Public Hearing Draft Municipal Service Review for the Harbor District includes 
applicable corrections and responses to comments on the circulation draft that was widely 
distributed. In addition, Exhibit A to the Harbor District’s comment letter containing specific 
Harbor District comments and requested corrections, which now includes LAFCo responses and 
is attached to this staff report, is recommended to be included as an addendum to the 
Municipal Service Review document. The MSR is based on budgets, audits, and other 
documents provided by the District; observation of Harbor Commission meetings; and 
comments from the District, affected agencies, and interested organizations and individuals. 
The recommended determinations in the MSR are based on data in the report and generally 
accepted best practices in budgeting, governance, and administration.  

1) Growth and population projections for the affected area 

As further described in Chapter 2 of the Municipal Service Review, the County’s population is 
forecasted to increase by about 26 percent between 2010 and 2040; this is a slightly greater 
rate than the growth projected in the 2006 MSR; however, actual growth will depend on future 
economic conditions, land use policies, and other factors. Although these trends indicate 
continued growth in demand, utilization of SMCHD facilities is much more significantly 
influenced by weather conditions, successful fishing seasons, and outdoor recreation trends. 

2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or 
contiguous to the sphere of influence 

In 2006, LAFCO reaffirmed the zero SOI adopted for the SMCHD originally adopted in 1977. 
Within the current boundaries of the SMCHD, which correspond to San Mateo County 
boundaries, multiple disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) exist. However, the 
intent of evaluating DUCs is to assure that those communities are provided adequate services 
and infrastructure comparable to other communities within or contiguous to an agency’s SOI. 
This provision is not applicable to the SMCHD, which operates and maintains a harbor and a 
marina, and provides related maritime services. 

3) Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, and 
infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related to sewers, municipal 
and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any disadvantaged, unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the SOI. 

As detailed in Chapter 2 of this MSR, the SMCHD has significant infrastructure and facility 
improvement needs as a result of the wear and tear of heavy use, a harsh marine environment, 
and deferred maintenance and capital projects. The Draft Strategic Business Plan prepared in 
2014 for the SMCHD indicated a need over the next five years for $17.3 million in repairs and 
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capital improvements. Additional needs not assessed in the Plan include a need to demolish 
and remove the dilapidated Romeo Pier, and harbor dredging projects. The SMCHD CIP budget 
addresses several of the recommended items in addition to other needs; however, it defers 
major construction pending further design and review, and acquisition of adequate funding. 

Recommendations 

The SMCHD should establish a capital improvement planning and accounting system, including 
a five-year CIP, to better document and plan for the funding and implementation, as well as to 
facilitate prioritization, of capital improvements. The CIP should be explicitly linked to 
improvements currently recommended in the Draft Strategic Business Plan as well as the 
proposed budget. 

4) Financial ability of agency to provide services 

As described in Chapter 3 of the MSR, the SMCHD budget consistently exhibits a net operating 
shortfall due to operating revenues inadequate to cover operating costs. The operating shortfall 
(before debt service and before the use of property taxes) exceeds $3.4 million in the projected 
budget, meaning that fees and charges are insufficient to cover about half of operating 
expenditures. In addition to the operating shortfalls, the SMCHD must fund approximately 
$1.4 million of annual debt service, undertake ongoing maintenance, and construct needed 
capital improvements. 

In addition to fees and charges, the SMCHD receives over $5 million annually from its share of 
countywide property taxes. These total revenues are sufficient to fully fund operations and 
$710,000 of planned capital improvements; however, the repair and capital improvement 
needs are greater than the amount currently shown in the proposed budget. 

The SMCHD’s labor-related and other operating costs continue to increase, placing more 
pressure on budget resources. However, numerous actions recently undertaken and/or 
planned by the SMCHD offer the prospect for improved financial resources and the ability to 
fund improvements, including: 

 Establishment in recent years of a “two-tier” benefit system that reduces the cost of 
benefits related to new employees. 

 Current relocation of administrative offices to new space at a reduced lease cost. 

 Streamlining procedures to reduce “bad debt” associated with non-paying berth tenants 
implemented by the Finance Director. 

 Review of fees and charges to assure reasonable and competitive rates for appropriate 
mix of slip sizes. 

 Consideration of charges for services currently provided at no cost, e.g., pump-out 
services and charges for large parties using picnic areas. 
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 Contingent on staff capacity, renew efforts to seek grant funding for facilities and 
improvements, including possible grants related to equipment needs for SMCHD Search 
and Rescue. 

 The recent sale of surplus property, consistent with Civil Grand Jury recommendations, 
increased SMCHD reserves. 

 Over time, Termination Benefit liabilities and payouts will diminish and eventually end. 

 Possible retention of a commercial real estate management firm to help maximize lease 
revenues. 

 Refinancing and/or eventual payoff of existing DBAW debt will make additional 
resources available for capital funding. 

Due in part to recent turnover of staff with extra work falling to remaining staff and lack of 
consensus on the Board, many of the initiatives noted above were not pursued. Conflicts within 
the Board, and between staff and the Board, as noted by the Civil Grand Jury further 
exacerbated the difficulty of achieving SMCHD objectives and increased SMCHD costs (e.g., for 
legal services). 

The SMCHD has undertaken steps to reduce Board conflict and establish “Chain of Command” 
protocols. An Interim General Manager was hired recently and the current General Manager 
recruitment and hiring offers an opportunity to solidify leadership, organization, and direction 
assuming it is supported by a majority of the Harbor Commission. In the near term, 
improvements in property tax revenues and lease revenues will help to fund staff efforts 
towards the initiatives noted above, assuming strong management direction. Improvements in 
accounting and financial policies can strengthen capital improvement planning and 
programming, and provide for appropriate reserve policies that enable limited use of reserves 
for capital while maintaining adequate reserve levels. 

Recommendations 

1. The SMCHD should engage a public accounting firm to review its budget accounts for 
both operations and capital improvements, and establish a financial accounting system 
consistent with best practices for California public agencies. The review should include a 
system to allocate costs and revenues according to enterprise versus other public 
purposes for each of their facilities and provide immediate access to current lease and 
tenant information. 

2. The SMCHD should assess its personnel needs in order to fill vacated positions as 
necessary to pursue the initiatives noted above, including seeking grants. 

3. The SMCHD should consider administrative functions that can and should be more cost-
effectively outsourced, including IT functions and property leasing. This outsourcing 
should consider collaboration with other public agencies as well as private contractors. 

5) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities 
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Limited opportunities for shared facilities have been identified in the course of this MSR 
process. Recently the District has leased office space from the Granada Community Services 
District and contracted with Regional Government Services to recruit an interim general 
manager. Various opportunities may exist by which the SMCHD may take advantage of shared 
services, e.g., possible IT contracting with or through other public agencies is being explored. 
Responsibility for certain facilities could be shifted to other agencies, e.g., the West Trail and 
Surfers Beach dredging, as recommended by the Civil Grand Jury and noted in the following 
determination.  

6) Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and 
operational efficiencies 

The Civil Grand Jury described indications of “a systemic flaw in the ability of District 
commissioners to govern effectively.” 

The SMCHD has taken a number of steps towards addressing issues negatively affecting 
governance and operational efficiencies, including workshops to facilitate collegiality and 
working relationships, consideration of “norms” of commissioner behavior, improvements in 
public posting of materials on their website, and multiple workshops on topics such as the 
budget. A strategic business plan is being prepared; however, it has been delayed and concerns 
exist about its scope and effectiveness in addressing SMCHD financial issues. As described in 
this MSR, inappropriate interaction between Commissioners and staff continue to interfere 
with operational efficiencies. 

The Civil Grand Jury recommended dissolution of the SMCHD and transfer of responsibilities to 
other agencies, specifically the County of San Mateo. Chapter 4 of the MSR describes 
governance options with the most potentially viable option a scenario in which the County acts 
as successor agency, operates PPH, and enters into an agreement with the City of South San 
Francisco (SSF) to operate OPM. The agreement with SSF would include negotiated funding 
from the County’s property taxes (from the dissolved SMCHD) and other revenues to be 
transferred to SSF to fund operations and capital improvements, and any other shared financial 
liabilities (e.g., remaining debt service, CalPERS liabilities, etc.). 

The option described above may incur additional costs during the initial years of transition 
related to CalPERS and other liabilities but could provide for cost and service efficiencies over 
the longer term. This option would integrate the SMCHD operations into larger entities that 
have the capacity and expertise to provide a range of needed services, including information 
technology, purchasing and contracting services, human resources, and absorbing Harbor 
District employees with needed expertise.  

Recommendations 

The City of South San Francisco and the County of San Mateo should continue to confer and 
research issues and options affecting the feasibility of dissolving the SMCHD, transferring 
responsibilities to the County as successor agency, and transitioning to SSF operation of OPM 
via a JPA. 
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7) Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission 
policy. 

A primary concern expressed by prior MSRs and by the Civil Grand Jury involved the use of 
countywide property tax revenues to help subsidize “enterprise” type operations, including 
berth rentals occupied by a majority of non-County residents. However, the current and prior 
MSR also documented the range of facilities, services, and benefits provided by SMCHD services 
and facilities such as Search and Rescue; environmental services; and public use and access to 
piers, parks, and waterfront open space. 

While it is difficult to isolate cost estimates for these broader, non-fee-funded services, the 
SMCHD could create “cost centers” to document and track these expenditures to support 
appropriate levels of property tax use and allocation. In the near term, it is expected that 
property taxes will continue to be necessary to fund deferred maintenance and other necessary 
improvements. Over the longer term, there is a possibility that revenue enhancements and cost 
efficiencies from the initiatives described above and/or from reorganization could reduce the 
current reliance on property tax. 

Recommendations 

As also noted above under Recommendation 4.1, the SMCHD should establish an accounting 
system that can allocate costs and revenues according to enterprise versus other public 
purposes to better assess the need for property tax. 
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Recommended Sphere of Influence Determinations 

LAFCo acknowledges that in the course of the MSR preparation, the District has begun to 
implement some of the recommendations in the MSR as well as those of the Grand Jury. Many 
of the comments received urge the Commission to allow the District more time to make 
improvements and stabilize with a new general manager before reaffirming the longstanding 
sphere of influence of dissolution. As noted in the response to the Harbor District, LAFCo 
spheres are not based on the individuals that serve on an elected board or serving as 
management staff. The Harbor District sphere is based on the duplication of governance and 
administration with the County of San Mateo, the absence of nexus of the District’s countywide 
boundaries with the location of the two District facilities, one of which is leased, and the 
agencies best able to provide services in the long range. Pillar Point is located in unincorporated 
San Mateo County and Oyster Point is located in and owned by the City of South San Francisco. 
The County of San Mateo and City of South San Francisco have governance and organizational 
infrastructure to assume the services, and marine-related personnel.  

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open space lands. 

Land uses within District boundaries include a wide range of land use including residential, 
commercial, industrial, open space, agricultural, rural, and open space land use designations 
under the jurisdiction of the County of San Mateo, incorporated cities, the California Coastal 
Commission, the State of California through a tidelands grant, the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, as well as other agencies that may have land use 
review authority. 

(2) The present and probable future need for public services. 

Services provided by the Harbor District within District boundaries are also provided at varying 
levels by other public and private entities. The Harbor District provides search-and-rescue 
security vessels stationed at Pillar Point and Oyster Point Marina and the County of San Mateo 
Sheriff's Department, other marina operators, and some fire agencies have search-and-rescue 
capability at other locations throughout the county. Need for these services is expected to 
continue. 

(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 
provides or is authorized to provide. 

San Mateo County Harbor District operates two facilities, Pillar Point Harbor and Oyster Point 
Marina/Park. The MSR/SOI Report documents significant infrastructure and facility 
improvement needs as a result of wear and tear from heavy use and a harsh marine 
environment, and deferred maintenance and capital projects. Pillar Point has 95-100 percent 
berth occupancy rate. Work is in progress on the provision of new berths and the District has an 
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executed agreement with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for provision of a new navigation 
channel in connection with pier replacement. Oyster Point has 60-65 percent occupancy rate 
and therefore has additional capacity. Both facilities include visitor-serving opportunities. 
Opportunities exist for the Harbor District to collaborate with the County of San Mateo and City 
of South San Francisco to maximize resources. Services also include search and rescue and the 
District's Pillar Point Harbor Patrol provides the only search-and-rescue security vessels 
stationed on the San Mateo County coast. 

(4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the 
Commission determines that they are relevant to the agency. 

San Mateo County Harbor District's boundaries are coterminous with San Mateo County, while 
operations are limited to two locations: Oyster Point in South San Francisco and Pillar Point in 
Half Moon Bay. These represent distinct communities with common social and economic 
interest in commercial and recreational fishing and marine, boating, and visitor-serving 
facilities. While commercial fishing is an industry important to the County, Pillar Point Harbor 
serves as search and rescue to benefit the County's coast, and Oyster Point offers a venue for a 
commuter ferry, these issues speak to the value of providing these services whether they are 
provided by the Harbor District or a successor agency such as the County of San Mateo or the 
City of South San Francisco. 

Inventory of Active Services 

Government Code Section 56425 (i) and (j) requires that in conducting MSRs, LAFCos prepare 
an inventory of all authorized powers under a district’s enabling legislation and identify those 
powers that are active versus inactive. Government Code Section 56824.12 requires that before 
a District activates an inactive service or divests of an active service, it must first apply to LAFCo 
and obtain LAFCo approval. The SMCHD is providing the full set of services authorized by the 
enabling legislation, including recreational use of District facilities located at Pillar Point Harbor 
and Oyster Point Marina, under a Joint Powers Agreement with the City of South San Francisco 
as owner of the marina.  
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