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To the Esteemed Board:
I’m here before you today to speak on behalf of my client, Captain Ronald E. Greger.

As you are aware, a hearing was recently convened before Administrative Law Judge
Juliette Cox. On July 22, 2025 Judge Cox issued a Proposed Decision to revoke Capt. Greger’s
Pilot’s License after making a number of findings following the evidentiary hearings on July 1,
and July 3, 2025.

In her decision, Judge Cox ruled on two causes for non-renewal of Capt. Greger’s pilot
license and two causes for discipline against Capt. Greger. I wish to address those matter in my

remarks today.

First Cause for Non-Renewal — Means Available for Boarding or Leaving Vessels

The court heard uncontradicted evidence from Capt. Greger establishing the fact that
regularly, and as a matter of course, Bar Pilots use a variety of means for boarding or
disembarking from vessels at anchor or underway within the San Franciso Bay. In particular,
pilots were dispatched to, or collected from, assignments by vessels that were not approved by
this Board. These non-Board approved vessels included commercial tugboats and other vessels
including water taxis. Capt. Greger testified that during his tenure with the San F rancisco Bar
Pilots Association (SFBPA), and on numerous occasions himself as often as two or three times
per month, he and other pilots would use these boats as a matter of course when approved pilot
boats were not available. Judge Cox found that the SFBPA did not always use of Board
approved pilot boats to transfer pilots.

The significance of this uncontradicted evidence is that, as a practical matter, bar pilots
do not in fact solely use Board-approved pilot boats for pilot activities within San Francisco Bay
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waters. Where necessary, pilots use a variety of boats, all of which are available for hire by
Capt. Greger, as they are hired by the SFBPA. Transferring pilots at the sea buoy is, of course,
another matter entirely because of safety reasons on the high seas. Judge Cox found that in calm
conditions in bay waters, safely disembarking to a small transport boat is possible. Within the
Bay waters and at anchorage, the practice of using non-Board-approved pilot boats is well
established by the SFBPA itself.

In this regard I ask you to consider the undisputed fact that Captain Greger only found
himself in the position of needing to rely upon non-approved vessels for access to pilotage work
because the SFBPA flatly refused to let him use the Board approved boats that the SFBPA
monopolizes. This refusal by the SFBPA began on January 6, 2023. Six months later, the
SFBPA purports to have voted Capt. Greger out of his job as a pilot. But between January 6 and
June 14, 2023, the SFBPA refused to assign Capt. Greger and refused to let him attend pilotage
duties on approved vessels.

At the hearing in this matter, Judge Cox accepted into evidence Alan Garfinkle’s April
16, 2023 letter written to Captain John Carlier, the Port Agent. I can only assume that Judge Cox
read this letter and considered its importance, but she made no mention of it in her ruling. I have
attached that letter to my printed remarks here today to remind the Board of those events. In his
letter Mr. Garfinkle remonstrated with Capt. Carlier over his unexplained and unauthorized
refusal to dispatch Capt. Greger to pilotage assignments.

At a time when it was within the Board’s power to compel the SFBPA to dispatch Capt.
Greger, the Board declined or otherwise failed to do so. And here we are today.

These facts, and others, establish that vessels are available to Captain Greger for pilot
duties based on an established practice within the SF Bay. To deny Capt. Greger the benefit of
this alternate fleet when the SFBPA has unreasonably and improperly refused to assign Capt.
Greger, holds my client to a different, unequal standard than is applied to the SFBPA.
Continuing with this discrepant treatment deprives Capt. Greger of a substantive right to benefit

from his pilot’s license.

On that basis I urge the Board to resolve this matter such that, after renewal of his
license, Capt. Greger be given the same leeway to use non-approved vessels for pilot access that
the SFBPA is permitted as a matter of course. Granting this flexibility to Capt. Greger will
remove this obstacle to his performance of pilot duties pursuant to his license. Granting this
same flexibility to Capt. Greger would negate the only basis for non-renewal of license found by
Judge Cox. Doing so would restore Capt. Greger’s hard-earned license privileges and would
improve conditions on the bay by alleviating chronic understaffing at the SFBPA.
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First Cause for Discipline — Offering Free Pilot Services

Judge Cox heard uncontradicted evidence that Capt. Greger, in a personal effort to
maintain “recency” in his pilot activities necessary to qualify for license renewal, did not collect
or account for pilotage fees on a number of occasions when he provided pilotage services to
barge movements in the SF Bay. At the hearing there was no evidence that Capt. Greger charged
or received pilotage fees for this work and Capt. Greger denied charging a fee. According to
Capt. Greger’s uncontradicted testimony, his only purpose in piloting these barges was to keep
his pilot skills sharp and to maintain recency. Evidence heard by the court established that Capt.
Greger boarded the barges from tugboats and guided them from the Concord Weapons Station
through the Carquinez Strait to various points south.

There is no evidence that Capt. Greger charged a fee or misappropriated it. There is no
evidence that Capt. Greger misdirected pilot fees away from the SFBPA. The Court found that

barges under tow by tugboats are not required to use a pilot at all. The evidence and findings
established that Capt. Greger’s actions aboard those barges served to improve safety in a
treacherous waterway and to help Capt. Greger maintain recency, but that these actions had no

bearing nor effect on the pilot fee revenues.

Therefore, if the Board in good conscience feels that punishment is necessary for this
technical violation, then I urge this Board to consider and implement some penalty short of
revocation of Capt. Greger’s pilot license for this disciplinary breach, if at all.

Third Cause for Discipline — Circumventing Port Agent Dispatch System

As evidenced by Mr. Garfinkle’s letter to Capt. Carlier, that I referenced above, the
SFBPA had its own agenda when it ceased providing pilot assignments to Capt. Greger six
months before his termination from the SFBPA.

It is established that Capt. Greger’s only purpose in piloting those barges was to maintain
recency for his license. It is also established that Capt. Greger performed pilot services to barges
under tow, although those vessels are not required to ask for or hire a pilot. These vessels would
not be expected to call for a pilot and generally do not do so since it is not required. There was
no evidence at hearing that Capt. Greger subverted a request for a bar pilot that would have
otherwise gone to the Port Agent and made available for other pilots.

To punish Capt. Greger by revocation of his license for this highly technical fault
certainly rises to the level of arbitrary and vindictive administrative action selectively directed at
an individual for the purpose of causing harm. Capt. Greger’s actions cannot be said to have
interfered with the orderly operations of pilots on the bay and had no effect on pilot fee revenue.
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In conclusion, I ask on Capt. Greger’s behalf, that this Board consider several important
factors and then conclude that it is contrary to Capt. Greger’s substantive due process rights and
would be an arbitrary and capricious interference with the valuable privilege of possessing a state
issued pilot license to revoke his license under the circumstances presented in this case.

Members of this Board know Capt. Greger to be a competent pilot who has spent his life
in the maritime industry through family business and his own keen interest in shipping and
navigation. Everyone on this Board knows that obtaining a pilot license is a huge
accomplishment. Taking an earned license should be limited only to the most serious offenses
that affect public safety and trust in the system.

After hearing evidence and witnessed called by both sides of this dispute, Judge Cox has
not found that Capt. Greger was incompetent or posed any danger to the public. It should be
clear that but for the SFBPA’s own undisclosed agenda, Capt. Greger would still serve proudly
in the distinguished ranks of Bar Pilots on the San Francisco Bay.

With this in mind, I ask two things on behalf of Capt. Greger today:

1) Fashion a punishment, if any at all, that suits the minor nature of these technical
violations and which permits Capt. Greger to maintain his pilot’s license.

2) 1 ask that any and all Board members who are also members of the San Francisco
Bar Pilot’s Association recuse themselves from voting on this matter. As the Board
must know, Capt. Greger is currently engaged in litigation with the SFBPA
concerning his employment and termination. For SFBPA members with an interest in
that litigation to also cast a vote in this matter poses a glaring conflict of interest and
is contrary to the order function of this board and contrary to public confidence in the
decisions and actions of this Board.

Respectfully submitted,
Edwin Bradley,
Attorney for Captain Ronald E. Greger
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April 16, 2023

Captain John Carlier
Port Agent

Pier 9 East End

San Francisco, CA 94111

Re:  Piloting Assignments to Captain Ron Greger
Dear Captain Carlier:

It has come to my attention that you are not making piloting assignments to Captain Ron Greger,
a San Francisco bar pilot. This is so even though Board-appointed physicians at U.C. San
Francisco Medical Center (UCSF) have determined that Captain Greger is fit for duty as a pilot.

I understand that your basis for not making assignments to Captain Greger is his failure to
comply with the SFBP Rules Governing Sick Leave, an internal policy of the San Francisco Bar
Pilots. That rule apparently requires a pilot, to be eligible to receive monetary “sick leave
distributions™ from SFBP for the time the pilot is off work, to submit medical records and
undergo an examination by a physician selected by SFBP to determine whether the pilot was in
fact sick during the period for which sick leave distributions are sought by the pilot.

I telephoned you on April 13, 2023, to confirm whether this was in fact your basis for not
assigning piloting work to Captain Greger. You declined to talk to me and instead referred me to
SFBP’s attorney, Kevin Baldwin, who was present with you at the time. T explained to Mr.
Baldwin that any failure by Captain Greger to supply medical justification for sick leave
distributions under SFBP’s internal rule was not a basis for the Port Agent refusing to make
assignments to him, the reason being that Captain Greger had been determined fit for duty by
UCSF physicians.

Apparently on your behalf, Mr. Baldwin disagreed. His position is that your refusal to make
piloting assignments to Captain Greger is justified by Captain Greger’s failure to comply with
SFBP’s internal rule regarding sick leave distributions.

Administration by SFBP of its internal policy requiring proof of past periods of claimed sickness

by a pilot as a precondition to the pilot receiving monetary sick leave distributions is of no
concern to the Board. That is a fiscal issue for SFBP. What is a Board concern. however. is the

Port Agent refusing to make job assignments to a pilot who UCSF physicians have determined is
presently fit for duty. It may be permissible under SFBP’s internal rule to deny sick leave
distributions to a pilot seeking them if the pilot refuses to be examined by SFBP’s doctor. But
taking the additional step of refusing to make assignments to that pilot, even though UCSF
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physicians have determined that the pilot is now fit for duty, is not permissible. Refusing to make
assignments for this reason would short the board, in practical effect nullifying the impact of
UCSF’s determination that a pilot is fit for duty, and would do so for reasons that are irrelevant
to, and run contrary to, the Board's concern with maintaining adequate pilot staffing levels. As
you know, the Board-appointed physicians at UCSF are the sole physicians authorized by the
Board’s regulations to make determinations of fitness for duty regarding Board-licensed pilots.
(See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 7, §§ 217-217.45.)

For the foregoing reasons, | am hereby requesting that you immediately place Captain Greger’s
name on the SFBP dispatch board so that he receives piloting assignments in the ordinary course.

If you decline to do so in response to this request, the matter will be placed on a Board meeting

agenda with a recommendation that the Board direct you to place Captain Greger’s name on the
dispatch board so that he receives piloting assignments. (See Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1130, subd.

(a) [port agent shall “carry out the orders of the board”].)

Respectfully,

Allen Garfinkle
Executive Director

e Kevin Baldwin, Esq.

EXH U 002




