
 

 

6/22/26 
Reasons for Proposed Edits to Legislation to Move the Continuing Education 
Surcharge out of the Board and State Treasury and to the Pilots 
 
Current Legislation 
The BOPC is required by statutes and regulations to establish pilot continuing education 
standards and establish a pilot continuing education program.  Currently, each pilot is required 
to obtain certain continuing education training every 5 years. 
 
The cost of training is funded by a Pilot Continuing Education surcharge. 

• The Board sets the surcharge based upon projected continuing education costs. 

• The pilots (San Francisco Bar Pilots) charge, collect and remit the surcharges to the 
Board. 

• The Board deposits the Continuing Education surcharge in the State Treasury, and 
annually budgets for pilot continuing education. 

• The Board contracts and pays for continuing education services and also pays for pilot 
travel costs with the surcharge monies. 

 
Types of Pilot Continuing Education Training 
 

1. Manned Model Training.  There are only 6 facilities worldwide that offer training to 
pilots on scaled ship models. Two of the facilities are in the US, and the pilots have 
determined that the U.S. facilities do not meet their training needs.  There are manned-
model training facilities in France, England, Poland and Australia. 

2. Combination Course Training.  This training covers a wide variety of maritime subjects 
(fatigue, navigation in fog, legal issues with piloting, etc.), and includes simulator 
training.  Currently, the pilots attend this training at the Cal Poly Maritime Academy 
(CMA).  CMA is a facility in California that has simulators with the programs necessary to 
provide pilots training.  There is a second simulator at Orange Coast College (a public 
community college) in Newport Beach, CA.  CMA has contracted with retired pilots to 
conduct the training in prior years (including the current SFBP Business Director, Anne 
McIntyre).   CMA has been challenged to identify suitable “Pilot” instructors, and these 
instructors have either had to modify the curriculum to keep it current or create new 
material.  CMA faculty has not been tasked with creating curriculum.  There is also the 
issue of the changeover from an independent State College to a Cal Poly campus.  It is 
not clear what priority Cal Poly will place on the Professional and Continuing Education 
(PACE) program.   
 
For past Combination Course training, the Board utilized the Maritime Institute of 
Training and Graduate Studies, located in Maryland, which also has a west coast campus 
called the Pacific Maritime Institute, located in Seattle, WA.  There is also a combination 
course training facility at the Quebec Maritime Institute, which offers continuing 
education to pilots as well. 



 

 

 
 
Reason for BOPC to Consider Legislative Change 
 

• BOPC staff are not the subject matter experts for pilot continuing education training.  In 
the past, the BOPC staff worked with pilots to derive the curriculum, training contract 
scope of work, and for manned model, the minimum facility qualifications. 

• Pilots are the subject matter experts and should be the decision-maker on facility and 
curriculum needs. 

• Retired pilots teaching the combination course at CMA is not always ideal.  While retired 
pilots certainly know the pilot’s job, they are not trained to be instructors.  There are 
combination course facilities located in other states, but current State contract rules 
require the BOPC to contract with another state entity, when possible.  If Cal Poly 
Maritime cannot provide a quality course, the Board would need to provide a 
justification for contracting outside the state. 

• CMA has had a difficult time obtaining instructors.  Past trainers have included retired 
BOPC-licensees, and the current trainer is a retired Long Beach pilot.   

• BOPC has been advised by CHP contract experts that it cannot contract on a competitive 
basis with more than one manned-model training facility at a time. State contracting 
rules impose undue restrictions on pilots, limiting pilots to one location for manned-
model training per contract (manned model contracts have been for 5-year terms).  
Pilots have notified the BOPC that it may be best to send a pilot to a manned-model 
training facility other than the facility that BOPC has contracted with (in some cases, 
pilots have attended training at the France facility 4-5 times, and have requested to 
attend training at another facility to obtain another facility’s perspective on this 
training).   

• BOPC has limited staff available for contract procurement and administration, especially 
contracts involving foreign entities.  Although CHP assists BOPC with contracts, there is 
limited state expertise in contracting with foreign corporations for services that are 
provided in foreign countries. 

• The State Auditor identified an issue in the 2009 BOPC audit that it was using state 
resources to pay business class airfare to send pilot to manned-model training in France 
and recommended that the State not pay more than economy rate airfare.  Pilots have 
been paying to upgrade air travel to business class so that they can arrive for training 
well rested to take full advantage of the training, and to return home well-rested in 
order to promptly return to work. 

• The goal would be to get the best training as possible at whatever facilities the pilots 
determine would provide this training.  Pilots would not be limited to the state’s 
procurement requirements if the State does not collect the Pilot Continuing Education 
Surcharge. 

 
Stakeholder Comments 
 



 

 

• Pilots were receptive to having more control over their training needs, but not at the 
expense of additional administrative burden of tracking surcharge revenues and being 
subject to an audit of Pilot Continuing Education Surcharge revenue collection and 
expenditure by the BOPC.   

• The preference from pilots was for the Board to continue to require pilots to obtain 
certain training, for the pilots to arrange/pay for the training, and to provide the Board 
with certificates of completion documenting that the training was completed.  To do 
this, the pilots would prefer that the pilotage rates be increased to include the cost of 
Board-required pilot continuing education (i.e., Board-required pilot training would 
become a business expense for pilots, to be reimbursed via pilotage income). 

• The shipping association representative also expressed concurrence that the cost to 
obtain Board-required pilot continuing education could be subsumed in the pilotage 
rates, and that pilots could provide the Board with evidence that the mandated 
continuing education requirement have been met.  However, it was less clear that the 
shipping industry representative was willing to increase pilotage rates to pay for Board-
required training.  The shipping industry represented commented that continuing 
education should be a business cost to a pilot as it is in other west coast pilot 
commissions, and that the cost of acquiring mandated training should be absorbed in a 
pilot’s income from piloting. 

 
Current Status 
 
Both statutory and regulatory changes would be required to shift the continuing education 
from the Board to the licensees.   
 
Statutory changes initiated by the Board are challenging, as both Agency and the Governor’s 
office must agree to the changes.  With a new Governor entering the picture in 2027, a 
legislative proposal is unlikely to gain traction early in a new administration.  ‘ 
 
Other possibilities are that SFBP or PMSA initiate legislation by finding a sponsor for a bill.  
Following statutory change, changes to the regulations will be pursued. 
 

 

(see attached proposed edits to the Harbors and Navigation Code). 


