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Edwin Bradley (SBN 141932)
Daniel S. Raff (SBN 279259)
RAFF LAW, APC

The Grace Building ELECTRONICALLY
17 Keller Street F ILE D _
Petaluma, California 94952 S County of San Francisco
Telephone: (707) 879-8040

Facsimile: (707) 674-5600 1210512025
Email: ebradley@rafflawoffice.com BY: BENJAMIN YUST

. . Deputy Clerk
Service Email: office@rafflawoffice.com P

Attorneys for Petitioner,
RONALD E. GREGER

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RONALD E. GREGER, Case No.: CPF-25-519474
Petitioner, Unlimited Civil Case
VS.
PETITION FOR WRIT OF
BOARD OF PILOT COMMISSIONERS ADMINISTRATIVE MANDAMUS

FOR THE BAYS OF SAN FRANCISCO,
SAN PABLO AND SUISUN and DOES 1-
50, inclusive,

Respondents.

Petitioner Captain Ronald E. Greger alleges as follows:

L. PARTIES JURISDICTION AND VENUE

Petitioner Ronald E. Greger is a natural person who is a resident of the County of Napa,
State of California. During his employment as a state licensed San Francisco Bar Pilot, Capt.
Greger worked in and around the bay waters of San Francisco, San Pablo and Suisun, California.

Respondent Board of Pilot Commissioners for the Bays of San Francisco, San Pablo and
Suisun is an agency of the State of California with its principal office located within the City of San

Francisco.
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The decision challenged in this action was conducted pursuant to California Harbors &
Navigation Code Section 1183. The decision rendered by the Board herein is subject to judicial
review by petition for writ of administrative mandamus pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.5.

IL. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

1. Petitioner Ronald E. Greger (hereinafter “Greger” or “Captain Greger”) is a San
Francisco Bar Pilot previously issued a bar pilot’s license by the State of California Board of Pilot
Commissioners for the Bays of San Francisco, San Pablo and Suisun (hereinafter “the BOPC” or
“the Board”). The Board issued Captain Greger a bar pilot’s license in January 2019 and renewed
it yearly until the events of this Petition. In February 2024 the Board notified Capt. Greger that it
would not renew his license. The BOPC has voted to revoke Capt. Greger’s license which official
act underlies this petition

2. Bar pilots licensed by the State of California for the Bays of San Francisco, San
Pablo and Suisun have sole authority for piloting vessels over a certain tonnage into, out of and
within those specified bay waters and including the Sacramento Delta. San Francisco Bay is known
for its shallow depths in many areas and its significant tidal variances and strong currents all of
which make operating large vessels challenging and dangerous.

3. To become a licensed bar pilot is a multi-year process. Applicants must pass
numerous difficult tests and examinations including a simulator examination before they are
permitted to work as a trainee pilot. A trainee must demonstrate his competency during several
hundred supervised pilot assignments. During his term as a licensed bar pilot, the annual
compensation averaged at approximately $500,000.00.

4. After receiving his pilot’s license, Petitioner entered the employ of the San Francisco
Bar Pilot Association (SFBPA) headquartered at Pier 9 in San Francisco. Pursuant to State Law,
San Francisco bar pilot operations are managed by a designated “Port Agent”. The Port Agent
position is created by state statute. Captain Greger served as a bar pilot without incident until
January 2023 when the Port Agent elected to cease providing vessel assignments to Capt. Greger.

On July 12, 2023 the SFBPA terminated Capt. Greger’s employment completely.

.
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5. Captain Greger has challenged that termination by means first of a lawsuit in San
Francisco Superior Court and then in an arbitration claim with the American Arbitration
Association (AAA) after the SFBPA’s successful motion to compel. That matter is presently under
consideration by a three-judge panel comprised of Panel Chair, the Hon. Vaughn R. Walker, Ret.,
and co-panelists the Hon. Alfred Chiantelli, Ret., and Attorney Matthew Vafidis. The issues in the
wrongful termination case are relevant to the actions of the Port Agent and the BOPC in the instant
matter.

6. In the separate arbitration matter, Capt. Greger alleges claims for wrongful
termination in violation of the public policy of the State of California. Capt. Greger also alleges
unlawful retaliation for his having engaged in “protected activity” as well as wrongful interference
with prospective economic advantage.

7. The instant Petition is a necessary predicate to the arbitration Panel considering
Capt. Greger’s arbitration claim because the arbitration claims reinstatement to his position as a bar
pilot. The panel heard evidence on November 17" and 19" 2025. Decision in the arbitration matter
is not expected until Spring 2026. State law does not require that bar pilots work for the SFBPA.

8. The essence of Capt. Greger’s related arbitration claims is that the SFBPA
terminated his employment after Greger complained first to the Port Agent and then directly to the
State Pilot Commission (BOPC) that chronic understaffing was causing too many “minimum rest
period exceptions” that resulted from pilots being dispatched to vessels without having the
minimum rest period required by law. Evidence at the AAA hearing established that when a pilot
feels too tired to safely accept an assignment the SFBPA requires that he either remove himself
from the schedule and suffer loss of income or that he work without the legally mandated rest
period between assignments. Rest period violations are recognized as a public safety issue.

0. After he made these work safety complaints, the SFBPA subjected Capt. Greger to
hyper-scrutiny of his work decisions and engaged in a pattern of harassment that continued until his
termination. During his work as a pilot, Captain Greger was never involved in or charged with a

navigation incident or a safety violation.
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10. The SFBPA based its decision to terminate Capt. Greger in substantial part on his
decision to cancel sailing a specialized, ocean-going automobile cargo ship from the Port of Benicia
in January 2023 during a night-time “bomb cyclone”. Governor Newsome had declared a state of
weather emergency and the Coast Guard had warned mariners that Coast Guard assistance might
not be available during the peak of this storm system. Capt. Greger and the Master of the cargo
ship both agreed that sailing was unsafe and cancelled the departure until the following morning.

11.  Under established maritime precedent reaching as high as the U.S. Supreme Court,
the licensed bar pilot onboard is the sole, absolute authority on matters of navigation safety within
territorial waters. Despite Capt. Greger’s decision to delay the departure, and despite the ship
captain’s decision to cancel the 10 p.m. departure, the Port Agent rejected Capt. Greger’s decision
and pressured him to sail anyway. After Capt. Greger refused these unlawful imprecations and
departed the ship during the storm, the SFBPA continued its pattern of harassing conduct and then
listed Greger’s refusal to sail this vessel as one ground for termination. Effective July 12, 2023, the
SFBPA terminated Capt. Greger’s employment as a Bar Pilot.!

12. After Greger’s termination the Board of Pilots Commissioners (BOPC) initiated an
administrative action to revoke Petitioner’s license. The first Accusation specified two causes for
non-renewal of Capt. Greger’s license.

13. In its Accusation dated May 20, 2024, the Board alleged that Capt. Greger’s license
was subject to non-renewal on two grounds. First was “Lack of Means Available for Boarding and
Leaving Vessels” (H&N 1175). The second charge was that Greger failed to maintain “recency”
with his license (H&N 1141). (Exhibit 1, attached). Pilot licenses issued by the BOPC are valid for
twelve months at a time. (H&N 1141, 1172). The gravamen of the “recency” allegation in May of
2024 is that Capt. Greger had not performed bar pilot services within the year prior to his license

renewal and that therefore his license was subject to non-renewal and revocation.

! The SFBPA listed three other causes for termination, neither of which pertain to piloting

competence or public safety. Neither the SFBPA nor the BOPC contend that Greger is incompetent
or unsafe as a pilot.
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14. Prior to the administrative hearing on this Accusation, and in response to discovery
requests from the Board prior to the hearing, Capt. Greger produced evidence that he had in fact
actively performed pilot services on San Francisco Bay within the required period of time.
Petitioner performed these services without pay and for the express purpose of maintaining
“recency” for his pilot’s license during the pendency of his arbitration challenge to his wrongful
termination by the SFBPA.

15. After receiving evidence that Capt. Greger did in fact have “recency”, on May 6,
2025, the BOPC amended its Accusation to include three additional causes for discipline.

16. The first additional charges in the Amended Accusation alleged that Capt. Greger
lacked means available for boarding and leaving vessels (Code Section 1175). Also alleged was
Capt. Greger’s Failure to Bill, Account and/or Remit pilotage fees. (H&N 1181(a), (b), and/or (c)
and (h). In addition to this charge, the Board also accused Greger of using an unapproved pilot boat
to access these piloting jobs (H&N 1181 with Calif. Code of Regulations, Title 7, section 219(1)).
And finally, the Board accused Capt. Greger of piloting a vessel that had not been assigned to him
by the Port Agent (H&N 1181(h). (Exhibit 2, attached.)

17. The administrative hearing took place by means of remote video on July 1st and
July 3rd, 2025. Administrative Judge Juliette Cox issued her Proposed Decision July 22, 2025.
(Exhibit 3, attached).

III. EVIDENCE AT HEARING

18.  Atthe hearing, Capt. Greger proved that he had in fact performed pilot duties to
an extent sufficient to establish a defense to the “recency” charge. Captain Greger testified
without contradiction that he offered pilot services to a number of tugboat barges from the
Concord Naval Weapons Station to points south in the San Francisco Bay. Captain Greger
testified that he performed this work without pay for the sole purpose of maintaining
“recency” by performing pilotage duties in the challenging locale of the Carquinez Strait and
San Pablo Shoal. Based on this evidence Judge Cox overruled and denied the Board’s

“recency” allegation against Capt. Greger.
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19. Ruling on the additional charges, Judge Cox found that Capt. Greger had failed to
collect and to account for pilotage fees for these jobs. On that basis Judge Cox found that the
evidence supported a cause for discipline against Capt. Greger’s pilot license.

20. However, the evidence Judge Cox heard, and her findings thereon, established that
under state law tugboat barges of the sort Capt. Greger piloted are exempt from laws requiring
employment of a licensed pilot. Although Capt. Greger was able to maintain his pilot skills by
piloting the giant barges down river from Concord, the tugs and barges themselves had no need to
hire a pilot and certainly no need to pay a pilot fee. Capt. Greger testified without contradiction
that he did not charge or collect a fee for pilotage and that his only purpose in piloting these heavy
barges was to satisfy the “recency” obligation for licensure.

21. Nonetheless, Judge Cox upheld the charge of failing to collect and failing to account
for and remit pilotage fees and found that this charge constituted cause for discipline against
Greger’s pilot license. The Board’s revocation decision is based in part on this ruling.

22. In her next ruling on the disciplinary charges, Judge Cox found that Capt. Greger
violated the rule that pilots may only pilot vessels when dispatched to them by the Port Agent. The
rule is that circumventing the Port Agent is cause for license discipline.

23. However, as noted above, Judge Cox correctly found that tug barges are not required
to ask the Port Agent to dispatch a pilot for movements in the Bay waters. A tugboat captain is free
to move his barge without need for a licensed bar pilot. Nonetheless, Judge Cox upheld the
Board’s third cause for discipline on the grounds that Capt. Greger circumvented the Port Agent’s
prerogative to dispatch pilots for assignment. The Board’s revocation decision is based in part on
this ruling.

24.  Asnoted above, for the final six months of his actual employment as a bar pilot, the
Port Agent refused to dispatch Capt. Greger to pilot assignments. Uncontradicted evidence
accepted by Judge Cox at the hearing established that in April 2023, prior to his termination, the
Executive Director of the Board of Pilots Commissioners wrote a letter to the Port Agent
demanding that the Port Agent dispatch Capt. Greger to ship assignments. Ignoring this demand by

the Board, the Port Agent refused to dispatch to Capt. Greger between January and July 2023. As
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alleged in the AAA Arbitration proceedings, Capt. Greger contends that the Port Agent’s refusal to
dispatch him constituted unlawful retaliation for Greger having engaged in “protected activity”
under the law.

25. Judge Cox actually ruled that Capt. Greger engaged in misconduct when he piloted a
vessel that does not require a pilot and despite the fact that the Port Agent unjustifiably refused to
dispatch Capt. Greger even after the Executive Director of the BOPC ordered him to do so. Judge
Cox’ ruling, and the license revocation by the BOPC based thereon, are addressed below in this
Petition on the grounds that such ruling and decision lack evidentiary bases and constitute arbitrary
and capricious exercise of discretion.

26. Finally, Judge Cox upheld the allegation that Capt. Greger used an unapproved pilot
boat for access to the tugboat bar pilot assignments. (H&N 1175(d).) This statute requires that
pilots access and disembark from assigned ships by means of a pilot boat approved by the BOPC.

27. The evidence pertaining to this charge is contradictory and the ruling based thereon
appears to be arbitrary and capricious. Uncontradicted evidence at hearing established that the Port
Agent itself does use Board-approved pilot boats as much as possible and that approved boats are
used exclusively for transporting pilots to and from ships at the sea buoy located 11 miles offshore
from the Golden Gate Bridge. The evidence established obvious safety concerns for transmitting
pilots to and from ships at sea.

28. However, uncontradicted evidence at hearing also established that the Port Agent
employs a number of private vessels to transport pilots within the Bay waters where the conditions
are rarely if ever as dangerous as offshore at sea. Capt. Greger testified that as a bar pilot he was
regularly transported to and from pilotage assignments within the bay waters by a number of
privately owned commercial marine companies and that these companies are available to him for
hire.

29. Uncontradicted evidence established that the Port Agent uses these unapproved
transport services when necessary, without penalty. The effect of the ruling is that Capt. Greger

would not be allowed to use the same commercial transport services to board and leave vessels for
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piloting as the Port Agent uses. Petitioner contends that this double-standard is evidence of an
arbitrary and capricious decision by Judge Cox and the Board.

IV. EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES

30. At a regularly scheduled meeting on September 25, 2025 the BOPC considered and
then voted to adopt Judge Cox’ decision against Capt. Greger. Through his attorney, Capt. Greger
appeared at that meeting to present Capt. Greger’s request that the Board not revoke his license. In
addition to asking for a non-revocation penalty, Capt. Greger asked that the two voting BOPC
members who are also employed by the SFBPA recuse themselves from the Board vote on Greger’s
license action. At that time Capt. Greger was involved in litigation against the SFPBA and he cited
the apparent conflict of interest in a state board member voting on a licensure matter that directly
pertained to a pending litigation matter against the SFBPA.

31. Greger’s representative reiterated the facts alleged herein and requested that the
Board renew Capt. Greger’s license. Capt. Greger’s representative informed the Board that Greger
was involved in litigation over his termination and that reinstatement was one of the remedies
requested. Capt. Greger requested that if the Board deemed that punishment was required, that it be
limited to censure or other non-revocation actions.

32. The BOPC voted unanimously to adopt Judge Cox’ decision and revoked Capt.
Greger’s bar pilot’s license.

33. On October 23, 2025 Capt. Greger, through counsel, requested in writing that the
Board reconsider its revocation decision. On November 6, 2025, the Board denied Capt. Greger’s

request for reconsideration. This Petition is timely filed.

V. RESPONDENT BOARD ADOPTED AN ERRONEOUS ADMINISTRATIVE
DECISION THAT EXEMPLIFIES ARBITRARY AND CAPRICIOUS APPLICATION
OF FACTS AND LAW
34. California Code of Civil Procedure § 1094.5(a) authorizes a Writ of Administrative
Mandamus for “the purpose of inquiring into the validity of any final administrative order or

decision made as the result of a proceeding in which by law a hearing is required to be given,
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evidence is required to be taken, and discretion in the determination of facts is vested in the inferior
tribunal, corporation, board, or officer, the case shall be heard by the court sitting without a jury. . .”
C.C.P. § 1094.5(f) provides:

The court shall enter judgment either commanding respondent to set aside the order or
decision, or denying the writ. Where the judgment commands that the order or decision be
set aside, it may order the reconsideration of the case in light of the court's opinion and
judgment and may order respondent to take such further action as is specially enjoined upon
it by law, but the judgment shall not limit or control in any way the discretion legally vested

in the respondent.

VI. GROUNDS FOR REVIEW AND REVERSAL OF BOARD DECISION
35.  In Bixby v. Pierno (1971) 4 Cal. 3d 130, the California Supreme Court held that
courts must apply independent judgment when reviewing administrative decisions affecting
vested rights, such as professional licenses. Miller v. Department of Real Estate (2022) 84 Cal.
App. 5th 141 emphasized the requirement for a fair trial and the prohibition of prejudicial
abuse of discretion in license revocation cases. These precedents require that the Board’s
decision be scrutinized for fairness and evidentiary support.
A. Pilot Fees Issue
36.  The Decision adopted by the Respondent Board erroneously concludes that
Petitioner failed to collect or account for pilotage fees. The evidence at hearing established
that the tugboat barge vessels for which Petitioner performed pilot services were not
required to hire a licensed bar pilot, were not required to pay a pilotage fee, and did not in fact
pay a pilotage fee to Capt. Greger. The decision to revoke Greger’s pilot license on this basis is
plainly without factual or legal merit and constitutes an arbitrary and capricious exercise of
board discretion that substantially harmed Capt. Greger’s interest in preserving his license.
B. Piloting without Having Been Dispatched by the Port Agent Issue
37.  The decision adopted by the Respondent Board erroneously concludes that
Petitioner is subject to punishment for providing pilotage services to tugboat barges without

having first been dispatched by the State of California Port Agent. The evidence at hearing
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establishes that the tugboat barge vessels for which Petitioner performed pilot services were
not required to hire a licensed bar pilot and were under no obligation to coordinate pilotage
services with the Port Agent.

38. In addition, the evidence at hearing establishes that prior to the alleged offense,
the Port Agent consistently and without just cause refused Petitioner’s requests to be
dispatched for pilotage duties. The evidence established that the Port Agent abjectly refused
to comply with the written demand of the Executive Director of the BOPC to dispatch Capt.
Greger. Capt. Greger’s acted for a valid reason (to preserve “recency” in his license), caused
no harm, had no effect on pilot fee revenues, did not affect safety of bay transport. The
decision to revoke Greger’s pilot license on this basis is plainly without factual or legal merit
and constitutes an arbitrary and capricious exercise of board discretion that substantially
harmed Capt. Greger’s interest in preserving his license.

C. Lack of Means Available for Pilot Transportation

39. The decision adopted by Respondent Board erroneously concludes that Petitioner
does not have means available for boarding vessels for pilot duties and used unapproved means.
The uncontradicted evidence at hearing establishes that board-approved pilot vessels are necessary
safety equipment when boarding or disembarking ships at sea near the pilots’ station 11 miles
offshore of the Golden Gate Bridge. This is not disputed. The evidence also establishes, without
contradiction, that the Port Agent himself and bar pilots routinely use non-board-approved
commercial transport vessels within the San Francisco Bay and that these commercial vessels are in
fact available for hire by Capt. Greger, too. All of Capt. Greger’s challenged pilotage work was
performed within San Francisco Bay.

40. The Board’s decision to revoke Capt. Greger license on this ground plainly
establishes a double-standard that penalizes Capt. Greger. The effect of this decision illustrates that
the Board overlooks the Port Agent’s use of non-board-approved vessels when the need arises, but
penalized Capt. Greger for using the same services in order to provide pilot services within the San
Francisco Bay waters. The decision to revoke Greger’s pilot license on this basis is plainly without
factual or legal merit and constitutes unequal treatment of parties subject to the authority of a state
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agency. The decision is an arbitrary and capricious exercise of board discretion that substantially
harmed Capt. Greger’s interest in preserving his license.
D. Failure of Interested Parties to Recuse Themselves from Voting

41. Two voting members of Respondent Board who upheld the decision to revoke
captain Greger’s license are employed by the San Francisco Bar Pilots Association. A
reasonable inference is that these board members are beholden to or otherwise influenced by
the interest of that organization and its campaign against Capt. Greger.

42. Captain Greger requested that these board members recuse themselves from the vote
on his matter. Nonetheless, all Board members voted to revoke Capt. Greger’s license. This fact
raises a strong presumption that deciding members of the Board lacked impartiality and ignored a
clear conflict of interest in furtherance of the SFBPA’s campaign to harm Capt. Greger’s ability to
benefit from his pilot license. Such conflicts give rise to the presumption of an unconstitutional risk
of bias in the administrative proceedings. Haas v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 27 Cal.4th
1017.

43. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Ronald E. Greger does hereby pray for judgment against the State
of California Board of Pilot Commissioners as follows:

1. For a full evidentiary hearing on the factual issues relevant to this matter.

2. That the Court issue a peremptory writ of mandate issued under the seal of this Court
commanding the State of California Board of Pilot Commissioners for the Bays of San Francisco,
San Pablo and Suisun to vacate annul and set aside its decision to adopt the decision of
Administrative Law Judge Juliette Cox that legal and factual grounds exist for the revocation of
Capt. Greger’s state bar pilot license.

3. That the Court issue a peremptory writ of mandate issued under the seal of this Court
commanding the State of California Board of Pilot Commissioners for the Bays of San Francisco,
San Pablo and Suisun to issue and otherwise restore to Petitioner Ronald E. Greger his valid State

of California Bar Pilot License.
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4. That the Court enjoin and prevent all further action against Capt. Greger’s license
based on Judge Cox’ decision and that the BOPC decision revoking Capt. Greger’s license be
declared void and without effect.

5. For an order awarding costs of suit and reasonable attorney fees to Petitioner
pursuant to Cal. Gov. Code Section 800 and any other applicable provision, and;

6. For such other and further legal and equitable relief as the Court may deem proper.
Dated: December 5, 2025

RAFF Law, APC

By (2w 5444/&«

Edwin Bradley, Esq.

Attorneys for Petitioner,
RONALD E. GREGER
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VERIFICATION

I, Ronald E. Greger, am the Petitioner in the above-entitled matter. 1 have read the
foregoing Petition for Writ of Administrative Mandamus and know the contents thereof. I certify
that contents of this Petition for Writ of Administrative Mandamus are true and correct of my own
knowledge, except as to those matters which are therein stated upon my information or belief, and
as to those matters, [ believe them to be true.

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct and that this verification is executed on the date undersigned in

Petaluma, CA.

Dated: December 5, 2025

rondiu Uregel
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ROB BONTA

Attorney General of California

JOSHUA A, ROOM

Supervising Deputy Attorney General

BRETT A. KINGSBURY

Deputy Attorney General

State Bar No. 243744
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004
Telephone: (415) 510-3472
Facsimile: (415) 703-5480

Attorneys for Complainant

BEFORE THE
BOARD OF PILOT COMMISSIONERS
'STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation Against: Case No. 2024-02

CAPTAIN RONALD E. GREGER
4354 Dry Creek Rd.

Napa, CA 94558 ACCUSATION
Pilot License No. 2595-05

Respondent.

PARTIES
1. Allen Garfinkle (Complainant) brings this Accusation solely in his official capacity as
the Executive Director of the Board of Pilot Commissioners for the Bays of San Francisco, San

Pablo and Suisun (Board), State of California.

2. Onor about January 21, 2023, the Board of Pilot Commissioners issued Pilot License
Number 2595-05 to Ronald E. Greger (Respondent). The Pilot License expired on January 23,
2024, and has not been renewed.

3. Onor about November 9, 2023, the Board received Respondent’s Application for
Annual Pilot License Rencwal (Application). On or about November 9, 2923, Respondent

certified under penalty of perjury to the truthfulness of all statermnents, answers, and

{RONALD E. GREGER) ACCUSATION
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representations in the Application. On or about February 13, 2024, the Board denied

Respondent’s Application.

JURISDICTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS

4. This Accusation is brought before the Board under the authority of the following
laws. All section references are to the Harbors and Navigation Code (Code) unless otherwise

indicated.

3. Section 1183, subdivision (a) of the Code provides:

R N - S,

Upon notification of nonrenewal of the license, a pilot is entitled to a trial
and hearing in the same manner that other charges and accusations against pilots
are tried.

6.  Section 1141 of the Code provides, in pertinent part:

(a) Each pilot license shall be valid for a period of one vear and shall be
renewed upon application and successful completion of the physical examination
required by Section 1176.

(b) A pilot license shall not be renewed if the pilot possessing the license
does not actively pilot vessels for any consecutive period of one vear, unless the
board determines the pilot is qualified and makes one of the following findings:

(1) The pilot has presented satisfactory proof of medical disability during
that period.

(2) The board has granted the pilot a leave of absence without pay during
that period.

(3) The pilot has been serving as port agent under Section 1130.

7. Section 1175 of the Code provides:

No person shall be licensed as a pilot unless all of the following
requirements are met:

(2) The person can meet the qualifications set by the board, including age
limitations, if any, ’

(b) The person is of good mental and physical health and good moral
character.

(¢) The person possesses the requisite skill and experience as a navigator and
pilot, together with practical knowledge of the currents, tide, soundings, bearings,
and distances of the several shoals, and the rocks, bars, points of landings, lights,

and fog signals of, or pertaining to. the navigation of the pilot ground for which the
person applies for a license to act as a pilot.

(d) The person can satisfy the board that the person has means available for
boarding and leaving vessels which the person may be called upon to pilot.

/1
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8. Section 1177.5, subdivision (a) of the Code provides:

The board’s proceedings with regard to the refusal to issue or renew a pilot
license shall be conducted in accordance with Chapter 5 (commencing with
Section 11500) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code.

REGULATORY PROVISIONS

9. California Code of Regulations, title 7, section 216(g) provides:

A pilot license shall not be renewed if the applicant did not actively pilot
vessels under the authority of that license for any consecutive period of one year
unless he or she has submitted evidence satisfactory to the Board that he or she is
qualified and, during that period, was absent from duty for medical reasons, was
serving as Port Agent, or had been granted a leave of absence by the Board.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

10.  Respondent was determined “not fit for duty (NFFD)” on February 2, 2023, and
remained on a Board-approved medical leave thereafter until April 3, 2023, when he was again
determined to be “fit for duty.” Despite returning from medical leave on Aprit 3, 2023,
Respondent last piloted a vessel on January 6, 2023.

11, OnJuly 12, 2023, both the San Francisco Bar Pilots and its associated Benevolent and
Protective Association expelled Respondent. These private organizations control all currently
approved pilot boats. Due to the expulsions, Respondent no longer has an approved pilot boat
available for his use. At present, Respondent has not satisfied the Board that he has means
available for boarding and leaving vessels that he may be called upon fo pilot.

FIRST CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

(Lack of Means Available for Boarding/Leaving Vessels)
12, Respondent is subject to disciplinary action under Code section 1173, subdivision {d),
in that Respondent has not satisfied the Board that he has means available for boarding and

leaving vessels which he may be called upon to pilot.

SECOND CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

{Consecutive Year Without Piloting Experience)
{3. KRespondent is subject to disciplinary action under Code section ] 141, subdivision (b),
and/or under California Code of Regulations, title 7, section 216(g), in that more than a

congecutive year has passed since Respondent actively piloted vessels.
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PRAYER
WHEREFORE, Complainant requests that a hearing be held on the matters herein alleged,
and that following the hearing, the Board of Pilot Commissioners issue a decision:

1. Revoking or suspending Pilot License Number 259303, issued to Ronald E. Greger;

2. Taking such other and further action as is deeméd necessary and proper,

ALLEN GARF B
Executive Director
Board of Pilot Commissioners

7 g
DATED: B Zo/202%
i

State of California
Complainant
SF2024400619
44157820.docx
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ROB BONTA

Attorney General of California

JOSHUA A. ROOM

Supervising Deputy Attorney General

BRETT A. KINGSBURY

Deputy Attorney General

State Bar No. 243744
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004
Telephone: (415) 510-3472
Facsimile: (415) 703-5480

Attorneys for Complainant

BEFORE THE
BOARD OF PILOT COMMISSIONERS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation Against: Case No. 2024-02

CAPTAIN RONALD E. GREGER

4354 Dry Creek Rd.

Napa, CA 94558 FIRST AMENDED ACCUSATION

Pilot License No. 2595-05

Respondent.

PARTIES

1. Allen Garfinkle (Complainant) brings this First Amended Accusation solely in his
official capacity as the Executive Director of the Board of Pilot Commissioners for the Bays of
San Francisco, San Pablo and Suisun (Board), State of California.

2. On or about January 21, 2023, the Board issued Pilot License Number 2595-05 to
Ronald E. Greger (Respondent). The Pilot License expired on January 23, 2024, and has not been
renewed.

"

I

I
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3. Onorabout November 9, 2023, the Board received Respondent’s Application for
Annual Pilot License Renewal (Application). On or about November 9, 2023, Respondent
certified under penalty of perjury to the truthfulness of all statements, answers, and
representations in the Application. On or about February 13, 2024, the Board denied
Respondent’s Application.

JURISDICTIONAL PROVISIONS

4. This First Amended Accusation is brought before the Board under the authority of the
following laws. All section references are to the Harbors and Navigation Code (Code) unless
otherwise indicated.

5, Section 1177.5, subdivision (a) of the Code provides:

The board’s proceedings with regard to the refusal to issue or renew a pilot
license shall be conducted in accordance with Chapter 5 (commencing with
Section 11500) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code.

6.  Section 1182 of the Code provides that proceedings to revoke or suspend a pilot
license “shall be conducted in accordance with Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 11500) of

Part | of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code, and the board shall have all the powers

granted pursuant to that chapter.”

7. Section 1183, subdivision (a) of the Code provides:

Upon notification of nonrenewal of the license, a pilot is entitled to a trial
and hearing in the same manner that other charges and accusations against pilots
are tried.

STATUTORY PROVISIONS

8. Section 1141 of the Code provides, in pertinent part:

(a) Each pilot license shall be valid for a period of one year and shall be
renewed upon application and successful completion of the physical examination
required by Section 1176.

(b) A pilot license shall not be renewed if the pilot possessing the license
does not actively pilot vessels for any consecutive period of one year, unless the
board determines the pilot is qualified and makes one of the following findings:

(1) The pilot has presented satisfactory proof of medical disability during
that period.

(2) The board has granted the pilot a leave of absence without pay during
that period.

2
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(3) The pilot has been serving as port agent under Section 1130.

9.  Section 1175 of the Code provides, in pertinent part:

No person shall be licensed as a pilot unless all of the following
requirements are met:

(d) The person can satisfy the board that the person has means available for
boarding and leaving vessels which the person may be called upon to pilot.

10.  Section 1181 of the Code provides, in pertinent part:

The license of a pilot may be revoked or suspended before its expiration
only for reasons of misconduct, which shall include, but not be limited to, the

following:
(a) Neglect, for 30 days after it becomes due, to render an account to the

board of all money received for pilotage.

(b) Neglect, for 30 days after it becomes due, to pay over to the board the
percentage of all pilotage money received, as set by the board.

(c) Rendering to the board a false account of pilotage received.

(h) Willful violation of the rules and regulations adopted by the board for the
government of pilots.

REGULATORY PROVISIONS

11. California Code of Regulations, title 7, section 216(g) provides:

A pilot license shall not be renewed if the applicant did not actively pilot
vessels under the authority of that license for any consecutive period of one year
unless he or she has submitted evidence satisfactory to the Board that he or she is
qualified and, during that period, was absent from duty for medical reasons, was
serving as Port Agent, or had been granted a leave of absence by the Board.

12. California Code of Regulations, title 7, section 219 provides, in pertinent part:

(a) Each pilot, either in person or in the case of a pilot, through the Port
Agent, shall bill and use all legal means to collect from each vessel or other
responsible party the surcharges established by the Code and the Board and shall
transmit all such revenues to the Board monthly or at such later time as the Board
may direct. Each pilot, either in person or through the Port Agent, shall bill and
use all legal means to collect the pension plan surcharge from each vessel or other
responsible party at the rates determined pursuant to Section 1165 of the Code, and
shall transmit monthly all such revenues to the fiduciary agent selected by the
Board pursuant to Section 1162 of the Code. The Port Agent or any pilot may
petition the Board for approval to cease or limit collection efforts required by this
section on the basis that such efforts would not be economic in light of the costs of
collection. The Board may approve such petition if, in the opinion of the Board,
such efforts would not be economic in light of the costs of collection. The
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Administrative Assistant/Secretary shall record the accounts in full detail in a book
prepared for that purpose, which account book shall be a public record.

(i) A pilot shall not be permitted to use any pilot boat which has not been
approved by the Board as a safe and suitable vessel for pilotage service. Each pilot
boat shall be surveyed at least once every two years by a surveyor approved by the
Board and shall not be operated unless the surveyor has rendered a written report
that the boat is in a good and seaworthy condition with respect to its hull and
equipment.

(k) A pilot shall pilot only the vessels assigned to him or her by the Port
Agent.

13.  California Code of Regulations, title 7, section 216(g) provides:

A pilot license shall not be renewed if the applicant did not actively pilot
vessels under the authority of that license for any consecutive period of one year
unless he or she has submitted evidence satisfactory to the Board that he or she is
qualified and, during that period, was absent from duty for medical reasons, was
serving as Port Agent, or had been granted a leave of absence by the Board.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

14, Respondent was determined “not fit for duty (NFFD)” on February 2, 2023, and

remained on a Board-approved medical leave thereafter until April 3, 2023, when he was again

determined to be “fit for duty.” Despite returning from medical leave on April 3, 2023,
Respondent last piloted a vessel on January 6, 2023.

15. OnlJuly 12, 2023, both the San Francisco Bar Pilots and its associated Benevolent and
Protective Association expelled Respondent. These private organizations control all currently
approved pilot boats. Due to the expulsions, Respondent no longer has an approved pilot boat
available for his use. At present, Respondent has not satisfied the Board that he has means
available for boarding and leaving vessels that he may be called upon to pilot.

16. In the alternative, to the extent Respondent has piloted any vessel after January 6,
2023, Respondent has violated legal requirements applicable to his license. Specifically,
Respondent has not billed or collected fees or surcharges for such trips or, if he has, he has failed
to account to the Board for those collections and has not remitted any of the required payments.
Furthermore, to the extent Respondent has piloted a vessel after January 6, 2023, Respondent
necessarily used an unapproved pilot boat and piloted a vessel other than one assigned to him by
the Port Agent.
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FIRST CAUSE FOR NON-RENEWAL OF LICENSE

(Lack of Means Available for Boarding/Leaving Vessels)
17. Respondent’s license is subject to non-renewal under Code section 1175, subdivision
(d), in that Respondent has not satisfied the Board that he has means available for boarding and

leaving vessels which he may be called upon to pilot.

SECOND CAUSE FOR NON-RENEWAL OF LICENSE

(Consecutive Year Without Piloting Experience)
18. Respondent’s license is subject to non-renewal under Code section 1141, subdivision
(b), and/or under California Code of Regulations, title 7, section 216(g), in that more than a

consecutive year has passed since Respondent actively piloted vessels.

FIRST CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

(Failure to Bill, Account, and/or Remit)

19. To the extent Respondent has piloted a vessel after January 6, 2023, Respondent is
subject to discipline under Code section 1181, subdivisions (a), (b), and/or (c), and/or under Code
section 1181, subdivision (h), in conjunction with California Code of Regulations, title 7, section
219(a), in that Respondent willfully failed to bill and collect required pilotage fees and/or
surcharges from the vessels piloted, failed to accurately account to the Board regarding such fees
and/or surcharges, and/or failed to pay over the appropriate percentages thereof.

SECOND CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

(Use of Unapproved Pilot Boat)

20. To the extent Respondent has piloted a vessel after January 6, 2023, Respondent is
subject to discipline under Code section 1181, subdivision (h), and California Code of
Regulations, title 7, section 219(i), in that Respondent willfully used a pilot boat that had not been
approved by the Board as a safe and suitable vessel for pilotage services.

"

"

I

"
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THIRD CAUSE FOR DISCIPLINE

(Piloting of Unassigned Vessel)

21. To the extent Respondent has piloted a vessel after January 6, 2023, Respondent is
subject to discipline under Code section 1181, subdivision (h), and California Code of
Regulations, title 7, section 219(k), in that Respondent willfully piloted a vessel other than one
assigned to him by the Port Agent.

PRAYER

WHEREFORE, Complainant requests that a hearing be held on the matters herein alleged,
and that following the hearing, the Board of Pilot Commissioners issue a decision:

1.  Non-renewing, revoking, or suspending Pilot License Number 2595-05, issued to
Ronald E. Greger;

2. Taking such other and further action as is deemed necessary and proper.

-

DATED: Wy & ,26028
L % ALLEN GARFINKLE

Executive Director

Board of Pilot Commissioners

State of California

Complainant

SF2024400619
.docx
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BEFORE THE
BOARD OF PILOT COMMISSIONERS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the First Amended Accusation Against:

RONALD E. GREGER, CAPTAIN,
Pilot License No. 2595-05,

Respondent.
Agency Case No. 2024-02

OAH No. 2024100885

PROPOSED DECISION

Administrative Law Judge Juliet E. Cox, State of California, Office of

Administrative Hearings, heard this matter on July 1 and 3, 2025, by videoconference.

Deputy Attorney General Brett A. Kingsbury represented complainant Allen
Garfinkle, Executive Director of the Board of Pilot Commissioners for the Bays of San

Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun, State of California.
Attorney Edwin Bradley represented respondent Ronald E. Greger.

The matter was submitted for decision on July 3, 2025.



FACTUAL FINDINGS

1. The Board of Pilot Commissioners for the Bays of San Francisco, San
Pablo, and Suisun (Board) is the State of California agency that licenses and regulates
pilots for vessels in San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays, and in Monterey Bay.
Allen Garfinkle, Executive Director of the Board, acts in his official capacity in this

matter as the complainant.

2. Pilots who hold licenses issued by the Board may direct vessels moving
between the "high seas” (waters west of the Golden Gate Bridge) and waters east of
the Golden Gate Bridge, and vessels moving between the Golden Gate Bridge and the
Ports of Sacramento and Stockton. (Harb. & Nav. Code, 8§ 1110, 1112, 1125.) The
general purpose of the system for licensing such pilots is to avoid collisions,
groundings, or other harm by ensuring that persons with local maritime navigation
expertise direct large, non-local vessels within the “confined, crowded, and
environmentally sensitive” waters east of the Golden Gate Bridge. (/d,, § 1101, subd. (f);

see also /d, § 1100.)

3. Between January 2019 and January 2024, respondent Ronald E. Greger
held a pilot license issued to him by the Board. The Board sequentially numbers such

licenses; effective January 21, 2023, respondent held Pilot License Number 2595-05.

4, Respondent applied in November 2023 to renew his pilot license. By
letter dated February 13, 2024, complainant notified respondent that the Board would
not renew respondent’s license. Respondent requested a hearing on his continuing

eligibility for licensure.

/1]



5. Complainant served respondent with an accusation in May 2024, and
with a first amended accusation in May 2025. Complainant amended the accusation
further after the conclusion of evidence. As amended, the accusation alleges several
reasons that the Board should not license respondent as a pilot: (1) he no longer
satisfies requirements for access to an appropriate pilot vessel; (2) he no longer
satisfies requirements for recent pilot experience; (3) he has violated Board statutes
and regulations relating to collecting pilotage fees; and (4) he has violated Board
statutes and regulations relating to obtaining piloting assignments. Respondent
disputes some of these allegations and contends that others, even if true, should not

prevent his continuing licensure.
Requirements for Pilot Licensing and Activities

6. Vessels smaller than 750 gross tons generally do not require licensed
pilot services. (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1127, subd. (e).) Also, regardless of size, vessels
that are "nonself-propelled” (barges) do not require pilots when moving “in tow of a
tug within Monterey Bay and the Bay of San Francisco, San Pablo, or Suisun, or
between those bays”; but the owners or operators of these vessels may employ pilots

for such moves if they wish to do so and if they pay pilotage fees. (/d, § 1128.)

7. A pilot is essentially a temporary addition to a vessel's crew. The pilot
travels to the vessel that he or she will pilot; boards the vessel; and communicates with
the vessel’s crew to advise them regarding safe speed and direction for the vessel.
When the vessel has reached its destination, the pilot disembarks. Depending on the
path of travel for the vessel receiving pilotage services, the pilot may board or
disembark at a berth or dock, or may transfer between the larger vessel and a smaller

transport vessel while both vessels are temporarily stationary in open water.



8. In calm water, safe boarding or disembarking may be possible between a
large vessel and any small transport boat. Sometimes, however, a pilot must board a
large vessel on the high seas west of the Golden Gate Bridge, to pilot the vessel into
San Francisco Bay and to a mooring or berth. Similarly, a pilot sometimes must
disembark such a vessel west of the Golden Gate Bridge after piloting it out of San
Francisco Bay. Pilots may board or disembark in daylight, darkness, or heavy fog. To
ensure pilot safety in all boarding and disembarking circumstances, the Board
regulates and approves the small boats that pilots may use as pilot vessels to transport
them to and from the larger vessels they pilot. (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1131; Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 7, § 219, subd. (i).)

9. In principle, a pilot individually may own and operate a pilot vessel for
the pilot's exclusive use. Individual ownership, in which each licensed pilot would bear
the entire cost of owning and operating a Board-approved pilot vessel, is not
necessary for orderly and comprehensive pilotage services in the San Francisco, San
Pablo, and Suisun Bays, however. Instead, Board-licensed pilots own and operate
several pilot vessels collectively, through two non-governmental membership
organizations (the San Francisco Bar Pilots’ Association and the San Francisco Bar
Pilots’ Benevolent and Protective Association, together SFBP). At all times relevant to
this matter, the only vessels approved by the Board as pilot vessels were and are

vessels owned and operated by SFBP.

10.  Pilots do not compete with one another for pilotage jobs. Rather, to
ensure that all vessels requiring or desiring licensed pilots to navigate within the
Board's geographic jurisdiction have timely access to safe, qualified pilot services, the
Board uses a Port Agent to dispatch pilots. (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1130; Cal. Code

Regs., tit. 7, § 218.) A pilot who is on duty must be ready to accept the next assignment



from the Port Agent, and a pilot must accept pilotage assignments only through the
Port Agent. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 7, § 219, subds. (b), (k).) A pilot who learns about
potential vessel movements from a source other than the Port Agent has a duty not to

use that information to other pilots’ detriment. (/d, § 222, subd. (a).)

11.  Pilots also do not compete with one another to offer the lowest-cost
pilotage services. Rather, the Board sets mandatory fees for these services (Harb. &
Nav. Code, § 1190 et seq.), and the Port Agent collects these fees for pilots the Port
Agent has dispatched (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 7, § 219, subd. (a)). If a pilot, rather than the
Port Agent, collects pilotage fees, the pilot must remit the appropriate portion to the
Board and also must provide an accounting of fees the pilot has collected. (Harb. &

Nav. Code, §8 1136, 1137; Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 7, § 219, subd. (a).)

12.  Pilots must maintain up-to-date knowledge regarding navigational
conditions within San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays. (Harb. & Nav. Code,
§ 1175, subd. (c).) To this end, the Board requires pilot continuing education. (/d.,
§ 1171.5.) In addition, unless the pilot qualifies for a statutory exception, a pilot is not
eligible to renew his or her license if the pilot has not piloted any vessel in a year or

longer. (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1141, subd. (b).)
Respondent’s Recent Pilot Experience

13.  The Port Agent last dispatched respondent to a pilotage assignment on

January 6, 2023.

14.  During February and March 2023, respondent was temporarily medically

unfit to pilot vessels. He recovered his fitness for pilot duty in early April 2023.
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15.  After respondent recovered his fitness for pilot duty, the Port Agent
declined to return respondent to the dispatch list. The evidence does not establish the

Port Agent’s reasons for declining to dispatch respondent in and after April 2023.

16.  Between January 2019 and January 2023, while working as a pilot,
respondent was an SFBP member. When the Port Agent dispatched him to pilotage
assignments, he sometimes (but not always) used an SFBP pilot vessel to travel to or

from the vessels he piloted.

17.  InJuly 2023, SFBP expelled respondent from membership. The evidence
does not establish either the process by which SFBP took this action or its reasons for
the expulsion. Respondent and SFBP are engaged in litigation over his expulsion from

SFBP.

18.  Complainant has never received information from any person suggesting
that respondent is or has been an unsafe or incompetent pilot, or that he has

committed any navigational errors while piloting.

19.  Because respondent no longer is an SFBP member, SFBP no longer
makes its pilot vessels available to respondent to travel to or from pilotage
assignments. Respondent has investigated the prospects for acquiring his own suitable
vessel and for obtaining the Board's approval to use it as a pilot vessel, but has not

done so.

20.  In and after April 2023, respondent accepted multiple pilotage
assignments without the Port Agent’s having dispatched him. Specifically, on

approximately 20 occasions between April 2023 and May 2025, respondent provided



pilotage services for barges moving within San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays.'
On each of these occasions, a tug owned by members of respondent’s family was

involved in towing the barge.

21.  Respondent denies having collected any payment for the pilotage
services described in Finding 20, characterizing these trips as favors he did for business
acquaintances simply to maintain his piloting experience. He also disclaimed any
knowledge of the fee structure his family’s business uses for tug services, and in
particular of whether these fees in any way incorporate fees for pilotage. This

testimony is not credible.

22.  Respondent’s family’s business also offered tug services before January
2023. When asked whether tug clients ever requested or received pilotage services
directly from him before January 2023, without going through the Port Agent,

respondent was evasive, and ultimately declined to answer.

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS

1. Pilot licenses issued by the Board are valid for twelve months at a time.
(Harb. & Nav. Code, §§ 1141, 1172.) To refuse to renew a license when it expires, the

Board must have good cause to withhold renewal. (Zd,, § 1172.) Similarly, the Board

! Although such trips may occur without pilots, as described in Finding 6,
respondent characterized his role on these trips as that of a pilot. No evidence

contradicted this characterization.



may suspend or revoke a license before its expiration if the pilot has violated Board

statutes or regulations. (/d, § 1181, subd. (h).)
First Cause for Non-Renewal

2. To renew a license, a pilot must demonstrate that she or he has "“means
available for boarding or leaving vessels [that] the person may be called upon to pilot.”
(Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1175, subd. (d).) The matters stated in Findings 7 through 9, 16,
17, and 19 establish that respondent does not have access to any Board-approved
pilot vessel, even though such pilot vessels would be necessary for respondent safely
to board or leave at least some of the vessels he might pilot into or out of San
Francisco Bay. These matters constitute good cause for the Board to decline to renew

respondent’s license.
Second Cause for Non-Renewal

3. To renew a license, a pilot also must demonstrate that she or he has
"actively pilot[ed] vessels” during the previous year, or must qualify for an exception to

this requirement. (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1141, subd. (b).)

4, Although the matters stated in Finding 6 show that pilotage services
were not statutorily necessary for the barge trips described in Finding 20, these
matters also show that such trips may use pilots. Because of the matters stated in
Finding 20, the Board lacks good cause to deny respondent’s renewal application on

the ground that he does not have recent, active pilot experience.
First Cause for Discipline

5. Pilots may not offer free pilotage services; pilotage fees are mandatory.

(Harb. & Nav. Code, §§ 1190, subd. (a), 1191, subd. (b); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 7, § 219,
8



subd. (a).) When a pilot collects pilotage fees, the pilot must account for those fees to
the Board and must pay over the Board's share promptly. (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1181,
subds. (a), (b), (c).) Failure to collect, account for, or pay over fees is cause for the

Board to discipline a pilot’s license. (/d, subds. (a), (b), (c), (h).)

6. The matters stated in Findings 20 and 21 do not establish whether
respondent collected pilotage fees between April 2023 and May 2025. These matters
do establish, however, that if he collected such fees he did not account for or remit
them to the Board. In either case—failing to collect fees, or failing to account for and

remit them—respondent’s acts constitute cause to discipline his pilot license.
Third Cause for Discipline®

7. The Port Agent dispatches pilots (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1130; Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 7, § 218, subd. (d)), and circumventing the Port Agent dispatch system is
cause for discipline (Harb. & Nav. Code, § 1181, subd. (h); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 7, §§ 219,
subd. (k), 222, subd. (a)). The matters stated in Finding 20 constitute cause to discipline

respondent’s pilot license.
Analysis

8. As noted in Finding 18, respondent’s navigational competence as a pilot
is not in question in this matter. The matters summarized in Findings 17 and 19
through 22 show, however, that respondent is either unable or unwilling to cooperate

in the regulatory program that ensures safe and orderly pilotage services for all vessels

2 Complainant dismissed the Second Cause for Discipline after the presentation

of evidence at the hearing.



requiring or desiring such services within the Board’'s geographic jurisdiction. These
matters constitute cause for the Board not to renew, and instead to revoke,

respondent’s license.
ORDER

Pilot License Number 2595-05, held by respondent Ronald E. Greger, is not

renewed, and is instead revoked.

oate. 07/22/2025 CQutist: 7 Cop

JULIET E. COX
Administrative Law Judge

Office of Administrative Hearings
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