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Historical Background

Relating to
Mooring Extensions & Improving Navigation

Historically, the Newport Harbor Mooring Fields had been managed by the Orange
County Sheriff's Department (OCSD).

Prior OCSD practice was to approve mooring extensions on an ad-hoc basis without
any official policy, guidelines or best practices.

In 2017, the City of Newport Beach ended its contract with the OCSD Harbor Patrol
for mooring administration and code enforcement.

In 2018, and as amended in 2022, the City Council approved the Harbor Commission
Obijective to evaluate the current mooring fields and provide a recommendation for
new guidelines that better define rows and fairways to improve navigation, safety,
and optimization of space within the mooring fields and allow for additional city
moorings to be located within the designated mooring fields.

In 2019, the Harbor Commission adopted a temporary policy to conditionally
approve certain mooring extension requests of up to 5 feet. It was later determined
this policy could adversely affect any design being developed for better utilization of
space in the mooring fields and would be contrary to the Objectives approved by the
City Council. Accordingly, no extensions have since been granted.



Current Status

Newport Harbor is currently experiencing a mooring shortage. The City has only approximately 11 moorings for
visiting mariners and no available moorings available for new long-term permittees.

Current cost of entry to acquire a mooring permit in Newport Harbor is typically $1,000 per foot or more.

A mooring permittee with a 50 mooring will typically ask $50,000 or more for the transfer of their permit to a
new permittee.

New City moorings will not require an acquisition fee and will therefore allow for more affordable boating.

History of granting mooring extensions to existing permit holders without proper policy has resulted in less than
desirable outcomes to aesthetics, safety and navigable water space. The mooring field footprints were originally
intended to allow for safe navigation and use of the fairway space between mooring rows by the general public.

As a result of prior practice, the current space within the mooring field footprints in many cases is not safely
navigable nor suitable for public access and has turned into what closely resembles a crowded parking lot.



Improvements Under Consideration

For
Improved Safety and Utilization of Space

Utilizing shorter chain (or rode)

Benefits: Reducing the total chain length from 35’ to 25" will result in a
significantly reduced size mooring footprint (LOA).
Concern: Reduced chain length will require adding additional weight at a cost.

Consider a below surface spreader line mooring configuration (sand line), or at a
minimum, require a floating spreader line between mooring buoys

Benefits: Prevent mooring buoys from drifting into fairways.
Provides for retrieving a single bow mooring line when tying to a
mooring vs. retrieving both the bow and stern mooring lines separately.
Increases fairway width for safer navigation.

Concern: Some boaters may require instruction on how to use a spreader line.
However, about 30% to 40% of moorings currently have spreader lines.
Lines may get caught up in propellers if a boater is not careful.
Lines may get covered with silt and mud and may require cleaning.



Improvements Under Consideration

For
Improved Safety and Utilization of Space

Consider different anchors for securing the moorings to the sea floor

Benefits: Helical and manta anchors provide greater holding strength to
accommodate a shorter rode without the need to add anchor weight.
Provides for a smaller footprint resulting in less scarring on the seafloor.

Concern: Helical and manta anchors have a higher cost to relocate after installation.

Consider a double row vs. single row mooring configuration

Benefits: Provides much better utilization of space allowing for wider
fairways, safer navigation and the addition of new moorings.
Concern: Although the shared anchor moorings will provide much greater space

(up to 2X), inexperienced boaters may be uncomfortable approaching
a mooring with a shared anchor.



Alternate Anchor Types Considered

Mushroom anchor, granite block, helical, pyramid
and manta (not shown).



Metal (Block) Mooring Weight Specification

For Two Point Mooring System in Newport Harbor

Mooring Length Mooring Weight Bottom Chain Top Chain
(feet) (pounds) Size'(inches) Size'(inches)
20’ 500 1/2” 1/
25 650 1/2” 1/2*
30’ 750 12" 1/2°
35 1,000 5/8” 1/2"
a0’ 1,500 5/8” 172"
45’ 2,000 3/4” 1/2*
50’ 2,000 3/4” 1727
55 2,500 3/4” 1/2"
60’ 3,000 3/4” 13"
65’ 3,000 i 172"
70’ 3,500 i 5/8"
5 3,500 fe 5/8"
80’ 4,000 i 3/4”
85 4,500 1 3/4”
90’ 5,000 1” 3/4”
95’ 5,000 1” 3/4"

* Weight and chain size shown in this table are minimums. Mooring permittee may adjust upward.



VINEYARD HAVEN, MA: COMPARATIVE PULL TEST

Mooring Type Bottom Condition Breakout Force
350-1b. Mushroom 5 ft. deep in mud 2,000 Ib.
500-Ib. Mushroom in sand bottom 1,700 lb.
3,000-Ib. concrete USCG block set in mud 2,100 Ib.
6,000-Ib. cement block on sand bottom 5,200 |5.

8 / 10 Helix soft clay & mud 20,800+ Ib.

ADVANTAGE HELIX ANCHOR SYSTEMS: Greatest holding strength is when pulled vertically as is the case when swells force the
bow and stern of a boat up and down. Very important when considering a shorter rode and a shared anchor for a double mooring.

DISADVANTAGE OF BOTTOM MOORING WEIGHTS: Lowest holding strength when pulled straight up as opposed to at shallower
angles. This results in requiring long scope of chain from the anchor weight to buoy causing buoys to drift deep into fairways when
not tied to a boat. Shortening the rode will greatly increasing the bottom weight at both bow and stern.
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“Visual inspection of cores in the field indicated the material within the upper 5 feet of'the surface
typically a gray, very soft, silty clayey material that appears to be relatively recent sediment deposits.
At depths below 5 feet, dense to very dense sand was encountered to the bottom of each boring.”
Preliminarily, this material appears to be suitable for a helical type anchor system



