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WELCOME TO CONFERENCE

by Ron Stone,
Boating Industry Associations

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen, and welcome to the first National Boating
Facilities Conference.

At the outset, let me i ntroduce myse lf. My name is Ron Stone . I am Director
of the Government Relations Departn»nt of the Boating Industry Associations� . With
the American penchant for abbreviations and colloquialisms, many know us as BIA.

For those of you who do not know what BIA is all about, and judging from some
letters I have rece ived addressed to me at the Bureau of Indian Affairs, there is
not always the sharpest perception of our mission, let me establish our credentials
and our interest in cosponsoring this type of conference. BIA is not the last
vestiges of the American Indian Nation; Marion Brando has never asked for our
support in upholding tribal fishing rights. The Boating Industry Associations is
a national trade association for America's pleasure boating industry. We speak for
more than 700 manufacturers nationwide, manufacturers of recreational watercraft,
outboard motors and other marine engines, boat trailers, and the full range of
marine accessories and services. At B IA headquarters in Chicago it i s never enough
to have the custon»r buy a boat and enjoy i t as best he can. We are involved in
many fields of endeavor to optimize boating enjoyment. One of our principal con-
cerns, which brings us to this conference, is ensuring that there is room to go
boating.

The future of boating is bright if you masure it in terms of popular appeal
or enthusiasm for the sport. But physical limitations on boating - by that I mean
the chronic problems of supply and demand in boating facilities which show up in
long lines at boat launching ramps, haphazard parking of cars and trailers, waiting
lists every season for space at the local marina or anchorage, overcrowding, no
boat zoning restrictions, remoteness of facilities, and conflicts of use - all
these combine to take the fun out of boating and drive people away. A large part
of boating's appeal is that it is a way of getting away from the pressures of
everyday life. The appeal is greatly diminished as long as boatmen have the hassle
of finding a place to go boat Ing in peace and comfort.

In this National Boating Facilities Conference, which hopefully will be the first
of many, we are looking for answers to how we can break the facilities bottleneck.
We, in industry, are very grateful to the Office of Sea Grant/NOAA Marine Advisory
Service and the New England and University of Rhode Island Marine Advisory Services
for helping to make this conference possible. We are encouraged that. Sea Grant has
had the foresight, where others associated with government have been dilatory or
indifferent, to know that boating ls one of America 's fastest growing sports, and
how much it means to the tourist industry which is one of this country's leading
economic pacesetters. We are absolutely de'lighted with the volume of concrete,
constructive data Sea Grant has turned out on the economic and evlronmental im-
pact of recreational boating facilities.

The fact that you ar» here today shows that you share our interest and our
concern. Together we can accomplish a great deal to help boating.



Bel ieve me, ladies and gentlemen, boating needs heEp. Contrary to popuEar
mi sconcept ion, boating is not a rich man's sport whose part ici pants can afford
to take care of all their faci i i ties needs. I t has broad based appea 1 among al I
inccee level s. The publ ic and private sectors have fai led or neglected to keep
up with the growing number of boatmen, and that worries us. Unless the si tuat ion
is reversed in today's waterfront management planning, the future may see boating
on the endangered species list for lack of facil ities to go boating.

I know I told you that BIA has nothing to do with Indians. But the nature of
this conference, trying to throw some l ight on problems darkening the hori zons
of recreational boating, reminds me of the story of the tribe that raised enough
wampum sel I ing arrowheads to send one of their braves to engineering school. When
the brave returned to the reservation with his degree in engineering, one of
the first jobs the tribal council conmissioned him to do was to wire the outhouse
for an electric 1 ight bulb so they could see what they were doing. The brave
thought thi s was a I i t tie demeaning for a Red Man with his sophi sticated level
of educat ion, but he did the job of wiring that outhouse, and, do you know, he
became known far and wide as the fi rst person to wire a head for a reservation!

We are very optimistic that this National Boating Feei 1ities Conference, the
fi rst cooperative venture between the boating industry and Sea Grant, wi I I generate
a wealth of information for recreational planners involved with boating.



WELCOME TO CONFERENCE

by Neil W. Ross,
Marine Recreation Specialist
Marine Advisory Service
University of Rhode Island

Our ing 1976, our Bicentennial year, 50.5 million people spent 5. 33 billion
dollars while usi ng an esti mated 1 0 mi ll ion pteasure craft in the U .S . Over
six thousand boating facilities, including marinas, boat yards and yacht clubs,
serviced the needs of the recreating public. Since World War II, recreational
boating has grown rapidly with free market forces controlling the expansion and
access to waters.

We have now entered a new age of coastal planning. As more and more people
want to use the shoreline for more and more purposes, it is clear that some form
of public management is necessary to allocate our finite shores. Recreational
boat.ing is but one of the uses which are dependant on access.

This national conference is organ ized to take a look at the needs of rec-
reationall boating and the process of managing our shore areas. Hcw can recre-
ationa I boating conti nue to grow, to compete, and to survive in a world of in-
creasing regulat ions, controls, and restrictions? That question disturbs some
boat ing businessmen who feel that coastal zone management forebodes an end to
the free enterprise system. Others, however, see i t as a means of protecting
boat ing ' s sha re of the shore 1 i ne.

At the start of this program, I would 1 tke to share several thoughts and
concepts on boating facilities and how to plan for them.

l. I think I t is helpful to think of boating facilities as funnels whose
necks are on the shore. That mart na, boat yard, yacht club, or launching
ramp, is a funnel through which people and boating products gain access
to recreational waters. Often a fact lity is privately managed but it
st i 1 I is a major publ ic access point to recreational experiences. As the
neck of the funnel is al lowed to expand more people can share in the
benefi ts of pleasure boating. However, when the neck constricts because
of increasing regulations, high land cost, restrictive zoning, or poor
management., then the number of people and products going on to the water
also constricts. This "facil ity as a funnel" concept needs to be under-
stood both by the recreator and the coastal planner. Boat manufacturers
generally have not awakened to what is happening on the shoreline, nor
that their future Is now being decided by the coastal planner.

2, Recreational boating needs shoreline for access and thus is a shore
dependent use which must be involved in the planning process. I would
suggest for a planning poltcy that shore dependent business, such as
martnas, be given preference over non-shore dependent business, such as
condominiums.



3. it is helpful to look at marinas and boating faci1 i ties for what they
really are. They are not hotels f il led with overnight visitors. in
most instances marinas are parking lots of empty boats and, except for
the warmer cl imates, are in use only during the boating season. In
addi t ion, it is important to understand that when the boats are in use
they are usually out and away from the marina. These two perspectives
seem to be overlooked or not understood by the "environmentalists" and
many public health officials. They often feel that where there is a boat
in the water at a dock then people must be living aboard pumping bilge
water and sewage overboard 24 hours a day for 365 days. I be lieve that it
is as wrong to equate the environmental impact of a marina to that of a
motel as it is to deny that boats and marinas have any environmental
impact at all.

4. Economic impact studies on recreational boating have found boating is a
good business to encourage in coastal communities, and provides stable
income while making few demands on the local economy.

Recreational boating is a healthy sport which plays an important role in our
society. To many people it is a means to an end, such as sports fishing, racing,
cruising, she lifishing, and hunting. For many others just getting away, main-
taining the craft, drifting, or just going out for a spin is the recreational
experience itse lf. Boating facilities are the key to the entire recreational
boating experience. It is extremely important that we have gathered here to
consider what role coastal planning will have in determining the future of rec-
reational boating.



THE DYNAMI C GROWTH OE RECREAT I ONAL BOAT ING

by Jeff Napier, General Counse I
Boating Industry Associations

On beha I f of the Boating Industry Associat ions and myse 1 f, I would also I ike
to extend a cordial welcome to the National Boating Faci i i ties Conference. Like
i ts predecessors, the purpose of this conference is to discuss and see f irst-
hand what the problems and solutions are regarding access to recreational waters ..
commonly referred to as boating faci ii t ies. I t i s intended to be a clearinghouse
of information both through the formal discussions and printed proceedings. I t
i s i ntended to be a workshop session wi th plenty of opportuni ty for quest ions,
It is intended to provide you with plenty of contact with other experts in the
recrea tional business whether pr ivate sector busi nessmen, government recreational
specialists or planners and researchers from academi a. Welcome to the conference .
Don't take notes -- proceedings will be published.

To keynote the conference, I would like to highlight boating's dynamic growth
over the years and quantify and qualify what recreational boating is today. It
may we I I be that pleasure boating started before Cleopatra� ' s barge on the Nile.
But if so, the re were no trade associations or recreational planners to record
events. For much of history, recreationa I boating was done in work boats in their
off hours, so to speak. Newport, of course, played an important part in recreational
boating over the years and continues its prominent role with the America's Cup races.

Anything remotely approaching the popular concept of boating as we know it
today doesn't go back further than this century in terms of identifiable facts.
It is statistically noted that there were about 15,000 recreational boats in use
i n 1904 . By l91 3 the number had grown to 400,000 and by 1 930 to an esti mated 1. 5
million craft. Most, of course, had wood hulls. But recreational boating was really
a child until after World War lf. In part, the exposure of so many millions of
troops to boating and small boats as part of their military duties in the Navy,
Marines or fording rivers accounted For the post-war popularity of boating. In
part, the improved technology which had developed during the wartime production
efforts of our industry made the product more reliable and cheaper. By 1947 there
were an est imated 2.4 mi I I ion boats in use.

In the space of 5 years this number had doubled to over 5 mi I 'lion recreational
boats in use. And in the early 50's two new hul 1 materials came onto the market
and started replacing wood: aluminum and fiberglass. These materials offered
several advantages: f i rst, eas i er maintenance; second, cheaper product ion costs;
third, greater design flexibi I ity. The resul t, further growth. Another mi I lion
boats were added to the fleet between 1953 and 1956.

In 1956 everyone was astonished to find that boating had grown to a billion
dollar a year industry... $1.25 billion dollars to be exact. One out of every
28 people owned a boat. Over 28 million people went boating that year on a f'lect
of 5,971,000 boats. Some of you may remember that year. Even Ron Stone was in
the i ndus try by then. There wasn' t much regulation of pleasure boating then by
either the states or the federal government. The Federal Motorboat Act of i940
was about all... a few simp'le requirements.

Sy a decade later, in 1966, there were over 40 mi Ilion people boating. The
fleet had grown to over 8 million vessels. Annual expenditures were $2.8 billion.
You could tell that boating was on the map because the Federal government had



gotten involved through passage of the 1958 Boating Act. It was this legislation
that set up the state boat regi strat ion system, state marine law enforcement and,
in some lucky states, boating faci I i ties development programs were establ i shed
as an indirect part of government invol vement.

Now, a decade later, the last year of complete f igures in 1976, finds boating
grown to 50.5 mil I ion participants, a fleet of 10,105,000 vessels, and annual
expendi tures of 5.33 bi I lion dol lars. 900 people in the Coast Guard devote them-
selves to boating concerns. Consider this: The va lue of the recreational boating
fleet in this country is greater than the value of the U.S. merchant marine fleet
something like $17 billion to $9 billion. Now one out of 20 Americans owns a boat.
In the last 20 years exports of recreational boating products have grown from
about $25 mi I I ion to over $100 million annually with a favorable balance of trade .
Boating is the nation' s 7th most popular outdoor recreation -- right behi nd swimmi ng
and fishing -- whi ch are often done from a boat, of course.

Let's look at some of the things boats are used for. In 1976,354 of boat owners
used their boats for just plain cruising; 364 used their boats for fishing', 264
for hunting; 384 for water skiing;and 244 for scuba diving. The figures total more
than 1004 because of multiple uses.

When you talk about boating you are really talking about many markets. For
example, would you believe that those 13 million waters skiers bought 1.5 million
water skis in 1966 valued at $95 mi iiion7

Boatmen also bought 285,000 boat trailers in 1 976 valued at $ 121 mi ll ion and
averaging $425/unit.

$230 million was spent on the purchase of 86,000 new sailboats swelling the
sailboat fleet to 890,000 boats in use. In total, $605 million was spent on new
and used sailboats, sails, hardware, etc,

-341,001 outboard boats were purchased in 1976.

-11,000 inboard boats were purchased; the fleet is estimated at 900,000

-80,000 inboard/outdrive boats were purchased; the fleet is now 450,000 units.

-77,000 canoes were purchased in 1976.

-1,400 houseboats were purchased.
-468,000 outboard motors were purchased, worth $514, million.
-1.3 million anchors were purchased.

-4.1 million life jackets were purchased.

Boating is big business, as you can see. Several marine industry companies are
on the Fortune 500 list although boating in general is characterized by many small
companies. There are over 2,000 boat builders alone.

S lightly under 500,000 persons are employed in the marine i ndustry directly
and indirectly counting full and part time employment -- close to one-half of
one percent of the employment in the country.

I should add that over 300 of our country's colleges and universities offer
leisure study programs which often include boating activities. Several thousand
people are employed in state, local and federal government agencies regulating
or studying boating.
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HOW HUCH DOiES A BOAT COST?

In 1976 the average outboard boat cost $1,050. The average outboard motor cost
S I, 1 00 and averaged 42 horsepower. The average cost of a stern-drive boat was
$7,200 - this covers a wide range of boat types and sizes as you may know. Averages,
of course, are a bit misleading - the median figures are lower.

Boating is one of the top ten fastest growing sports in America. This is most
Impressive when you consider the minimal Investment and difficulty in participating
in the other growth sports such as swimming, walking, cycling, tennis, etc. You
don't have to register your tennis racket as you do a boat. There isn't much
problem parking your swinming suit as there is mooring your boat. You don't need
to spend as much on these other things as you do to buy and run a boat.

But notwi thstanding the expense and di ff icul ty, boating i s more affordable
to more people than every before. After adjusting for inflation, we find that the
price of a 10-horsepower outboard motor has increased 134 in the last 40 years.
But the average wage has increased 1294 after adjustments for inflation. The price of
a 35 horsepower outboard motor actual ly decreased 184 over 40 years ago. To say
i t another way, the number of work hours required to afford boating products i s
much less than i t was. That's affordabi I i ty.

Who sell s boating products2 C lose to 16,000 marine dealers plus sports shops
and Sears, Pennys, and Wards.

The average marine dealer in 1976 sold $425,000 worth of new and used equipment.
New equi pment sales accounted for 524 of his revenue; used equipment, 214; and
service income, 214;with miscel laneous accounting for the rest. Of the new equip-
ment sales, new boats accounted for 32k; new motors 224; new trailers 124; and
various accessory i tems 284.

What about marinas and boat yards2 At present, there are almost 6,000 marinas
and boat yards in the U.S. The average marina gets 324 of its income from repairs
and services with fuel and mooring accounting for 294. Sales of hardware account
for 174 and sales of new boats, 84. The average marina has a total gross sales
vol ume of $700,000.

Who buys boats and motors2 According to industry purchaser profiles for
outboard boat purchasers, skilled workers account for 214 of the purchases;
clerical workers and salesmen over 204; managers and proprietors 164; pro-
fessional people 164; semi-skilled workers 114; farmers and farm laborers 34;
protective and service workers 94; and factory labor about 2%.

I have traced the growth of boating as a people activity and a significant
economic factor in our country. I have not touched upon its future growth
and the considerable potential boating has to reduce unemployment, serve as the
nucleus for urban redevelopment, as well as providing i ts own intrinsic values

Boating's future growth faces problems which it never did before.

-Will boating be planned out of the Coastal Zone2

-Mill wetland protection stop needed facility development7



-Wil 1 the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation ever give boatmen their money's worth7

-What is the appropriate role of government in faci1 i ty developrrl'nt -- of
pr ivate investrrent?

These are the questions the balance of our conference wi 11 address. These
are important questions when you consider that you are talking about an activity
enjoyed by 50 mi 1 I ion Americans and the jobs of 350,000 to 500,000 people. These
are important questions when you consider the potential spin-off benefits of
boating faci 1 i ty development such as the urban renewal you wi 1 1 be seeing on our
tour.

I know you will f ind thi s conference most stimulating and information-fi l led.
Again, welcome to the conference.
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS -- "THE FEDERAL VIEW"

by Ron Stone,
Boating Industry Associations

For many years the Boating Industry Associations in its boating facilities
promotion efforts has devoted its best efforts to providing what we cali "how to"
information.

For how to fi nance a boati ng facility, we published a piece called "Boating
Facilities for Your Ccemunity" with pointers on bond issues, grants-in-aid,
legislative appropriations, and so forth.

For how to I ine up an experienced archi tect and engineer for designing and
bui I ding a servi cable boating facility, 6IA is in i ts 10th edition of a "Directory
of Archi tects and Engineers."

For how to build a simple launching ramp, dock or pier, we publ i shed a basic
design booklet called "Launching Ramps and Piers."

For the would-be marina investor who wants to know how to size up the boating
market, we have a raft of statistical data on outboard motor sa'Ies -- state by
state and by leading metropoli tan markets -- and also on the number of registered
boats in use from state to state broken down by size or class of vessel, inboard
vs. outboard, and hul I composi tion.

For boating facilities developers who are troubled by operation and maintenance
questions, B IA has technical information on slip sizes, parking space, weather
res istant structures, maintenance costs, aestheti cs and more.

We even try to tel I the boatmen how to locate existing faci I i ties wi th our
regionalized "Sources of Wa terways Information."

But I submi t something important is mi ssing from our I ist of "how to's,"
something that undermines everything we have done to help boating faci i i ties
development. We haven't mastered how to convince Federal, State and local govern-
ments involved in long-range outdoor recreation sources development or in coastal
zone management planning or in wilderness preservation that boating counts in
the scheme of things.

What good is participating in the public participation process, all those
hearings which the government tells us is our opportunity to speak for boating,
if the government won ' t heed our coaraentary and written objections, if the agenci es
in charge keep relegating boating to the back burners of planning and development?

Boating opportunities are being foreclosed left and right. In coastal zone
management we fear that conservation policies will prevent the development of
any new small craft harbors and marinas. We know that environmental impact
studies are playing havoc with dredging and filling and the construction of
jetties and breakwaters. Many marine developers have been socked by the one-two
punch of inordinate delays with goverrment red tape and inflation.
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Many in government seem to think that recreational boating facilities needs
can best be taken care of by the private sector. Unfortunately, present. government
pol icies often intimidate and inhibi t private investment in this field. Government
also seems to have a di storted notion of what recreational boatmen's faci 1 i ties
needs are. We need launching ramps and related parking areas for the majority of
boatmen who trailer their boats. We need dock space, particularly on waters
accessible to the urban a reas where the majority of boatmen live. These are the
kind of projects where government can help without cost to the general taxpayer.

The boating public could pay its own way if Federal and state taxes paid on
fuel used in motorboa ts were spent on motorboating facilities instead of on
highways, tennis courts, swimming pools, bicyle paths, and other projects of no
benefit to the people payi ng the freight,

Thi s morning we wi 1 1 hear from a battery of Federal agency officials who in
one way or another are involved with implementation of laws and key pol icy
decisions affecting recreational boating as part of nationwide outdoor rec-
reation resources development. Their remarks should give us a unique Federal
overvi ew on where boat ing stands in the scheme of things. Hopeful ly, our speakers
can tell us what we in boat ing have to do to break the faci 1 i ties bottleneck.



THE FEDERAL VIEW: OFF ICE OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

by Dallas Miner, Publ ic Participation Coordinator
OFFice of Coastal Zone Management

The topic assigned For thi s presentation: "Who Controls the Shore, Controls
Boating" is posed as a declarative statement, which, I trust, the conference
planners intend for me to ampl ify.

At the heart of this i ssue and indeed much of the thrust of this gathering
i s the obvious need for expanded and improved faci i i ties for the recreat ional
and commercial boater. I am confident that you wi I I hear repeatedly throughout
this event statistics, data, facts, and figures ai I pointing to the growing
dispari ty between demand for services and facil i ties and the supply oF these
necessary amenities avai lable to the boating publ ic. Importantly, all of us here
wi 1 I want to know what's being done to al levi ate these increasing pressures.

To begin, however, I 'd like to pose part of this topic as a question: "Who
does control the share?"

Figures tell us that the vast majori ty of the U.S. shorel ines i s held in
private ownership and that the amount in publ ic ownership and available for
publ ic recreat ional use i s something less than 5 percent. This is a very im-
portant Fact to bear in mind as we proceed through this and many other presen-
tations which we will hear.

Obviously, ownership figures are but part of the answer to this question,
because control takes many forms and we' re al I aware that government, at al I
level s, is becoming increasingly involved in dec isions which influence our
shorel ine resources. Local governments through zoning and other exercises of
the pol ice power have a very strong impact on the manner in which shorel ine
resources are put to use. State governments deal wi th broad i ssues such as
environmental protect ion, economic development, provis ion of publ ic services,
and so forth.

And, of course, the Federal government is involved through a wide variety of
agencies and programs. So, "control" of the shore comes in many forms and quite
of ten there is confusion over which brand of control will be preemptory.

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 was, in great part, stimulated by
this very fact: That control of the shore was looming as a great confrontation
between a wide variety of legitimate interests in a finite and, in fact, very
I imi ted resource.

We, in coastal management, see this as a principle part of the program's mission:
To provide a comprehensive framework within which conflicts over use can be
resolved in a systematic, and balanced manner. This is no easy task, as I 'm sure
al I of you can appreciate. l4e now are coming to the end of the first phase
of the program, the planning phase, in which the coastal states are being given
financial and technical support to develop coastal resource management plans. It
has been and wi I 1 continue to be an effort requiring great energy and ingenuity.
The experiences gained to date have taught us a great deal about the difficulties
in intergovernmental relations and in finding an acceptable balance between public
and private interests.



I harken back to the fact that over 90 percent of the shore i s in pri vate
ownership: Those who have i t general ly want i t For themselves and expect the
governrrent to protect their rights of use; those who don't have it want to share
i t and expect the government to pry open the opportuni ties,

Thi s has been one of the most intense issues facing CZM programs in vi rtual ly
every state. How do you meet the general publ ic's increas ing demands for access
to the shore and plan for the services needed to faci I itate recreation while at
the same t ime reorgani ze pr ivate property rights, and the desire of local govern-
ments to govern their own Future7

Believe me, there is no simple answer to the question: nWho controls the
shore?" The issue is wrapped up in some very broad and far-reaching change that
is occurring in the way in which we view the relationship between private rights
and public interest. The traditional view of land as a commodity is being
challenged by the concept of land as a resource. This is especially true in
the coastal zone where the conmodity value and the public resource values are
both so high. In many aspects, the narrow coastal strip is a proving ground
For this change. All the forces are present: industry, housing, agriculture,
transportation, energy, recreation, f ish, wi 1dli fe, endangered habi tat, local/
state/Federal governments and people, more than hal f of the total population,
wi th each interest seeking to claim some element of control over the shore.
I doubt that there's any general agreement over who has the upper-hand and
certainly less agreement over who should. I f you ask an industry representative,
the answer wi I 1 surely be that the government controls too much; an environ-
mentalistst wii I tell you the exact opposite; a property owner will seek to protect
vested rights; a person at the beach will protect this piece by putting a blanket
on it; and, a recreational boater t.ied up at a traffic jam at a launch will know
that, if nothing else, he or she doesn' t.

There is no defini te answer to the question, other than a lot of peop'ie and
a 'lot of interests control the shore. The broader more serious question is how
do we resolve the conflicts.

As I mentioned, the Coastal Zone Management Program is a step in that direction
and I would like now to describe the program with as much specificity as possible
to your i nterest i n boating facilities.

Coastal Zone Mana ement: The Process

The CZM program is basically a partnership process involving all levels of
government and the private sector,

role. The Office of Coasta I Zone Management issues grants to 30 eligible
four U.S. territories. Participation by the states is voluntary with
sanctions if a state chooses not to be involved. Cost-sharing grants
for program planning and, ultimately for Implenentation of approved

Federa 1
states and
no Federal
are i s sued

programs.
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State role. The states, in cooperation with local governments, are lead elements
in developing and subsequently implementing coastal resource management programs.
There are currently  November, 1977! three states which are receiving Federal grants



for program implementation: Washington, Oregon and Cali fornia. Within a few
months those states are expected to be joined by Wiscons in, Michigan, Rhode
Island, Maine, North Carol ina, Massachusetts and the Virgin Islands, as approved
CZM programs.

im ortant Pro ram Elements for Recreational Boaters

-The boating industry should work with each state program to identify politi«,
goals, and ~ob'ectives which reflect boating needs. This is a critical point for
ma ri ne recreati on. I t i s vi ta I to work wi th your state CZM staff to i dent i fy needs
and articulate policies required to support enhancement of recreational opportun-
ities. Several sta tes recognize the need for increased public access; economic
importance of recreation; and the need for expanded recreational facilities,and
articulate these needs in the CZM program statement of major objectives.

-A next step i s to develop data necessary to create the management tools required
to fulfil I the policies, goals, and objectives. A number of states have sponsored
data gathering and assessment studies focusing on marine recreation needs: Wisconsin,
Maryland, Florida, and Rhode Island -- in conjunction wi th the outstandi ng work
done by Sea Grant and the Universi ty of Rhode I s land � are a few that come to
mind. This research wi I I help create a foundation for action in the Implementation
phase of the CZM process.

-An Important e lerrent which follows i s the articulation of water-dependent
priority uses to which coastal resources will be allocated. This is a very
dif'ficult and always a controversial part of program developrr»nt. I f a good
job has been done in the establ ishment of priori ties, goals, and objecti ves,
the ai ignn»nt of' pr iori ty uses should be fa ir 1y systema ti c.

-Closely allied to priority uses is the designation of Areas of Particular
Concern, wi thin which special management consideration will be given, A number
of states have used this opportunity to pinpoint coastal areas which wil 1 receive
particular attention for recreational use, including boating facil i ties. Examples
are Michigan, Ohio, Fior ida, Virgin I sl ands, I 1 I inois and, to a degree, Cal i fornia.
What this does is identify areas which are suitable for recreational facility
development and then flags this as top priori ty. So, for example, if the state
is choosing to use development permits as a management tool, those permits sought
which are recreational development oriented would receive top priori ty.

-Final ly, the Federal Consistency and other intergovernmental coordinative
mechanisms can be brought to bear ln providing improved recreational facilities.
What this does, simply, is provide a mechanism to coordinate governmenta I
act ivi ty in a way that is responsive to the desires of the states in coasta'I
resource managerr»nt. This is a tool which holds a great deal of promise and
one which wi I I be implemented in direct proportion to the level of corrsrri tn»nt
made by the state to make its CZM program work.

That, basicaf ly, is how the process works and where the opportunities for
meeting boating facilities needs can be found It is important to rr»ntion, that wi th
one limited exception, the coastal managmnent program is not a ~facilit construction
pro ram. There Is very little brick and mortar work that will be funded through
CZM. It is a planning and management process that can help facil ltate expansion
of boating feei'I it ies, but not one that can generally provide the most needed
dol lars to get the job done. The greatest benefit may be to the private sector
in helping to smooth the way for construction of new or expanded facilities.
This can be accomplished through coordination of permit requirements and by
identifying recreational facility development as a pr/ority use of appropriate
coasta I sites.
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Suffice i t to say that the CZM process can be of substantial benefi t in
providing boating fac il i ties through the planning and management e lements,
part icularly where careful groundwork has been laid in the program document.

There are sone other e lements of the program which can be tapped to provide
assi stance of interest to the recreational boater.

Beach access: Authori zat ion to acquire access to publ icly-owned recreational
alas. Thi s could inc lude improved access to publ ic areas which include boat
ramps.

Fisheries assistance: Although not directly tied to boating facilities, could
provide benefit to the sport and ccmmercial fishing industries. OCZM has just
announced a $200,000 grant to the State of North Carolina to i mprove its overall
fisheries fnanagement work. Additional proposals are be ing considered i n the Great
Lakes relative to the tremendous boom in salmon fishing and also in Maine for
expanded fisheries management.

Marine Sanctuaries: President Carter in his environmental message called for
an expansion of the Marine Sanctuaries Program. The National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration is currently responsible for this program and is
preparing to accept nominations For new areas. This effort could be particularly
important in identifying and managing areas of unique value for marine recreation.

Coastal Ener Im ct Pr ram:The CElP does offer some opportunity for
physical construction of recreational boating facilities. The CEiP is designed
to provide financial assistance primarily to local governments which will experience
growth related to OCS and other energy developments. One form of assistance is
called environmental/recreational grants. The intent is to provide direct
financial assistance to offset losses to valuable environmental or recreational
resources caused by energy development. This may likely involve the construction
of new recreational boating facilities when existing dock space is taken over
by vessels engaged i n energy-related activities. Early indicators are that ports
will be a focal point of assistance and, in fact, the CEIP staff is currently
reviewing applications which could lead toward replacement of preempted rec-
reational boating facilities.

These, then, are the types of opportunities that are potentially available
through the CZM program to help you meet the needs for improved and expanded
boating facilities. I «se the word fsotentiat because few of these benefits are
given. They must be worked for not only by those of us in government, but by
you, as citizens, and private sector representati ves. it is vi tally important
to you that you work closely with your state CZM program and with our office
to insure that your needs are adequately considered. 1 ca 1 1 upon the words of
Mr. George Rounds of the National Association of Engine and Boat Manufacturers
when he said, "Above al 1, we have urged members of the industry to become
activists in the coastal zone managenent scene and thus to work constructively
for a balanced use of America's water resource. Some have accepted the challenge-
Others wil l. Others must, lf recreation is to have a place alongside conservation,
preservation, and economic util ization of our finite coastal resources." That
charge to the industry could not be more clearly stated. l can only echo this
advice and encourage al l of you to step forward and work with us in upgrading
the leve'l of response to the pressing needs of the recreational boater.



THE FEDERAL VIEW: U,S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

by Br i gadier General Drake Mi l son

I ' ve been asked to di scuss the Federa I viewpoint and, more spec if ical ly,
faci 1 i ty development versus wetland preservation. I ' ve decided to expand on
that somewhat, hopeful ly to gi ve you a more complete and balanced picture.

The Corps has a number of responsibi I it ies, but those of greatest interest
to you, I would expect, are our construction of faci ii ties such as lakes and
small boat harbors, and our regulatory authorities which restrict your abil ity
to build.

Let me talk first of lakes. Me go about bui iding lakes, 426 of them to date,
through an e labora te procedure...

None of the projects we build are gene rated by us. All are started by the
local people who need and want them. The genesis of a typical project -- it
could be a lake, a small boat harbor, a major conInercial harbor, an inland
waterway, a navigation lock, a flood control channel, or a recreational beach
restoration -- occurs over a se ries of steps. The length of time for each step
varies but a total of over fourteen years is typical for a large project.

First, the local people must conmunicate their need to their Congressman.
because the Corps cannot act wi thout a speci f ic di rective from the Congress. We
can help local groups articulate their needs; we can help Congressmen draft
needed resolutions or legislation; but that i s al I we can do unti l Congress--by res-olution or legislation-- di rects us to study the problem- Our feasibility s tudy which
follows includes the development of engineering solutions, the evaluation of
their economic feasibi'lity, and the assessment of their impact on the environment.
Essentially, we determine whether there is a problem or need, whether there is
a solution, whether the payoffs justify the investment, and whether the impacts
on the environmen t are acceptable. We report these findings to the Congress with
our reconlnendattons. If the findings are positive and we reconmend Federal action,
the Congress will usually authorize construction of the project . Authorized
projects are eligible for funding. The next step  once funds are provided! in-
volves the design of the project by the Corps and the preparation of contract
plans and specifications. Construction is actually accomplished by private
contractors who bid competitively for the contract. Me manage the construction
to assure compliance with plans and specifications and inspect the completed
work. We pay the contractor as he progresses and make final payment when we accept
the completed project. As I said, it is an elaborate procedure; it is also
del iberate. I t is designed to assure maximum protection of the overall public
interest.

LAKES

The Corps is proud of the lakes it creates and administers. Since 1944, we
have impounded a water acreage roughly equal to that of Lake Ontario... and,
in the process, created a recreational bonanza on and around al l that water that
drew nearly 400 million Americans last year. Water offers the boater one form
of recreation, the fisherman another, and the swimmer yet another. Add in
picnicking, camping, waterskiing, and just plain loafing on the bank, and we
begin to see how valuable -- and how versatile -- our water resources rea] ly
are. Corps-run lakes obviously serve a myriad of public needs. We think they serve
them wel l. And through the advice and counsel of groups such as yours, we in the
Corps continually strive to upgrade the standards of such service. One example
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is in spacing out recreat ion access areas - � such as mar inas -- to minimi ze the
concentrations of boats along the waterways. They should ideally be located in
embayments or side channel s so as to I imit interference with main navigat ion
channel s; yet be accessi ble to smal I boaters.

The Corps of Engineers has developed and maintained the largest water resource
program in the Nation... and i t has been inevi table that people have turned
to the Corps, increasingly, as a recreation suppl ier, And they don' t have to
turn far. More than two-thi rds of the Corps of Engineer lakes are located wi thin
fi fty mi les of large metropol i tan areas.

'The magnet i sm of these large, placid bodies of water is evi dent. Usage has
trebled since 1960, primari ly dur ing the summer boating and swimming months.
However, winter, snow and ice do not by any means "close" these Corps recreation
areas. Ice fishing, snowmobi I ing, hiking, and hunting are increasing in popu-
lari ty... and continue to draw people into these areas long after the "sunmmr
~peo le" have left. in other words, the lakes and adjoining recreation areas are
a year-round at tract ion, requi r ing year-round admi ni strat ion.

As for the future, the Corps of Engineers recogni zes i ts responsibili ty to
maintain and improve both the qual ity of i ts lakes and their continued accessi-
bi 1 i ty to users of all forms of water recreation.

The Corps intends to be acclaimed for i ts environmenta'i initiative, not blamed
for its environmental indifference� .

The lakes program is something if'. take serious ly... and take pride in . I can
assu re you tha t we will conti nue to give it high priority, and that boating needs
will conti nue to figure prominently in this planning.

LAKESHORE HANAGEMENT

By definition, every body of water has a shore and Corps involvement doesn' t
end at the high-water I ine. Some of our recent efforts to improve lakeshore
management and assure publ ic access have simul taneously generated prai se and
cri ticism. Host of the cri ticism has come, understandably, from adjacent land-
owners and permi t holders who have made sizeable investments in their recreational
faci I ities and have enjoyed their use for many years. These are people whose
1 i festyle is directly affected. While they are relatively few in number, it is our
pol icy, and sincere intent, to honor any past conmitments we have made to
them and to protect their investnents as best we can. This policy is comnmnsurate
wi th our responsibi 1 ity to protect and manage the publ ic's resources. Public
access to Corps-administered lakes i s required by the Flood Control Act of 1944.
Additionally, the National Environmental Policy Act charges all Federal resource
managers to take active measures for the protection and management of the resources
in their charge. The Corps began to realize in the early 1970's that its past
policy of al lowing exclusive private use of Federal land was too permissive and
was jeopardizing i ts abi 1 ity to fulfill the requirements of these laws. Hany
homeowners in subdivisions adjacent to these lakes mow grass, clear brush, and
perform other landscape alterations al 1 the way to the water's edge. Mhi le the
Corps has issued about 16,000 permits for such activities, many other people
have proceeded without permits. Such activities carry a falsely implied message
to the lake-using publ ir. that reads "Private Property, Keep Out."



About 20,000 permi ts have been issued by the Corps for "private recreat iona 1
facii i ties," such as boat docks and boat houses. At some lakes, the density of
these structures per mile of shorel ine i s overwhelming. In most cases, these
permits have been issued to owners of adjacent private prope rty, and access to
the facilities is allowed across the government land separating their property
from the shorei ine. The geographic relationship between these adjacent lots
and the permi t ted docks also impl ies the message "Lake user: Keep out."

Here are some guide I ines about our policies involving boat owners. It is
the po'I icy of the Corps of Engineers to manage and protect the shore 1 ines
of a I I fakes under i ts juri sdi ct ion, to proper I y e stab 1 i sh and ma i nta in
acceptable Fish and wildlife habitat and ensure the aesthetic quality and
natural environmental conditions. Paramount also is the promotion of safe and
heal thfui use of these shorelines for recreationa 1 purposes by all of the
American people. Ready access to and exi t from these shorel ines by the general
publ ic shall be provided.

For projects where Corps real estate is limi ted to easement title only,
management act ion wii 1 be appropriate to assure the safety of the publ ic who
use lake waters. I t ls the objective of the Corps to control private ex-
clus ive use of publ ic property to the degree necessary to gain maximum benefi ts
to the general publ ic. Such action will consider all forms of benefits: Recreation
ae s the t i cs and f I sh and wi ld } i fe. Pr iva te exc lus i ve use wi I 1 not be permi t ted
on new lakes or on lakes where no private facilities or uses ~currentt exist.
Such uses will be permitted only to honor any past conmi tments wich have been
made.

8oat owners are encouraged to moor their boats at commercial marinas, util ize
dry storage facilities off project lands or trailer their boats to public launching
ramps which are provided by the Corps at no charge.

Qhen private fioating boat moorage facil ities are desired, community mooring
facili ties wi1 I be encouraged in an effort to reduce the proliferation of indi-
vidual faci I it ies. I t i s the Corps' pol icy to issue only one perml t for a com-
munity boat mooring facility with one person designated as the permittee and
responsible For a 11 moorage spaces of the facility. If, for extenuating cir-
cumstances, this approach is not feasible, the District Engineer is authorized
to grant ind i vi dua I permits for individual moorage sections of the coimsuni ty
moorage Facility. The latter method is strongly discouraged, however.

Lakes are relatively problem-free ... once the recreat ion pool ls established,
and the shoreside access areas built� . Ilot so, necessarily, with our rive rs and
canals.

INLAND MATERNAVS

America's inland waterways provide both commercial benefits and superb rec-
reation opportunities. The tom pursuits, unfortunately, do not a'Iways peacefully
coexist

These usage disputes generally can be grouped in three categories:

1. Conflicts between recreational boats and consnerclal navigation.
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2. Inadequate knowledge of boating courtesy and water safety.

3. Location, type and magnitude of recreation development.

When you consider that it was not unti 1 1962 that the Congress extended the
Corps' general authori ty for recreation development, operation and maintenance
to non-reservoir water resource developments, you can readi ly understand that
there were bound to be recreational problems that needed to be inmedi ate ly
addressed unde r the expanded author i ty.

Conf 1 icts between recreational boating and comnerciai traffic are increasing
rapid 1 y. A lot i s be ing done to solve thi s problem. We try to locate recreati on
access areas at reasonable di stances apart to spread out the boats along the
waterway and position these areas to concentrate appropriate uses in areas
most suitable for specific activity and least conflicting with other uses,
For example, s i de channe 1 s, oxbows and s ide open water areas wi th mi n imum
conf I i ct with navigation hazards are general ly sought by water skiers. Sun
bathers prefer quiet areas to anchor the ir boats. Swinmers must be located
away from boat traffic.

Recreational development, too, must be p ianned for the specific purpose to
be served. The past tendency to standardi ze development in al 'I areas does not
provide for the wide range of desires of the public. For example, the hi storic
concep t of provi di ng 1 imi ted fac i l i t i es such as "publ i c access" by bui 1 d ing
a road, parking area and boat launching ramp wil 1 often create more problems
than it so'Ives. Where such a developmnt serves a metropolitan area and rec-
reation needs are for day use only, the access area concept usually works well� .
However, in more remote locations, in addition to boating facilities, users
genera i iy desi re camping space and may rapidly overload an area unless tightly
controlled.

The Corps' aim is not to encourage standardized developments but rather to
plan for the apparent recreati on use expected and the resource base to be used. Each
location requires a specific design. The Corps must keep one eye on future
commercial navigation requi rements, and the other on sati sfying that recreation
demand which can be safely acconmodated on the inland waterways. And all the
whi le this delicate balancing act is underway, there are the paramount envi-
ronmental considerations . Advance planning -- in full cooperation wi th future
users like yourselves -- is and will conti nue to be the Corps byword.

Every Army Engineer Division organization includes an Environmental Planning
Branch in the Planning Division to plan for preservation and enhancement of
environmental values. The Corps employs well over 100 landscape architects in
Civil Works and Military Construction and engages more as consultants. The
Corps also employs scores of biologists, ecologists, foresters, and other
specialists in environment. Insuring an environment for recreation was once
a minor assignment for the Corps of Engineers � today it is one of our
largest programs.

And our involvement is not limited, by any means, to fresh water.
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SMALL BOAT HARBORS

The Corps has planned for and constructed more than 250 smail boat harbors
and ha rbors of refuge, along our three coasts and in the Great Lakes area.
Upon completion, these harbors are turned over to the localities for operation...
with Corps' expertise and equipment avai lable for channel maintenance, dredging
and advi ce and assi stance on shore I ine erosion methods,

When we talk sma1 1 boat harbors, we are talking about Corps' response to
requests from coastal municipalities. We don't bui id harbors for yacht clubs.
The Corps wi I 1 fund and bui ld entrance channels and protective jetties, while
the local government provides money for interior channels and boat sl i ps. There
is normally a 50 percent cost-sharing ratio. When the job is completed, the
Coast Guard has responsibi lity for navigation aids.

Here again, there are conf l icts with wetlands preservation. When you dredge
out a channel... where do you put the dredged materia17 We are working on some
innovative answers to this problem.

Water recreation... like everything else... has its attendant paperwork. Qf
particular interest to you is the permit program.

CORPS PERMIT PROGRAM

And the Corps permit program is an equally vital, but perhaps more confusing,
aspect of our relationship. Essentially, permits are required prior to the placing
of any fili or the erection of any structure on or adjacent to the Nation's water-
ways or wetlands. Historically, the permit program traces its lineage from Section
10 of the 1899 Rivers and Harbors Act. This was concerned primarily with permanent
or semi-permanent structures. In 1972, under Section 404 of the Federal Water
Pol lution Control Act, the Corps was also charged with control ling fili-in of
waterways and wetlands. The National Environmental Policy Act a'Iso comes into
play, requiring an envi ronnental impact statement prior to permit decisions, A
necessary watchdog.

Most permit app'lica tions are decided upon at the lowest administrative level
in the Corps -- the District Engineer. This is only logical. He is on the scene
and has his hand on the local pulse. The District Engineer also has enforcement
authority -- in conjunction with the local U.S. Attorney. And there are definite
teeth in the laws available. The Corps can ensure that our waterways are kept in
as natural a state as possible... and sti I 1 be avai lable for recreation enjoy-
ment. We in the Corps are working hard to reduce the time required to process
permits for justifiable projects. Currently, an application will take four months
for final action. Our annual permit workload is running about 20,000. Remember
that the Corps will issue a permit ~onl when the proposed action is in the over-
all publ ic interest. This is important. Environmental considerations frequently
take precedence over consnerclal interests. Even our friendly adversaries -- the
environmental ists � stand behind the Corps when it comes to the permi t program.

The Federal Government wl ll no longer subsidize the destruction of our wetlands.
The President has issued an executive order directing al 1 Federal agencies to
refrain from giving financial support to the proposed developments in wetlands
unless the agency determines that no practicable alternative site exists.



A forthcoming amendment to the Water Pol lut ion Control Act wi 1 1 include
proposals to improve wetlands protection and authority for the indi vidual states
to assume more responsibi li ty for carrying out the program. Present program
requirements al low general permits for norma 1 farming, forestry management, and
certain dredging operations necessary to navigation. These provisions will continue
to enjoy federal support.

The President has also proposed to protect and enhance waterfmv} population,
with a budget increase over the next five years of $50 million to purchase and
maintain wetlands. He has urged Congress to increase the rmney committed to
migratory bird conservation and to raise the price of the "Duck Stamp. " 7hese
added revenues wii 1 be ded icated to waterfowl habitat acquisition .

Permits can still be issued for water-dependent facilities for which no feasible
al ternative exists. Often marinas fit this description.

END-
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THE FEDERAL V I EW: OFFICE OF SEA GRANT

by Robert Shephard, Director

National Marine Advisory Service, NOAA

I' ve been given the opportunity this morning to speak about a topic that is very
important to me -- that is Sea Grant's role in addressing the problems associated
with the recreational use of the nation's coastal and Great Lakes resources,
Although we are here to discuss a particular form of recreation, namely boating,
I think it's important to understand that Sea Grant is also involved in working
towa rd solutions to a variety of marine recreation problems. As we are all aware,
however, recreational boating is one of the most significant forms of recreation,
in terms of the number of people and dollars involved, that occurs in our nation's
coastal areas.

Al though there may be a shortage of boating faci i i ties, I am sure we can all
agree there is no shortage of boating related problems. The growth in recreational
boat ing, in al I i ts forms from power cruising and sailing to fishing from a row-
boat, has been tremendous. As people have turned to our nation's water resources
for the experience and enjoyment which comes from recrea~tiona boating, however,
both public and private officials have been challenged with the difficult task of
balancing growing demand wi th I imi ted and vaiuable resources. I t would be presump-
tuous of me to attempt to di scuss the wide range of issues and problems involved.
I think we ai 1 recognize that whatever the particular problem, whether i t's in-
creasing the supply of boating faci1 i ties along an entire coastl ine or improving
the quality and efficiency of a single marina, wi I 1 requi re the cooperat ion and
involvement of both publ ic and private interests.

What is Sea Grant7

Legis lated in 1966 by an Act of Congress

Sea Grant is now a pa rt of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration  NOAA! of the Department of Coneerce

Its sister agencies are:

Office of Coastal Zone Management
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Ocean Survey
National Weather Service
E nv i ronmenta I Da ta Se rv i ce
National Environmental Satel I ite Service
Envi ronmental Research Laboratories

Unlike the other NOAA agencies, Sea Grant and Coastal Zone Management are both
granting agencies with missions assigned through specific legislation

- As stated in the Sea Grant Act, Sea Grant is responsible for:

"Initiating and supporting programs at Sea Grant col leges and
other suitable institutes, laboratories, and public or private
agencies for the education of participants in the various fields
relating to the development of marine resources;
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:" i n i t i at i ng and s uppor t ing nece s sa ry research programs in the
various fields re lating to the development of marine resources
with preference given to research aimed at pract ices, techniques
and design of equi pment appl icable to the development of marine
resource s;

-encouraging and developing programs consisting of instruction,
practica i demonstrat ions, publ ications and otherwise by Sea Grant
col 1eges and othe r sui tab le inst i t utes, 1aborator ies and pub I ic
or private agencies thorugh marine advi sory programs wi th the
object of impart ing useful information to persons currently emp loyed
or interested in the various fields related to the development of
marine resources, the scientif ic communi ty and the general publ ic.

SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SEA GRAHT

Involves not only Federal dollars but also dollars from state, university
and private sources

- Desi gned for the identi fi cat ion and practical solution of local, state
a nd reg i ona I p rob l e ms

"-The particular problems Sea Grant deals with are not dictated
by the Federal government;

"in many Sea Grant programs recreation and speci f ical i y recreational
boat ing have been identi fi ed as important program areas.

The type of research and advisory servi ce act ivi ties that have been done include:

� Studies to identify the problems confronti ng marine industries

- Designing and helping to install floating tire breakwaters as a low cost
means of protecting marinas

- Helping to improve marina operators accounting and business management
practices

- Providing local and state agencies with information about boating demand
and characteristics that can be used in facility planning and development

Where do we go from here?

- Encourage Sea Grant Programs to recognize the importance of recreation
and rec re a t iona I boat i ng

- Stratton Ccmlaission -- Recreation P2 priority

- Support continued and expanded efforts toward solving recreational boating
problems

- Work with other Federal agencies to address boating problems

I, personally, can make the comni tment that I will do whatever I can to encourage
Sea Grant's involvement and contribution in the area of marine recreation.
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The recreational boater has not been ignored.

informat ion and tra ining on boat maintenance and operation

Encourage and aid in boating safety education

inform boaters about the availabi 'I ity and use of programs conducted
by other state and Federal Agencies such as the Nat iona'I Weather
Service marine weather broadcasts and the conversion to Loran C by
the U.S. Coast Guard

I could go on but I think it is evident that Sea Grant has been involved in
a variety of ways in improving the quality and enjoyment of recreational boating
and in helping to solve the problems confront ing publ ic and private agenc ies
involved in planning and developing boating facil i ties.
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THE FEDERAL VIEW: BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION

by C ~ c 1 y Kuhn, Ou t door Recrea ti on P I anne r
Northeast Regional Office, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

BOR is a Department oF the interior agency which i s closely related to the
National Park Servi ce and the Fish and Wi ldl i fe Service. The Bureau does rec-
reation resource planning, environmental review and gives technical assistance
to pa rk and recreat ion agenc ies.

As far as you' re concerned, the most important thing about the Bureau
that i t is the administering agency of a major park and recreation grant-in-aid
program of 504 matching grants to states and local governments for land aequi si tion
and the development of outdoor recreation faci I i ties.

Land 6, Water Conservat ion Fund Act of 1964: Amendments

The Land and Water Conservat ion Fund Act of 1964 was amended a year ago. The
amendments authorized a higher level for the fund, which wi1 I triple by 1980
from i ts present level of $300 mi 11 ion to $900 mi 1 lion.

The amendments al so conta ined a mandate for an urban recreation study. According
to this mandate, what Congress wants from the Department of the interior is
"a comprehensive review and report on the needs, problems and opportunities
associated with urban recreation in highly populated areas, including the re-
sources potentially available for meeting such needs."

Urban Stud: Pur oses, Characteristics

There are two moving forces behind the mandate for this urban recreation study.
First, Congress wants ideas on how to handle an increasing number of urban national
park proposals that are brought before it each year. Often these proposals for
national parks are really moves to protect a natural resource. Congress wants to
know what other ways the Federal government can respond to these proposals for
reSOurCe prOteCtiOn, ShOrt Of buying the reSOurce and managIng it like a natiOnal
park. The portion of the urban study which attempts to answer this question, we' ve
labeled the ~Oee S ace part of the study.

The second force behind the study is a growing real ization in Congress that
urban residents are underserviced recreational ly. Congress is, therefore, also
looking to the urban study for ideas on how to "ameliorate recreational deficiency,
and enhance recreational opportuni ty for urban populations." This second aspect

The urban study is nationwide: Several metropolitan areas across the country
were studied. The study is also broad in scope. Congress wants a study that has
"detai I sufficient to disti 1 I a policy and program agenda for the future."

The study presents all feasible alternatives. lt does not select from these
alternatives. While the study focuses on the Federal role in urban recreation--
what it is and what it should be -- the study explores possibilities for expanding
the role of state and local goverrlrrents ln recreation as wel I as that of the
private sector, for-prof it and non-profit. To do the study, Congress picked an
administering agency to work with a resource managing agency. SOR was given
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the job of coordinating the two aspects of the study. The National Park Service
was asked to evaluate land and water resources, both to determine their significance
as natural resources and to determine what kinds of resources can best meet urban
recreation needs.

Current Status

Our field repor ts are being pr inted now, along wi th an Executive Summary,
which is the national report written by our Washington office.

The reports wil I be sent to Congress on January I, and at that point, final
reports wii I be available for anyone who wants copies.

Si nificance: Overall

Wha t is the significance of the urban study? It represents the realization
that the Federal government must become more respons ive to the recreation needs
of urban residents. Notice I said "the Federa I government" and not just the
Department of the Interior. The study teams examined all major Federal assistance
programs -- those of the Department of Labor, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, NEW, and so on -- to determine what the recreation impact
of these programs is now and what I t could be i f these programs were redirected.

Si ni f i cance: Boat in

Does the urban study mean a greater Land and Water Conservation Fund commitment
to boating facilities in urban areas? After January, when Congress has had a chance
to look at the studies, ~ 'I 1 be able to give you an answer In any case, the
acceptance and success of the study wi I l have a lot to do with the kind of support
the study receives from groups 'like yours.

Urban Waterfronts

The acceptance of the urban study is likely to advance boati ng because most
of our field reports identl fied urban waterfronts as being both significant natural
resources and resources that have great potential for meeting the recreational
needs of urban residents. Not many resources satisfied both purposes of our
study as waterfronts did. Over half of our f ield studies contain major proposal s
for the redevelopment of urban waterfronts for recreation,

Illustrations: Boston Phl lade I hia New York SCSA Studies

I'd like now to use the three northeastern field reports to illustrate how
the reports dealt with urban waterfronts and, incidentally, to show that we
do consider the development of boating facilities to be an integral part of, and
reason for, waterfront redevelopment.

The Boston study team Identified the waterfront from the town of Revere to
the town of Hull as a prime recreational resource. As the report says, "the
site is most suited to water-oriented activities, both of an active and passive
nature. The Boston area residents have a great need for swlaming, fishing and
boat launching s ites."



The Boston team suggested several insti tuti anal frarrmworks for carrying
out a waterfrort redevelopment program. One of these was a partnership of state
and local gove rrments in reshaping use of the coast 1 ine. Thi s diagram shows
what responsibi l it ies al I level s of governrrent and the private sector would
take an in order to make this state/focal partnership effective. Common to all
the inst i tut iona I frameworks suggested i s a major role for the state offi ces of
Coastal Zone Managerrent, for the Corps of Engineers and for the Department of
the interior. Some speci fic act ions that the Boston team suggested for the
Federal goverrIrrent are:

-- putting more money and manpower into coastal zone planning and coordination;

-- offer ing low interest, long term loans for immediate shoreline aequi s i tion
and development;

-- providing higher federal matches for coastline re lated fundi ng programs
which either will significantiy increase recreation opportunities, or will
stimulate private investments i n recreational development.

The Boston study team also identified some of the region's river systems as
major recreational resources -- the Charles River, the North and South Rivers,
and the Sudbury and the Assabet.

The Philadelphia study team identified the confluence of the Schuylki 1 I and
Delaware as the center of an extensive waterfront area with high recreational
potential. The study descri bes the pattern of shore ownership,how this is changi ng,
and how these changes, combined with positive governmenta I and private action,
can develop the recreation potential of this waterfront.

For those of you fami 'I iar with the Delaware, si tes identi fied as sui table for
marine development are Lester, Essington, Mud and Hog I slands, and al I waterfront
industrial sites as these become vacant.

Again, as in the Boston study, there is a major role defined for the Corps
and for the state CZM offices. The Philadelphia team also evaluated the potential
for the Delaware from Easton to Levi ttown, an area including 60 mi les of river,
2 canal systems and the entire Trenton waterfront. Places identified as sui table
for the development of boa ting facilities are Van Sciver Lake, Manor Lake,
the Pennsylvania Canal, Duck Island and Crosswicks Creek and, of course, the
Trenton waterfront.

The New York study team identified the Lower Hudson as a boundless recreational
resource at the heart of the metropolitan region. The resource area was defined
as the waterfront from the George Mashlngton Bridge south to Battery Park on
the Manhattan side and down to Bayonne on the llew Jersey si de.

The opportunity here is to convert a decayi ng, Industrial waterfront to a
regional center for recreation, including boating.

I' ll quote from the Park Service's evaluation of the I.ower Hudson waterfront.
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"The vacant waterfront areas coul d be redeve loped, wl th the assistance
of industry and pri vate commerce to form one of the major recreat iona I
ameni ti es of the grea ter New York C i ty a rea. The larger vacant land
areas, such as the one near L iberty Park in Jersey Ci ty, could form the
acti vi ty nodes of a I inear park and open space system that would span
the entire length of the Lower Hudson waterfront... This park system
would support day use opportuni ties to meet the need of existing and
proposed residential areas and also regional recreation needs. Smal I
marina operations could easily be provided that would support addi tional
boater access so greatly needed throughout the region."

I should point out that the Park Service team emphasized the need for irwediate
action -- planning and funding -- to take advantage of this once-in-a-IIfetioe
opportunity. Sites identified as suitable for the development of boating access
are the Linco'In Square Redevelopment Project, Hoboken and Jersey City, Weehauken
and the lower Manhattan waterfront. Insti tutiona I frameworks suggested by the
Park Service for waterfront redevelopment include:

-- a special bi-state commission  the lower Hudson Redevelopment Conlnission!
to ove rsee wa te r f ron t re v i va I;

-- expanding the mandate of the New York Port Authori ty to include mul ti-
use development of the Port area;

-- a partnership between the ci ty of New York and the State of New Jersey
Al ternati ves which assumed Federal leadershi p of waterfront redevelopment were

also presented in the New York report. Federal agencies such as NOAA, HUO and
the Department of the Interior were considered as possible coordinators of urban
waterfront redevelopment.

Urban R i ve rs A I terna t i ve

One specific Federal program suggested in all three northeastern studies is
an Urban Rivers program, similar to the MIld and Scenic Rivers program now ad-
ministered by the Department of the Interior. Under such a program segments of
river systems passing through populated areas would be examined to determine
thei r recreational potential. Federal funding would be avai lab'le for resource
evaluation, management planning of the river segment once designated, and for
I imi ted federal aequi si tion of cri tical waterfront property.
Other Studies

As I pointed out earlier, about half of the studies we did had major water-
front redevelopment proposals. Here's one more slide of the Cleveland study
team's proposal for development of the Krie-Cuyahoga waterfront.

Of all the studies, the Seattle study was the most insistent about demand
for and shortage of boating fac'I lities, Again, for those of you familiar with
the Seattle area, the study team identified boat access sites at Yarrow Point,
Sand Point, McNeil Island and the Hood Canal.

ln susIaary, the urban study signals change and more attention to urban recreation
needs. Because the study mans change, It needs support from groups like yours.
Mhen the study is released in January, I hope it will receive your support.
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OTHER VIEWS: BOATING AND ITS FACILITIES -- USE PATTERNS AND CONFLICTS

by Dr. Nie I s Rorholm,
Uni versi ty of Rhode Island

Let me fi rst acknowledge that i t i s possible to di scern certain patterns of
boat use. For example, from Naine to the part of New Jersey bordering on Rari tan
Bay, there is a fai rly common mixture of uses with from 40 to 50 percent of man
days spent fishing; 30 to 40 percent for day trips or cruising; and the rest
water ski ing, racing, or diving. This same pattern wou'Id appear to hold also in
Chesapeake Bay, but in between there i s an area where ocean use of boats i s
almost entirely dominated by recreational fishing.

The mixed uses appear again in parts of the Carolina Sounds, in places in
Florida and California, and not really solidly again unti I Puget Sound.

There wii I be probably at least 504 of you who wi il disagree with the general-
ization -- and wi th good reason. For whereas natural features have a lot to do
with the kind of boats and boat use you find in a given area, there are, super-
imposed on the general pattern, pockets of di fferent uses caused by particular
circumstances, for example, sailboat racing and water skiing in the shal'low New
Je rsey bays.

To f ind some reasons for the patterns I have tried, somewhat informally, to
relate boating density to measures of per capita income, population density and
degree of industrial ization. While, on a priori basis, one can state that both
people and income are necessary for boating to develop, graphic correlation of
the three variables on boating densi ty in IO4 East Coast counties did not indicate
s'trong re lationships among these variables on the county level .*Per capi ta income
produced a recognizable posi tive relationship wi th boating dens i ty, but not strongly
so. Population density was inconclusive, and the percentage of total workers employed
in manufacturing produced a suggestion of a negative relationship wi th boating densi ty.
Thus, it must be concluded that available government data do not provide an adequate
base upon whi ch to predict where recreational boating wi I I be more or less intensively
engaged in. Or, to put i t into a planning franmwork, stat i st i ca i examination of
census and other data provide a very poor basi s for predicting where boating has
development potential. A much more detailed knowledge of local condi tions is necessary
and even wi th that, the entrepreneur undertaking the initial development in a new
area would be risking considerable capital on the accuracy of hi s forecast wi th
respect to future highway construction, dredging and other conmunication services.

The reasons for the lack of demonstrable relationships on the East Coast
appear to be: a! Nany boat owners in the area stretching from New York to
Virginia-North Carolina appear wil ting to travel wel I over 100 miles each way to
get to their boats on a weekend if the boat can thus be kept in what is con-
sidered a desirable boat ing area. For example, most of the boats kept in berths
or at moorings along the upper east shore of Chesapeake Bay appear to belong to
individuals l iving around Philadelphia. Orlenta'I, North Carolina, on the Neuse
River, provides another example of recreational boating development based upon
desirable surroundings but with the majorIty of clientele living well removed
from the area. b! Boating intensity develops through the interaction of nunerous
natural and human factors. Foremost among these are: Sa«harbors or adequate
launch'ing sites; wind-wave-current conditions that are favorable to the purpose

agince data are not aval labia, boating density was measured by observation
and ranked from I to IO.
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at hand more often than not; fe fishing tri h re one returns empty handed;
a t etica y p easing coast fines  important factors here seem to be variety
in the horizontal as vye I I as the vertical dimensions and lack of clutter! with
she ter for crui s'ng purposes or s;f fi cient b rs of indi vi dual s interested

g. It should'be noted that one or two of these factors In
o o na ion a e o ten sufficient for intense localized boating development.

Wrightsvi i le Beach, 4&r th Oal ol ina provides an examp le where Jobs in industry,
a she I te red harbor and interest in coastwide racing within the group and among
Wr i gh t sv i I I e Beach, Sa vannah and fha rl eston, st imu1 a ted the growth of a con-
siderable sailboat fletet in addition to the existing sports fishing. Moreh ad
City seems to have as good harbor faci I lties as does I/r i ghtsvi lie Beach, but
has developed strong ly in the area of coitnierc ia1 sports f i shing. On the basis
of natural factors, i t could also be a sai lboat center ~ That i t is not, i 5 most
likely because people emp loyed jn the var jpus sery ice industr ies associated
with conwercia I sports f i shing are less 1 ike ly than are people employed in
manufacturing or comnerce to wish to go sai I lng in the i r free time. Also,
a whole, they have somewhat lower incomes. Thus, soci o-economi c factors are
important but they w i I 7 rare ly, by themselves, cause development. A good example
of 'thi s is De laware Bay whi ch, though surrounded by people and weal th, is
thoroughly lacking i n pos i t i ve natural factors, and i s therefore not intensively
used for recreation. Even there, were better harbor faci I i ties provided, it might
be possible to increase. the use of thi s body of water-

With respect to conf 1 i cts, there are very few s igni f i cant conf 1 ict si tuations
that arise on the water between recreat ional boating and other users of coastai
waters. Statements made nationally that conflicts between sports and conmmrciat
fi shermen comprise orle of the most important marine use conflicts, do not seem
to be borne out by events yet. Ho doubt they wil I be increasing. Observations
and discussions wl th indi vi due is on both sides of thi s ''issue" suggest that a
good deal of mutual under standing exists and that the prob'lems generally are
local ized and are sol ved local ly wi th reasonable dispatch. The situation is
somewhat di fferent ashore where space requirements for docks and other far i li ties
conf 1 ict in certai~ loca t fons. A lesser. but local ly Important, conflict is
between car transport over bridges and boats on waterways and rivers. This is
part icu larl y acute ln thie Florl da portion of the inland waterway system,

Conf l icts between boat ing and commerce and Industry are not severe, and seem
to center more on pol lut ion than on competition for space. This is a natural
resul t of populat ion concentrat Ion In urban fr inge areas and of industry' s
preemption of the urban waterfront ~ Few boat owners wou'ld expect to be able to
moor their boats in comnercial Ports. I f conflicts do exi st, they appear to be
between port author l t f es and those who wish to construct niarinas rather than
i nvo I v i ng those who mi g4 t

Whereas few conflicts on the water are evident  except for the conflict
within boating itself -- crowd«g! ~ the s"or'eli e use associated with reer ti I
boating conflicts Intana~ vely w otl r uses. Prl~ri ly those of a residentialwith c a w recrea ona

nature, el ther year-around or seasonal housing Port faci l ity conflicts with the
conmercial fishing industry do " appea«o be a problem except in some places
in Mew england; for cramp>e, Point Judi th and l4ewport ~ Rhode island, and some
smaller ports ln Mal~. It ~U d appar that tl b t service Ind - h
place more effort on ma «ta " "g " a9 a as with smaller, more compact
shoreline instal iat!ons. Particularly ln tH ~rate zone where boats are used



o y in sunsner . There i 1 ttl d bt h he most serious conf 1 ict for boating
h 1'icts In popular boat ing areas between those w o ive there and may

~y «t own boats, and those making th«r 1 iving se rvi cing boats, particularly
vis i t ing boats

wou d like now to talk a little about conflicts Or Potential conflicts
wit in w at i S normal ly Called uboat ing " One stated gOal Of this COnferenCe
is to generate useful dl scuss ion on how to a 1 1evi ate the squeeze and let "boating
breathe eas i e r, " Me 1 1, wha t or who i s "bm t ing," and what would i t 'take to he 1 p

to breathe easier. There is, of course. no s"pie answer to
that Quest ion, but to shed some light on i t let us co~s i der some policies coastal
'o"" may «opt and guess at the reaction ~ would get from different parts of
"boating.''

The po1 i c ie s I want to dea I wi th are s Imp 1 y d i f fe re n t a't t i tude s on the pa rt
of publ ic dec i s ion maker s wi th respect to the fai r ly cc»nlnonly agreed upon
statement that more marina spaces are desi red.

Consider four alternative actions on the part of off icials:

A. Do nothi ng, leave to market mechanism.

B. Encourage expansion of existing faci li ties.

C. Encourage new facilities.

D. Limit expansion and new facilities.

Then, let us say that "boating" can be broken down in five groups to keep it
simple:

1. beakers and/or se1 lers of boats and/or equi pment.

2. Se rv i c i ng boa ts and equi pment.

3. Present boa t owners.

Future boat owners.

5. Industry associations and sohe publir

The lists are not per ect, nel ther is the assumpt 1they will be best off. 8ut let us see 1 f we <a 1 a««v> ua s act so
ew perspective by going

through this.
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TABLE

The table -- assuming that I know what would best serve the sel f-interests
of these groups � � shows first a rating of the pol icies from +5 to -5. Those
numbers appear in the top one-ha 1 f of each intersection of a pol icy and a group.
For example, group 3 feels +2  they like i t somewhat! about pol icy A. Qui te
clearly, the worst possib'le policy is to discourage growth, but it is not con-
s i dered equal ly bad for a I I. And even that makes a di fference to what we may
think of as a unified effort. Next up the scale comes the "do nothing" policy,
but here it might benefit sorr» and hurt others within boating. The most preferred
is the expansion of existing facilities.

The number in the bottom hal f of the squares is the predicted ranking of the
four pol icies, i f each group had to choose from least �! to worst �! . Thus i t
becomes clear that groups I, 4, and 5 have common goals and groups 2 and 3 also
rank the pol icies in the sarr». order.

Both systems would give the greater over-al I support to the pol icy of expanding
existing facilities. Thus, if the heterogeneous groups we call "boating or boating
interests" were to get behind one of the four pol icies we have discussed, they
could probably muster a lot more support from al I uconsti tuents" by choosing
pol icy B, the expansion of existing facilities. This does not mean that in places
where, for example, surplus government lands become available, boating facilities
should not receive support. They should. But i t suggests that in cases where
shoreline is already owned or in use, boating interests would do wel I to first
bring their own house in order in the sense of finding out who would benefit
and who would not, for there will be formidable battles ahead in the competition
for wa te r front loca t ions.

I would finish with the statement that in some places boating facil ities
should probably not be permitted to expand, for the protection of the people
in it, whi le at other locations much can be done to increase this form of outdoor
recreation. Under those c ircumstances, boating industries must real ize they
are entering a new era; no longer can the industry merely try to promote growth--
they must now do what is much more di fficult, participate in intelligent public
decision making about how our shores and coastal waters can best benefit society.
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OTHER VIEWS; ROLE. OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE IN PLANNING -- BOATING'S GROWTH

CONNECT I CIJT AND f TS COASTAL PLANN f NG

by R i chard Pa i me r,
Connecticut Marine Trades Association

The role of private enterprise in planning boating's growth is a varied one.
I t involves al I of the basi c and readi ly thought of aspects such as promotional
programs, design improvement, etc. However, today there is another cri tical
aspect that must be considered. It involves the avai lability and utilization of
resources suitable for boating, especially access to the water. In the past, we
have tended to take this for granted� . Rivers, lakes, reservoi rs, and the ocean
were there literally for the taking.

Today, with the growth of the environmental movement and the expansion of
governnent programs into new, and for them, uncharted waters, we in the recreational
boating business must give more thought to and devote more of our energies to
insurin<n access to the waterways. If this is restricted unreasonably, boating will
not g row.

The Connecticut Marine Trades Association started working wi th the State of
Connecticut on i ts coastal planning in 197l -- almost the beginning of the State' s
Involvement in this area. The first vi sible effort of any coastal planning in
Connecticut started that year wi th the Long Island Sound Study  Lf SS! which was
a joint effort wi th the State of New York, funded by the federal government under
the control of the New England River Basins Conmission. Because we recognize the
potential benefits and problems such a study could produce, CMTA sought involve-
ment in the study and we were fortunate. I was appointed as a member of the LISS
Ci tlzens Advisory Comnl t tee -- a group of some 30 members appointed by the Governors
of the two states -- as a representative of boating interests.

LI SS spent three and a hal f years studying the various problems of the Sound,
the demands currently placed upon it, anti ci pated future demands, the ways those
demands are and can continue to be met and much more. The result was a 13 voiume
report di scussing everything from shorel ine appearance and design to outdoor rec-
reation, to minerals and min fng, with a broad series of reconsnendatfons. Many of
these recommendat ions have not been acted upon. Legislation recently introduced
in Washington by Senator Abraham Riblcoff  D-Conn.! to create a L»9 Island Sound
Heri tage program in the Department of the Interior, with initial funding of some
S50 mi I I ion for acquisition and maintenance as public parts of key waterfront
areas, however, wi l I implement some of them.

General ly, the recommendat ions in the report were acceptable to boating interests
although not necessarfly brilliant. The result could have been quite different,
however, if our interests had not been represented in the study process, not
just through contributions at public hearfngs, but also fran withfn, through
those of us on the panel. Those who do not know our industry well, especfa fly
environmentalists, need a lot of "educating" and "persuadfng" and that requires
the more constant contact that only cones from involvement on the inside.

As LISS was wrapping up, Coastal Zone Management came along with much the same
potentia'I for benefits or problems depending on the direction taken by the
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plan that wi I 1
de ve 1 opme n t
has again
needs of

During the past year and a ha 1 f, CAM has been working to develop a
enable the State, with local input, to create and implement a coastal
program in an order ly manner to benef i t all, Our direct, inside input
he lped insure understanding of and respect for the current and future
boating and boat owners.

Shortly after CAM began in Connecticut, and before I was named to that panel,
CMTA hired two consul tants, recognized as authori ties in coastal zone management,
to help us determine the best way for us to approach this program so that we could
work with it, rather than wai t until its work was completed and then find we had
to o~ose it. Their first reconaendation was that ve get invoived in the basic
planning which we have done.

They also pointed out that one of the criteria for federal approval of a p'lan
is that the CAM group must consul t with any group which has an interest in the
coastal area and has a plan of i ts own and must resolve ~an differences between
that group's plan and the CAM recorenendations.

On the basi s of these recomnmndations, CMTA developed a Statement of Long
Range Pol icy and Goals which we have submi tted to CAM. This not only conformed
to the federal requirements and helped assure a recognition of boating's needs
in the final CAM plan but also helped our organization put down on paper what we
are really trying to do. Sane, difficult decisions had to be made in developing
the Statement but i t is worth i t because we now have a document which CAM must
consul t -- and, by the way, i t is my understanding that CMTA is sti il the only
group in Connecticut which has done this to date -- and a dooument that clearly
and briefly out l ines our bel iefs as representatives of the private sector about
what must be done to insure and facilitate the growth of boating in Connecticut.

We are very proud of this document and we cannot urge strongly enough every
other similar organlzatlan in this industry to deve'lop a simi lar document.

CAM in Connecticut is reaching the point of conclusion and expects to recommend
legislation to the 1978 session of our General Assembly. At this point in tim we
do not see any real possibi 1 ity of conf l ict with our Statement and needs. l am
confident, however, that i f we had not subml tted our Statenent and participated
directly in the program, sane very real and major conflicts cauld have developed
and boating's growth been hampered.
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Coasta 1 Zone planners. Again, CMTA worked from the beginning to be acti vely and
direct ly invol ved in the Coastal Area Management program in Connect i cut. in
Apri 1 of i 976, I was appointed one of nine c i ti zen members-at- large on Connect i cut's
CAM Citizens Advisory Comml t tee. In a way, this was a perfect example of how active,
constructive concern and participation in an area can facilitate participation in
later efforts in the same area. Because there were many more groups interested
in being represented on this panel than there were pos i tions, i t was deci ded
tha t people would not be appointed as representatives of specific groups. Due to
CMTA's long standing and well-known concern about this subject, one of the public
officials on the CAM Board actually i ndicated to his fellow public members that
regard less of that decision, he felt strongly that CMTA should certainly be
represented. Further, si nce CMTA had a representative on the Long island Sound
Study, wh ich CAM is us ing heavily as a resource, our Assoc ia tion could reconmend
for nomination someone who could provide input from two sources. We at CMTA are
convinced that all of this helped us successful ly compete for representation,



So, I urge everyone here today to become involved, not just in ways to increase
sales and not just in opposing others in their quest for a better environemnt
which is a goal that real istical ly we should a 1 1 support too since clean water
i s imperat ive to boating's survival and growth -- but to work with them. The
bottom line is that we are al l basical ly working for the same thing but others
will not know and understand this, and therefore make the decisions that wil i
allow boating to grow, unless we are there to explain, pursuade and educate.
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OTHER VIEWS: THE ROLE OF PRIVATE ENTERPRISE IN PLANNING -- BOATING'S GROWTH

WHY THE PRIVATE SECTOR CAN'T GO IT ALONE

by George Rounds, Secretary
National Association of Engine 6, Boat Manufacturers

The tradi t iona l role of private enterprise as the sole provider of boating
faci I i ties is no longer real istic nor possible. A coalition of organizations
bring lngprivate enterprise, the publ i c, governments, and institutional forces to
bear i s now necessary because of:

1. Restriction of law

2. Restriction of property avai labi iity

3. Restriction of environment

4. Adverse pub I i c op i n i on

Government: I choose to view government as a potential source of cooperation
and funding in faci I i ties development. Cooperation from government is needed to
help make the development of facil i ties possible by including boating in its
iong range recreational planning, and government must be convinced of the
des irabi I ity of re-examining current restrictions, both local and nat iona i, on
development. Government wi ll respond i f the other three partners ln the coali tion
apply rational pressures and present a clear statement of the need. Private
enterpri se can help wi th that pressure as an information source and as coordinator.

Institutions: The research and advisory services such as Sea Grant and the
Marine Advisory Service program can provide a rich source of third party data
to support the other three members of the team and can help identify the needs
and provide the creati ve solutions through research into new technology and
techniques.

Again, a solid i nterface wi th pri vate enterpri se i s necessary to defi ne
industry's needs.

The Public: This vast source of political strength is presently under-
utilized, mainly because the "good guys" -- the boating public are not
organi zed i nto a cohesive force. Industry and the institutions mi ght be able
to pu'I'I some of that force together. At the very least, we can do our utmost
to inform that sea of humanity about the problems, and the solutions.

Private Enter ri se: With perhaps the highest stakes in thi s game, private
enterprise faces the toughest tasks:

I . Overcoming adverse public opinion

2. Amassing valid supportive data

3. Seeking creative solutions

Finding the dollars -- in its own pockets or unlocking other
resources such as the SOR's Land and Mater Conservation Fund
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5. Simply staying alive in a fickle business; keeping
those fac i I i t i es that are now ope ra t i ona I

We can identi fy the need. NAEBH is compiling a sampling of faci li ties avai labi I i ty
and need across the country. To give you a taste of the resul ts from 233 marinas
who have responded from 13 major boating states:

26,000 slips in use

13,000 slips needed at this time

9,000 boatmen ident i f ied as on we i t ing 1 i sts

2I,000 addi t ional sl i ps potential ly avai lable i f ..

the stumbl ing blocks to expansion of existing faci I ities were removed. Projecting
these numbers upward on the basis of an estimated 4,500 marinas and yards in the
Uni ted States we would estimate:

507,000 s l i ps in exi stence

253,000 sl ips needed now

409,500 slips that could be added to exi sting

faci I i ties imrredi ately, if we could overcome the blockages of environmental
opposition and lack of capital funding -- the two major impediments to expansion
and lack of capital funding -- the two major impediments to expansion ci ted by
the marina operators themselves. Capital funding is in short supply in part
because of the low return on investment that marina development represents and
the lack of bank financing caused by a shortage of reliable ope rati ng rat io data
on marinas.

If environmental opposition is indeed the major problem -- and the marina
owners so stated in their responses -- then all of us have a major task ahead.
We have to turn around public and governmental opinion on the envi ronmenta'I
relationship of public recreation facilities on the waterfront -- va: need more
solid information on the compatibility of boating facilities with the marine
environment. And we need to tell the facts loudly and clearly, I be lieve industry
has an obligation to get the word out, but that word must have the "white hat"
character of the non-vested Interest such as the institutional imprimatur or
government blessing.

Finally, I believe that the focus has to be at the local level. While the
problem is natfonal, the battle is local, the oppositfon is local, the benefits
are local. Therefore, a good measure of our effort must be toward developing
an awareness anting local Industry members of the need to became involved in
coastal zone planning, to retrain the public, to organize the boatf ng public,
and to educate the financial cormsunity.

From a natfonal position, NAEBM's Job fs to assist the state and local
busi ness community in achieving these goals by providing proper and sufficient
data, organizational help. creative engineering, and public relations help.



The engineering help is avai lable in the form of NAEBM's marina series
of publications. A step toward improving the public image of boating has
been taken with the introduction of the film/lecture program "Boating Dollars
Make Sense."

We also have been trying to make the 30 local and state trade groups that
are affiliated with NAEBM more aware of the vital need for them to get involved
in the broader picture of facilities planning on a loca 1 level -- to get them
involved in the coastal zone planning process, in state boating councils, and in
local governmental processes.

Also from a national position, we are deeply concerned with the survival
of the facilities that we already have in existence. Those 233 marinas that
responded to our survey report that yard and marina closings in the past five
years have cost boating 6,700 slips, and that is probably only the tip of the
iceberg. We have an obligation to try to prevent such losses by enhancing the
profitability of marinas. This means finding ways to increase the operating
efficiency of the yards and marinas across the nation by providing management
information -- available in the NAEBM marina publication series -- and ongoing
management training programs. I believe there is a role for the marine ad-
visory services in providing the latter.

We, the manufacturers associations, also have staged a major drive to over-
turn the crippling effects of the Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensation
Act amendments as a step toward reducing the cost of operation of marinas and
yards.

Again, I choose to view private enterpri se as a partner with government, the
publ ic, and the insti tutional resources avai lable, and as a stimulator, an in-
formation source, and then, as the operators on the front line of the marinas,
yards, ramps, and moorages serving the public. The private sector is but a part
of the total matrix of action centers that must be brought to bear on the total
problem.
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RHODE ISLAND HOST STATE DAY FOCUS ON LOCAL PROBLEM SOLVING
by Chri sti Duerr,
University of Rhode Island Marine Affairs Wrf ter

From a national perspective on boating pr'oblems, the National Boat ing
Faci I i ties Conference turned to boat ing and i ts assets and problems in
Rhode I s I a nd.

In the opening session on managing Rhode I sland's boating shores, speakerJohn Lyons, who chairs the Rhode I sl and Coastal Resources Hanagement Counci I,
explained how this body is deve loping and implementing a coastal management
program in Rhode Is'land.

For the past seven years, the Council, aided by i ts staff, state agency
personnel and the University of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Center, has
been identi fying the state's coastal resources, developing pol icies for use
and managenx.nt of resources and granting permi ts For acti vi ties within thecoastal areas. Throughout this process, Lyons pointed out, the marina industryhas provided input ~ and the Counci 1 has attempted to incorporate and address
boating concerns. A recent example, Lyons said, was a meeting planned wi th
harbormasters In Rhode island to di scuss mooring systems in the various townharbors and how these systems could be expanded to meet the growing demand
for moorings. The Counci I has also requested the Coastal Resources Center to
begin in July, 1978, a major study of recreationa I boat ing in the state, i ts
problems and how the Council might be able to stimulate the development of
solutions to these.

Lyons was followed by Mike Collins, vice president of the Newport Shipyard,who stressed the necessity for private industry to work more closely with
coastal management agencies. He added that the industry's survival depended on
the success of this interchange .

From a dlscussfon on Rhode Island's coastal management, the conference
program went on to look at an exciting new proposal for coastal recreation in
Narragansett Bay, the Bay Island Park System. Oeve loped by University of
Rhode Island researchers and students ln conjunction with state agencies, theproposal caffs for instituting a series of state parks on Islands in the bay andiinkfng these with ferries. A slide presentation on the system was shown byDieter Hamrerschlag, a member of the University of Rhode Island conenunltyplanning department. He explained that the islands would serve a wide varfetyof recrea tional Interests such as bathing, picnicking, fishing, sightseeing,boating and hiking.

Following Hansaerschlag's presentation was Ed Bliven, t'hen chief of the divisionof boating safety wfthin the Rhode Island Department of Envfronmental Hanageaent.
He told the audience that he felt "boaters should not hide from the state but
speak out so that they are represented In state decisions." He explained that oneof the th ings he had done to encourage this speaking out was to organfze theBoating Council. This is composed of sixteen groups who are involved fn one way
or another with boatfng. At their meetings the members discuss proposed regulations,legislation and ways to increase awareness of boating.



Alan Remington, a yachtsman from Barrington who fol lowed Bl iven, agreed
that the private boat owner is afraid to speak out. He feels that i t is because
the individual thinks that municipal and state involvement in coastal management
wi 1 I cost him money.

The morning session ended wi th a si ide presentation on Rhode I s land's touri st
attractions. I t was presented by Leonard Panaggio, director of the tourist
travel division within the Rhode Island Department of Economic Developrrw.nt,

The same afternoon conference participants had the chance to see first hand
some o f the boa t i ng f ac i I i ties and coasta i recrea t i on spots in the Newport area.

The first stop on the f ie ld trip was at the Coast Guard marina, adjacent to the
conference hotel. The hotel, marina and condominiums located on Goat Island were
a I I bui It by private developers on the site of a former Navy torpedo factory.
The marina is typical of a first class Northeastern marina. Its design uses
pressure treated wood pi 1 ings supporting fixed piers and anchoring floating wood
docks. I t offers al 1 services except those of a boatyard. It can handle large
pleasure craft but the average si te range of the boats which use i t is from
30 to 45 feet. Last sumner i t was the home of the New York Yacht Club which
sponsors the America's Cup race; it. serves also as the home for many of the
international sailboat races. I t offers transient boaters a convenient place
to stay as downtown Newport is within walking di stance.

The second stop on the tour was Bowens Wharf which fronts Newport Harbor in
the heart of downtown Newport. Private deve lopers bought and renovated thi s former
corrmercial and industrial stretch of waterfront. Designed to keep the quaintness
of a traditional seaport, the area houses stores, marinas and restaurants as
well as the major landing point for lobsters in the Northeast.

Across from the water from Bowens Wharf lies Ft. Adams. This site, which guards
the entrance to Newport and the East Passage of Narragansett Bay, has had forts
located on it from the early 1600's, The present fort, one of the largest of
i ts kind, was built in the early ISOO's. The fort and its surrounding lands
are now a state park. The fort i tsel f is used for numerous cul tural and musical
events. There is a public boat launch in Brenton Cove, at the opposite end of
the park from the fort. This cove is full of mooring sites and is a popular
stopover. The park also has two large fishing piers which were built by the
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation with boating monies. However, these docks are too
high for small craft and are used mainly for fishing. Every fall they are also
used by the Newport International Sailboat Show which leases the state park each
year for i ts successful sailboat display. The conference participants were given
a look at the floating tire breakwater which is used to protect boats in the
sail boat show. This is an inexpensive breakwater developed by the University
of Rhode Island Sea Grant Program for use by marinas and boatyards.

From Ft. Adams, the group traveled to Benton Park, one of the most popular
vantage points for watching major boating events such as the Tall Ships' visit
and the An+rica's Cup races. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation funds went into
bui lding of the park.
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The fourth stop was a vi sit to the Breakers, an attraction For all tourists
who corn to Newport by land or water. Thi s i s the most elegant of the mansions
bui lt as summer cottages by the American wealthy in the late 1800's. On the
water side i t i s bounded by the C 1 i ff Walk, a six-mi le trail which winds around
Newport's rocky shore and offers a gl impse into the grounds of many of Newport 's
mansi ons.

The final stop on the tour was at the Portsmouth factory of Pearson Yachts,
a division of Brumman Al lied Industries. Company executive Gordon Woodland
gave a tour of the factory which produces high quality fiberglass sailboats.
The group was shown al I the steps from the initial lay up to the outdoor testing.
Woodland emphasized that organization, cleanl iness and efficiency are important
for qual ity products and therefore the canpany stresses these in the factory.
He also mentioned that the company has expanded wi th construction of a new factory
in Texas.

From Pearson Yachts, the tour participants returned to a tent set up on the
hotel grounds. There, a Rhode Island clambake -- cooked in the traditional manner
with trays of lobsters, corn, potatoes, fish, clams and mussel s laid on top of
hot rocks, covered with seaweed and canvas and steamed for hours -- was the
group's evening fare. The day concluded with a night cruise of Narragansett Bay
aboard the 92-foot Fiesta Clipper. Champagne for the group was provided by the
Rhode Island Marine Trades Association .



INTRODUCTORY REMARKS: RIPARIAN RIGHTS

by Ron S tone,
Boa t ing Indus try Assoc i a t i ons

When Bob Shepha rd, Ken Hutchinson, Nei I Ross and I were p Ianning this program,
we got to thinking that i t is one thing to speak in terms of creating and managing
water access for boating and related recreation. I t is another thing to preserve
a cce s s to pub l i c wa te r s ag a i n s t p r i va te p rope r t y holders a roun d a I a ke s ho re o r
coastline who resent outsiders and think the water i s the i r private domain. I
could cite many cases where boating has been shut out by local ordinances ostensibly
in the name of safety or environmental protection, but really a coverup for
sel f-serving private property interests.

We thought i t would be useful at this conference to explore boatmen's vs.
property owners' rights, as they have been li ti gated in courts of law. It's an
area called Riparian Rights.

Wi 11 you please welcome Dr. Franci s Cameron, Marine Affai rs Department at the
Universi ty of Rhode Island, to speak on this subject.



EVERYTH ING YOU WANTED TO KNOW ABOUT RIPARIAN Rl GHTS BUT WERE AFRAID TO ASK

by Francis X. Cameron,
Assistant Professor of Marine Affairs
University of Rhode Island

The problem of riparian rights can best be characterized as an example of the
conflict between public and private rights in coastal areas. The concept of
ri pari an rights is a traditional legal doctri ne that creates and protects certa i n
pri vate property i nterests. Balanced agai nst these private property ri ghts is
anothe r traditional legal doctrine -- the public trust -- which is designed to
protect the public's interest in coastal resources. Complicating this ba lancing
of public and private rights is the fact that states are generally free to define
the extent of these rights according to their own views of the public interest.
This not only means that the law will be different from state to state, but also
that a state is free to legislatively change the scope of these rights accordi ng
to changing views of the pubii c interest. Coastal zone management legis lation
can be seen as a basic al terat ion and appl ication of the corrmon law doctrines
of riparian rights and the public trust. The nature of these rights and the
extent that they have been changed legislatively, does have a potentially serious
impact on shorefront owners, especially those involved in the boating industries.
I would like to discuss the origin and development of riparian rights, and look
at their impact on boating facilities by focusing on one California case

Simply stated, the doctri ne of riparian rights is that an owner of land on
a body of water has individual property rights to use the waters. These rights
are different than those of the public to use a water body for navigation.
Riparian is from the Latin word "riparius" which means "be'longing to the banks
of a river." However, riparian rights also apply to property that fronts on a
lake or the ocean. Strictly speaking, an owner of property on the ocean would be
called a li ttoral owner. However, courts and legislatures have used the term
"riparian" to include ownershi p of land on any body of water, whether i t be
a river, a lake, or the ocean. I' ll be using the term riparian in this sense.

Precise origin of the doctrine of riparian rights is unknown. However, i t
did appear ln the early Roman law, was later recognized in the French law
by the Code Napoleon, and ebs rged in the consnon law of England and the United
States. As practiced in the United States, state law governs the extent and
nature of riparian rights, subject to the federa'I power to regulate navigation
and comnerce. For example, most states grant riparian ownershi p only to the high
tide mark, whi le Massachusetts and Delaware are among the minori ty that grant
the riparian ownership to the low water mark. The State of Washington has denied
riparians special property rights of any kind. Part of the confusion surrounding
riparian rights results from the fact that each state can follow different rules.

Riparian rights generally consist of access to the water, construction of
wharves and piers, an unobstructed view, ownership of accretions to the property,
and sometimes preference in the purchase of tidelands. Once again, this may differ
from state to state. However, even in those states where all these rights exist,
they have a'Iways been subject to the paramount right of the state. Under the English
conwen law a riparian owner had no right to wharf out without a permit. This
was changed in the American colonies in order to encourage navigation and consserce.
The general rule here was that a riparian could erect wharves and piers without
a permit, as long as they didn't interfere with navigation or other riparian
owners. Courts have stressed, however, that the riparian right of wharfing out
is subject to legislative regulation for the protection of the rights of the
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publ ic whatever ~the ~ma be, Nu ent vs. Val lone, 161 A. 2d 802  l960! . As the
development of coastal proper ty increased, and as states became more aware of
ecological considerations, more and more states have legis la tive ly changed their
early permissive approach to the right to wharf out. This i s a very good example
of how the nature of riparian rights can change over time.

Of al I the ri parian rights, the most fundamental is the ri ght of access to
the water, or as the Rhode I s land Suprenn: Court termed i t, "access to the
great highway of nations." Clark vs. Peckham, 10 RI 35. kistorical 'ly, the comnon
law did not recognize any rights of access, to publ ic waters. Today, nearly all
the states, ei ther by statute or by judicial decis ion, have changed the original
corrmon law view, and do recogni ze r ights of access as a valuable property right of
the riparian owner. The most important question concerning the right of access
i s whether the state termination of this ri ght requires compensation to be paid
to the ri pari an owner. Thi s questi on obvious ly has important impl i cat ions for
private boating operations and I 'd l ike to i I lustrate this by a 1967 California
case, Colber vs. State.

Colberg and Stephens Marine owned and operated shipyards for the repair of
yachts on the Upper Stockton Channel, a navigable waterway leading to the
Stockton Deep Water Channel, and eventually to the Pacific Ocean. The state of
Cali fornia, as part of an interstate highway system, proposed to bui id two
paral lel highway bridges across the Upper Stockton Channel a few hundred feet
from the shipyards. The bridges were to have a vertical clearance of 45 feet.
Unfortunately, most of the ships uti l izing the shipyards stood much higher than
45 feet above the water 1 ine, and the yards would lose as much as 814 of their
business. They sued the state for compensation on the theory that construction
of the bridges would be taking of their private access to deep water. The California
Supreme Court decided that the interference with this private property right,
even though substantial, did not entitle Colberg and Stephens to compensation
because of California's superior powers over navigable waters.

Courts have always excused the state from paying compensation for interference
wi th private property i f navi gab'le waters are involved. The state is regarded
as having special powers in this area because i t holds al I navigable waters and the
land underneath them in trust for the benefit of the people of the state. More
important than why an exception is made in these cases, however, is the question
of how wide power is. There are two divergent principles on this. The general rule
i s that the state's special power is I imi ted to si tuations where the state has
acted to improve and control navigation, for example, straightening a channel as
opposed to building a bridge or a dam. The minority principle, followed in ~Colber
is that a state does not have to pay compensation no mat ter what the purpose of the
project is, as long as navigable waters are involved. The court, in C~olber
fol lowed the principle that the state ho'Ids navi gable waters in trust for the
people for the purposes of navigation, commerce, fisheries and the benefit of
the public genera lly. In a broad interpretation of the word "connnerce" the
~Colber court found that although the highway bridges may not have been an aid
to water-borne cmrnerce, the fact that another form of conInerce -- automobile
traffic -- was aided, was enough for the state to avoid paying compensation.
The court's policy justification for this broad interpretation was that the strict
1 imi tation of the princi pie to cases involving improvenmnts to navigation came
from a tinm when the only use of navigable waters was surface water transport.
The times have changed -- the demands of modern connnerce, the concentration of
population in coastal cities, new transportation technologies -- required the
state to take a broader view of how the use of public trust waters would serve



the general welfare. ln ~Colber,the bridges were a use of navigable waters for
which the state did not have to pay compensat ion.

However, there is also an important policy reason against the uncompensated
taking of the riparian ri ght of access for a broad publ ic purpose. Owners of
riparian property will be reluctant to develop their land because of the fear
that i t would be lost through government exercise of i ts power over navi gable
waters. A recent Alaska case, Wernber vs. State,516 P. 2d I l91 �974!, refused
to follow the ~tolber decision, citing as one reason, the effect on land values.
A large number of Alaskan communities are located on the shores of bays and
inlets in order to gain water access for transportation, shi pping, and f i shing.
Host of the development in these communities i s on the waterfront. The court
feared that if riparian access could be taken for any public purposes, this would
immediately devalue property and limi t the development of many isolated communities
whose only means of access i s by water. Also, as the di ssenting judge in ~Cether
argued, doesn' t fairness, logic, and public policy suggest that compensation should
be part of' the cost of the freeway, and should not fall on the individual property
owners, but rather on the publ ic, who benefits from the project7 Aren' t these
property owners contribut ing more than their proper share to the publ ic wel fare7

Some courts have followed the general rule that the project must be for the
improvement of navigation in order to deny compensation, but have reached the
same result as the ~galbe r court did. This is accomplished by defining the right
of access very narrowly. These courts only recognize a right of access to the
water Immediately in front of the riparian land. Once the ri parian reaches the
navigable water in front of his property, then he no longer has any special rights.
I t becomes a publ ic right - the right to navigation - and the state's inter-
ference with it is not compensable. The pol icy behind this reasoning i s that
courts would otherwise be subject to a large number of claims from riparians
who were affected by the project -- even those mi les away from the bridge.
Thi s type of reasoning can achieve absurd resul ts -- what good would Colberg's
access right do him i f he could launch his shi ps but they had no place to go7

The results of the ~Colber decision have also been applied to other fact
si tuations. The city of' Santa Barbara constructed a breakwater that interrupted
the currents of the bay. This prevented the natural accumulation of sand on a
hotel owner's beach and eventually ruined the beach and his business. The Supreme
Court of California found that his riparian right of sandy water was subordinate
to the state's right to control navigation. Miramar C an vs. Clt of Santa
Barbara,143 p. 2d 1. ~Cojber has also been app ied to cases where the state or
its grantee has fi lied tidelands in front of a riparian's property, thereby
cut t lng off hi s access to the water. Once again, the Supreme Cour t of Ca 1 I fornia
denied compensation for this loss of access on a broad reading of the public
trust. Clt of ijie ort Beach vs. F r,102 P. 2d 438.

This principle of non-compensation only applies to government action. A
private party cannot deprive a riparian of his right of access by placing a
structure or filling in front of the riparian's land. However, once agai n the
states differ on the amount of access required. Some states allow a riparian
access over the entire frontage of his property while other states only grant
the riparian a reasonable and convenient access to the water. In the California
case of Marks vs. lAitne ,49l P. 2d 374  'l97I!, Marks and Wfiitney were adjacent
riparian property owners on Tamales Bay in Marin County, Marks also owned a
stri p of tidelands along the enti re frontage of Mh I tney' s property. He wanted
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to develop these tide lands by f ill ing. This development would almost completely
cut of f Whi tney' s access to the water. The trial court found that Whi tney had
a reasonable right of access to the water, not access over the ent ire frontage.
Whitney was dissatisfied with this result and appealed . This tine he based his
case on his status as a member of the public suing to enforce the public trust,
rather than basi ng his suit on his status as a riparian owner. The Supreme Court
of Ca lifornia, following the accepted rule, he'Id that a 11 tidelands are subject
to the public trust for the purposes of navigation, fishing, recreation, and
conservation, even though the tidelands in question were sold years before, the
owner Marks could not wipe out the public trust by deve loping these tidelands
unless the legislature made an express statement that they no longer had any
value for public trust purposes.

The state of New Jersey strictly reviews any sale or lease of tide lands to
ensure that the public trust will be served. Marine development is usually found
to be an activity wh ich benefits the public trust since mari nas promote access
and enjoyment of the water -- in New Jersey the riparian owner also has a pre-
emptive right to buy or lease the tidelands in front of his property.

To summarize, riparian owners do possess specia I prope rty rights . fiowever,
these rights are subject to public rights in navigable waters. The extent to
whi ch the pri vate ri pari an right i s affected by the public right depends on
the policy of each state. In somes cases an inequitable burden may be placed on
the private property owner. Courts are not the best mechanism to deal with the
complex issues involved in allocating coastal resources between the public and
private property interests. This i s a pol icy question that should be addressed
by the legislature and the pol itical process -- and should be implemented through
some type of comprehensive coastal zone planning process.



BOATING FACILITIES INFORMATION

WHERE DOES THE BOATMAN GO WHEN HE'S WONDERING WHERE TO GO7

by Ron Stone,
Boating Industry Associations

One of the basic objectives of thi s conference is to generate information.

if anyone needs information, it is today's recreational boatman.

Boatmn in many parts of the country are lost, or moving in circles. For lack
of adequate information they do not know where or what facilities are available
for launching, mooring, docking, storage or cruising.

One reason boat ing facilities are so overcrowded In some areas may be the lack
of news or publicity about facilities in other a reas which boatmen would visit
if they only knew.

Yes, there are pamphlets published by state tourist agencies and by the Corps
of Engineers describing recreational opportunities at specific water areas, but
general ly they are sketchy when i t comes to boating faci ii ties. A dot on a chart
indicating that an area I s open to boating, or a symbol on a map representing
a publ ic access si te does not tel I the boatman what he wi I I find there by ways of
necessities or conveniences,

True, private publishers have produced some comprehensive cruising guides,
but mostly they are limited to coasta I waters . There is a scarci ty of i nformat ion
about facilities on our vast inland waterways system.

My organization has tried to fili the Information gap with its public service
series called "Sources of Waterways Information." In five separate regional
listings, plus one for Canada, we tell the boatman what guides, maps, brochures
and other facilities Information we know to be available from state to state,
give him a brief description of the material, and furnish the name and address
of the government agency or publishing house where he can write for the information.
Most of the information Is free for the aski ng . Where there is a price, we tell the
boatman that, too.

"Sources of Waterways Information" has to be among our most popular literature.
The requests for it pour In from all over the country every week.

Yet, I will be the first to tell you, it Is not enough. It is only scratching
the surface.

Who among us knows for certain how many boating facilities, public or private,
there are in the United States today7
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According to the last annual statistical report publ i shed by the industry
there are 6,025 mari nas, boat yards and yacht clubs wi th waterfront stations in
the United States. The estimated breakdown i s 4,965 marinas and boat yards and
1,330 yacht clubs. At best thi s i s guesswork. At worst, if i t were a hard, cold
count, then the boating population would real ly be in a bind. With more than
7 mill ion boats officially registered by the states and the Coast Guard, if we
accept the industry estimates, there is on'ly one facil i ty per 1,200 boats.

The U.S. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, which i s in the business of assessing
our nation's outdoor recreation needs, doesn't have any better idea of how many
boating faci I i ties are out there. Two or three years ago they commissioned a
nationwide inventory of privately owned recreation enterprises of al I kinds,
which provides very broad brush figures.

We need much more than this. By we, I mean the boating public, the boating
industry, and recreation consultants in and out of government who are responsible
for boating.

We need to inventory existing facilities and make projections for expansion
necessary to meet growing demands.

This is an area we be'lieve, where the Boating Industry Assocati ons, Sea Grant,
and the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation can join forces. What I am suggesting is a
matching grant for a nationwide boating facilities survey.

Such an inventory would be doubly helpful in filling the existing public
i nformat ion gap and in pi npointi ng acute shortages so recreation planners are
more sensi tive to boating' s needs .

The survey I have in mind would transcend fuzzy generalities. It would be
designed to provide information on the number and kind of public ramps and
re'lated parking facilities, the number of slips  permanent vs. transient!,
breakdown by length of slips, user fees and occupancy rates, the numbers on
waiting lists, expansion plans, access roads, pumpout stations, and more.

Me already have been in touch with Sea Grant, brainstorming on what needs
to be done, how it should be done, and what it would cost. Me are waiting upon
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation to he lp us make lt a truly nationwide survey.



COASTAL PLANNING FOR RECREATIONAL BOATING AND BOATING FAC ILITIES:

A SURVEY OF STATE COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AGENCIES

by James M. Fa lk, Recreation and Parks Department
Texas A E M Un iver s i ty

My presen tat ion thi s morn ing is the culmination of a research project unde r-
taken this past sunener under the supervision of Mr. Neil Ross. The contents of
this presentation wi I I complement Dal las Miner's Federal overview of coastal zone
management, however, becoming more specific and concentrating on state coastal
zone management agencies and the roles they are playing in response to the tremen-
dous growth recreat ionai boating has enjoyed the past few years. I selected coastal
zone management agencies to focus on since their primary objectives, according to
the Coastal Zone Management Act  CZMA! of 1972, are to develop and administer
coastal management programs wh ich will orderly allocate coastal resources in their
respective states. If a state decides that recreation, and recreational boating
in particular, is an important issue in their state, boating access through
facility development must be dealt with in their coastal zone management plans,
in smne fashion.

There are three basic elements that must be understood before we can see the
important relationship that exists between coasta I zone management and recreational
boating. First of all the coastal zone management process itself encourages states
to exercise ful'I authority over the lands and waters of their coastal zones.
This can be done by including policies, regulations, standards and criteria,
etc., in the i r coastal zone managemen t programs. States must also demonstrate
that they have notified and provided an opportunity for full participation in
the development of their management program to all public and private agencies
and organlzatio~s which are likely to be affected by or have a direct Interest
in the program. The essence of coastal zone management af'ter all is to reorder
the way decisions which affect the coast are made, both public and private, where
these decisions are of "statewide concern."

Secondly, we must understand the nature of the recreation component and its
relationship to coastal zone management. With more than 754 of our national
population concentrated in the 30 coastal states, tremendous demands are made
for access to waterways and shorelines for recreational purposes. The CZMA
provides general language regarding recreation and open space. However, the
rules and regulations for the coastal zone management program administration
grants are specific in identifying recreation, including beaches, parks,
wildlife preserves, sport fishing, and more Important to this conference, pleasure
boating as a basic element in the comprehensive coastal management program.
Within this framework, critical coastal areas can be inventoried and desig-
nated for recreational purposes. If recreation is regarded as a priority use, a
coastal recreation element may be deva foped.>

A key task of the program development is the coordination of recreation planning
activities with other existing federal, state and local programs. In almost
every coastal state and terri tory, efforts have begun to integrate coastal
recreation planning with State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan  SCORP!
programs administered by the Department of the Interior.5 The developamnt of
SCDRP's are administered through financial assistance from the Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation. The Land and Mater Conservation Fund Act  LAWCON} of I964
des i gna ted the Bureau as the l ead agency respons i b I e for allocating federal
money to states for facilitating outdoor recreation planning, acquisition and
deve lopment acti vi ties.
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The third element that must be understood i s the concept of planning for
recreational boating. Boating requires extensi ve shore i inc faci 1 it les such
as marinas, docks and boat ramps that must be located at the water's edge often
competing strongly for valuable waterfront space. The many other commercial
and recreation uses of the coastal zone make careful planning of the si ting and
design of boating faci li ties important.

Recreational boating in its short history has enjoyed virtually unrestricted
access to waterways and rapid development of marinas and service Faci 1 i ties,
However, times are changing, more people want rmre access to waterways for
more purposes. The shorel ine i s in great demand by a variety of interests and
the coastal zone planning process must eventual ly decide the fate of these
interests.4

The coastal planning process as i t involves recreational boating and facility
development is not a simple process. There is almost no argument as to the need
for methods of rational planning, management and modes of implementation, but
agreement on the basic need has not led to a consistency of practical thinking
that is sorely needed.3

The issues related to coastal planning for the recreational boating population
have exis ted for quite a while, with the degree of controversy varying. The most
critical problem areas that are limiting the growth of additional boating
facilities inc'lude: Permits, environmental concerns, the h igh cost of development,
low return from marina investment and the competition for coastal lands.

Decision makers must take a close look at the supply and the demand of recre-
ational boating along with the critical factors that are hindering future devel-
opment of facilities. In the past, coastal planning for recreational boating
has been a "wait and see" type of development process. This slow process has
finally caught up to the recreational boating i nterests . Since recreational boat i ng
has grown at such a tremendous rate in the past few years and facilities have
not kept up with the growth, recreational boaters are faced with a severe shortage
of facilities in many areas. State coastal zone management programs if prepared
and administered effectively can help alleviate some of the problems facing
rec rea t i ona 1 boa ters�.

Since very few states have anything in the way of completed coastal zone
management programs or drafts, information regarding coastal zone managenent
activities related to recreational boating were obtained from a variety of
sources. Initially, each state coastal zone management office was contacted
inquiring whether:

 I! Their state was actively planning and/or managing for
recreational boating and i f so, what were the main
areas of concern  i.e., public access, water quality,
dredging, etc.!

�! If recreational boat ing and faci lity deveiopnant vmre
areas of interest, which user groups  I.e, marine
trade association, boating organizations, etc.! were
involved in the planning process.



�! I f no planning for pleasure boating was currently taking
place, did they anticipate beginning.

Of the 30 coastal states and 3 United States territories surveyed, 3 states
provided no usable information, leaving a total of 30 states and territories
to ana lyze. Nearly al I related that they relied on SCORP data to some degree
in formulat ing the recreat ion element of the' r coastal zone management programs.
This seems only right since SCORP planning has existed for more than 10 years
and i t would stand to reason that states would have some information  even in
a iimi ted form! concerning recreational boating along their coastl ines. I think
the important factor in us ing SCORP data is what the coastal zone management
agencies do with the data once they have retrieved i t from state plans.

Some states have suggested taking SCORP information and using it verbatim
within their state coastal zone management plans to sat i sfy their coastal
recreation elements. This would mean al 1 you would see i s supply and demand
data for coastal recreation. I think state coastal zone management agencies
need to go beyond this type of "planning" and concentrate more on pol icy
and management decisions and use the data, if accurate, to its fullest.

Of the 30 analyzed states, 8 had either completed coastal zone management
pl Qgrams or draf ts, 4 others prov i ded informat ion through coastal zone planning
documents with related recreational boating information. These 12 states
were focused on as the most progressi ve in regards to planning pol icies and
regulations related to recreational boating and faci I i ty development. The
states were: California, Florida, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
Oregon, Puerto Rico, Rhode I s land, Washington, Wiscons in and the Virgin Islands.
The 12 states are diverse in their approaches to recreational boating and
facility development, but they are all concerned to some extent with the vl tal
issues as li sted in their coastal management programs and planning doc~nts.

Of the remaining 18 states, al I of them said that their SCORP agencies
alone, or in conjunction with state coastal zone management agencies auld
provide the basis for their coastal recreation elements in the future. In
addition, numerous states had state boating agencies and/or state waterways
divisions that also complement their respective state coastal zone management
offices in the planning process.

Focusing on the l2 states with speci flc coastal management policies related
to recreational boating and facil lty development, the major pol icy issues that
stand out include:

 I! New recreational boating facilities but minimizing adverse
envi ronmenta I Impacts.

�! Kncourage the multiple ownership of boats.

�! Identify sensitive water quality areas and prohibit the
discharge of wastes.

�! Utilize modern marina techniques, including dry stack storage.
�! Undertake comphrehensive evaluations for potential marina sites.
�! Publ ic boating facilities should be financed through user fees.

An additional unique policy mentioned by a couple of states included Improving
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landscaping around marinas for aesthetic purposes. To my knowledge these
pol icies and regulations developed by the 12 states included little involve-
ment from recreational boating interests, or the pol icy language might have
been much stronger.

In conc.lusion, the coastal planning process is a valuable tool to the
recreational boating interests i f effectively uti I ized. The Coastal Zone
Management Act "invi tes" special interest groups, especial ly boaters and the
boating industry, to voice their opinions to state coasta I zone management
agencies. Organi zed boating intersts must act now as a group to see that they
are given a fair share of consideration in their state coastal planning
proce s se s.
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS -- MARINA DESIGN PROBLEMS

by Ron Stone,
Boating Industry Associations

Earlier in the Conference I mentioned that among other
BIA boating facilities literature we offer a "Directory of
Architects and Engineers" listing specialists in designing
and building everyth i ng from a simple 1 aunching ramp to a
luxury marina. We are privileged to have with us one of those
listed in our directory. He is C I inton J . Chamberlain, President
of C. A. Chancy, Inc., Hays, Virginia. Presently he is author-
ing a revised edition of "Narinas," the definitive book on
marina design and construction. Mr. Chamberlain wiii give us
the benefit of his experience on problems of marina design, and
how to solve such prob iems.
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MARINA DESIGN PROBLEMS

by C I inton Chamberlain, Presi dent
C. A. Chancy, Inc.

A, Problems of space utilization.

B. Problems concerning choice of materials and systems.

C. Financial problems.

D. Problems caused by government agency interference

A. Problems of s ace uti I ization.

Space costs romney, and in these days i t costs a great deal of money.Obviously,
a marina design must take every possible measure to uti 1 ize all avai lable space
efficiently. Beginning with a marina's water space we:

I. Pay very careful attention to the mix of sl ip sizes.
Currently we use a gaussian di stribut ion of sl ip
lengths with a mean at 35 ft., and we install no
si ips shorter than 25 ft. On the other end we install
sl ips longer than 50 ft. only at the owner's insi stance.
Unfortunate'Iy there's no winning -- today's boats are
wider than ever -- there's been a'lmost a one foot
increase in average beam for 35 foot boats in the past
four years.

2. Reduce fairway width. In the past fairway widths were
supposed to be 1. 75 times the length of the longest
boat, but we are currently specifying for problem
designs fairway widths of only 1.5 times the longest
boat and for really tight situations we' ll even go
down to 1.25 -- this with full realization of the
operational problems that are generated.

3. Keep the widths of finger, marginal and main walkways
to a minimum. This normally means six foot widths for
main marginal walkways. Wherever possible we specify
floating systems since we can safely amor a boat' in a
narrrnrer floating slip than in a fixed structure. In a
row of twenty sl ips the one foot reduction of sl ip width
means that an extra slip can be squeezed in.
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4. Pay very careful attention to location of the various
sizes of sl ips. We normally ga through ei ght to ten
permutations, drawn to scale, before we' re sati sfied
with slip layout. For a number of reasons we try to keep
al I the sl ips on a particular main walkway the same size.
And let me add here that one of the better features of
floating systems is the abi'li ty to disassemble the system
and rearrange it.

Design and layout of the land space is becoming very critical. Wherever possible
we suggest a 'land to water ratio of at least one to one, but this is becoming
very difficult to maintain for private rnarinas. Even some public facilities, such
as the new mari na in Baltimore's inner Harbor, are being planned around land areas
which by some published standards would be hopelessly smail.

The problems of land space utilization have been with us all along, of course,
but now we' re faced with absurd demands for facilities as never before. Does
anybody here really think that a marina needs to have one automobile parking
space for every single slip7 The trend away from bulkheading, while a good
thing in many cases, also takes out of act ion si gnificant acreage and even
worse, makes it all that much more difficult to give access to the slips. The
basic factors of land utilization are much the sarre as for any site plan
traffic flow, access and the like. But one does have to allow for sorre unique
problems such as travel-lift maneuvering room, winter storage areas and cradle
storage. Whl le not difficult these factors and others of a similar nature must
be taken into account when preparing a si te lay-out. In passing let me note
that some of the most egregious monstrosi ties of marina site planning have come
from the boards of some of the nation's largest engineering and archi tectural
f 1 r ms.

B. Choice of materials and s stems.

Here I refer only to the water area facilities. Not so long ago there was no
choi ce -- you used wood for everyth ing. Wood is st i 1 1 a good materia I but properly
treated wood f' or marina instal'lat lons is now so expensive that alternati ve materials
must be considered. To make matters worse, we have been encountering a number of
situations in which treated wood does not meet treatment specifications. I suggest
that any specification for wood construction must contain a clause requiring
independent assay of treated wood. To forestall a question, we are specifying
CCA treatment to 2.5 pounds for most northern installations and dua'I treatrrernt
for pilings and subrrmrged timbers in southern saltwater areas.

It is particularly distressing to see how many of the newer fixed-structure
installations are built to inadequate specifications. When Mr. Chancy designed
the fac ilities on the Washington waterfront, he intended them to last at least
forty years -- and they have. Except for the deck planks Mr. Chancy's designs
are generally in excellent condition to this day. But I encounter every week
yet another marina which is rapidly falling apart after only eight or ten years
of service. Undoubtedly the crackerbox facilities are cheaper to build but the
maintenance costs are going out of sight, ln the long run the cheap structures
are no bargain.
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For a number of reasons we f ind the floating s I i p system to be preferred.
Frequently both the first cost and the life cycle cost are competitive, a
we 1 I designed system offers an excel lent overal I appearance, ecologi sts 1 ike
them, and i t i s usual ly easier to finance a f loating system. There i s a catch,
however, in that there is a wide divergence in the qual i ty of floating systems.
General ly speaking, the home-bui I t system is not worth the time and cost. There
are a number of manufacturers of f ioating systems, some with many years of
experience in the field,

Our general specifications for floating systems today cail for an unloaded
freeboard of the order of 24 inches, a submergence of no more than 0,25 inches
per pound of uni formly di s tributed 1 ive load, a point load deck capabi li ty of
290 ibs. appl ied to an area of 8" x 8", and a capabi l i ty for sustaining a
concentrated load of 900 lbs. at any location  such as the end of a finger
walkway! with a freeboard of at least six inches. There are a number of truss
type structures on the market which can meet these specifications.

Over the years there have been a number of suggestions for floatation devices
to support floating structures - empty oi I drums to foam fi I led tires. Proper
formulations of polystyrene or urethane foams have given good service but
today' s thinki ng i s that some sort of protected foam i s required. There have
been two sources of trouble for unprotected foam -- petrochemical spi I is and
various animals. Muskrats, for example, love to make their burrows in exposed
foam blocks. Again, the present day thinking is that foam must have some sort
of protection.

The design of floating structures is very complex. We are currently working
on a computer model for the var ious types of construction with which I am fami liar.
Whi le we sti 11 have a long way to go, one thi ng that has come to I ight wi th
surprising clarity is that a structure which consi sts of a series of components
held together wi th hinges i s bad structural and kinematic design. For such a
system to survive the hinges must be of massive design, and the designer must be
aware that the necessary sloppy fit of hinge parts will mean that some part
of the hinge is stressed beyond the limits during nearly every flex cycle. A
properly engineered rigid connection between modules which permits stress transfer
in all six degrees of freedom is to be preferred.

One of the worst faults in marina structure, whether fixed or floating, is
lack of rigidi ty, or at least a sense of' rigidi ty. For a fixed pier to be shakey
is inexcusable and the designer should be run out of the county. I feel the
same way about designers of floating systems which buck and sway and yaw and
twist as you traverse them, but I find it a little easier to understand how it
coul d happen. I know of one system down in Washington, designed by the same
people who are giving you a subway system whose bond interest would pay for
free bus fares for every ci tizen in the Washington area. Thi s system is so
bad that OSHA required handrails on the main and marginal walkways for the crew
that was installing the electrical and water lines. In another major city close
by there's a system which uses massive concrete floats held together with stretched
cables. The system doesn't respond to wind created chop but oh boy, what a ride
you get when the local fireboat goes by. The moral7 Floating structures design
is very complex and not safely left to amateurs.
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C. Financial problems

Moving on to other considerations, we f ind that finances affect every facet of
ma rina design, usually adversely. On the one hand we have the pressure from the
owner to provide a quality facility at a minimum cost while on the other we have
demands from the banks and the various agencies for engineered structures which
must meet a set of unrealistic codes and specifications. And neither the owner
nor the agencies seem to give a damn about the costs of ma intenance and depreciation,
To a great extent the fault is ours as an industry in that we have not compiled
the necessary data nor structured acceptable standards. I hope that the newly
announced steering committee for data collection will be able to generate useful
data in these areas.

Our solution -- or at least our approach -- is to use a technique called
"life-cycle costing." For those of you who may not be familiar with the term,
life-cycle costing consists of a series of estimates for the yearly cost s of
a building or a se t of piers or whatever, taki ng into account the obvious costs
such as maintenance but also striving to include the not-so-obvious costs such
as depreciation, fire insurance, cost of financing and so on. By definition, when
the real or estimated annual cost of the structure is equa I to the annua I cost of
a new system, the life cycle of the structure has been reached. In our industry
we' re a long way from having reliable life-cycle cost data but it's coming.
And in the meantime we' ll search out the best available information from people
now in the business of running the facilities.

lncidentaily, to say that the life-cycle of a structure has been reached does
not mean that the old system is then go ing to fall apart like the one hoss shay.
It only means that continued usage of the system will cost more than it would
cost to install and use a new system.

We be lieve that a minimum design life cycle should be fifteen years for floating
systems and twenty years for a fixed pier structure. Although I have seen sone
floating structures which appear to have the necessary design life cycle I am
not familiar with any fixed pier structure built within the past ten years for
a private marina  as opposed to a publicly financed facility! which is likely
to have this level of structura'I integrity.

0. Influence of ove rnment a enc ies

With al I the above as preamble, I submit that the over-riding problem facing
al I aspects of the marine industry today, including marina design, is the de-
bilitating effect of the sustained attack on the industry by the conservation/
ecology minded and ther handmaiden agencies, Marina ownership is being recogni zed
as a lousy business. No other business conInuni ty in thi s country is so beset with
witless regulation, regulation based to a large extent on no rational basis whatever.
Consider that where the drug industry has to cope with the FDA and maybe the EPA
and local zoning type agencies and the steel industry has to cope with EPA and the
Department of Labor and maybe a couple of others, the marina operator has to deal
with al I these agencies and more. An application for dredging and construction
permits has to be passed by the Corps of Engineers, the EPA, the Department of the
interior, the Oepartment of Coneerce, the FDA  usually through a state agency!
and the Coast Guard. At the state level he will have to deal with the heal th
department, some sort of fish and game department  never mind that he had to
cope with the federal fisheries and wl ldll fe agencies!, a water control agency, and
in the coastal state, with a wetlands agency and a coastal zone managenent agency.
Next come the local zoning people,



When we tei I our cl ients not to expect to get permi ts in less than two years
the usual reaction is to say the hei I with i t.

bel ieve that the heart of the probrem i s the discouraging fact that we,
as an industry, have al lowed the ecology minded to foist off on the publ ic two
genera I fa I sehoods:

I! We are told over and over that pleasure boats contribute signi ficantly
to po I I u t i on.

2! Marinas cause pol lution and "destroy the ecology."

Ne i ther statement can be supported by scienti fic study. True, there have been
some studies but they are miserable pieces of work that any stati stician can shoot
down. And nobody seems to pay attention to the evidence of Newport Harbor in
Gal ifornia. There, in an area of a couple of square rni les, more than l0,000
boats are moored. And with one exi t channel and a six foot tide  once every 24
hours! you wi I I find water which passes the stringent Cali fornia standards for
swimming. I f measurable poi lut ion is not generated in the most densely crowded
harbor in the world what right has anyone to suggest that it is -- or it will be
generated in the less «nsei y populated marinas throughout the rest of the country7

As an industry we have rolled over and played dead, and now we' re reaping the
bi tter harvest. For example, in Maryland there's a county engineer who insi sts
on forcing one of my clients to design his shoreside sewage faci ii ty on the basis
of 130 gallons of effluent per slip per day. We can only conclude that this
pinnacle of wisdom be I ieves that boat ing people spend twenty four hours a day on
their boats drinking beer and eating al I-bran. But the point is that we in the
industry have developed no data with which to refute such nonsense. My client is
going ahead with hi s irmense sewage system and the resul t wi 1 I cost the slip
renters an extra $100 per year.

And lest you think this sort of problem i s just a passing event, let ne refer
you to a new book which has just been publ ished. I t's cal led "Coastal Ecosystem
Managerrent" and is wri tten by John Clark. Because this book was wri tten under the
auspices of sormthing called the Conservation Foundation it will no doubt be
wide ly quoted as an authoritative source. I 've not had the chance to read the
whole book but let me give you a few quotes. On page 405 Mr. Clark states that
"Marinas in tidal creeks or estuarine water bodies are particularly troublesome
environmentally because the water body is unable to rid itself of marina-source
contaminants..." Typically, Mr. Clark does not cite any evidence for this state-
ment alleging that marinas cause pol lution. On page 406, referring again to marinas,
Mr. Clark states that "An internal ized drainage system to col lect and restore
water runoff and other liquid waste should ~alwa s be installed."  underlining is
mine! . And on the same page he states that "Sewage facil i ties should be designed
to meet the maximum capacity of boat slips." End of section. On page 409 Mr.
Clark asserts that "sewage from boats has forced the closing of productive shel I-
fish beds near marinas and smal I boat harbors because of bacterial contaminationwu
I challenge Mr. Clark to cite even one case where bacterial contamination from
boats has been proven. He references in following material the arbitrary actions
of the Virginia Departrrent of Public Health and l can assure you as a resident
of Virginia that there are no such studies in that state.
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Final ly, to hi ghlight the whole thing, let me ci te one more of Mr. Clark�'s
sterl ing observations. On page 410 he makes this statement: "All marine toi lets
must be sel f-contained wi th the sewage retained and pumped ashore for treatment."
And "Anti-fouling paints and outboard engine exhausts are other sources of pollution
in marinas." And so on. The rest of the book promises to be equally bad, full of
i nnuendo, statements taken out of context, and outright fabri cation, I' m not so
much damning a specific book -- it just happens to be the latest in a deluge of
similar junk -- as f am decrying a growing problem for our industry. Why do we
always turn out to be the bad guys'

The point of' all this is that marina design is being affected -- expensively
and needlessly affected -- by a rapidly growing body of rules and regulations
fois ted on us by a body professional �! and amateur do-good types. We as marina
designers are now in the position of having to advise our cl ients that front-end
t ime before construction can be started is now on the order of two years and the
front-end expense i s going to be of the order of $50,000. Wi th that kind of' burden
can you wonder that even the publ ic agencies are shying away from bui ldi ng new
ma r i na f ac i 1 i t 1 es?

Linfortunately, for this problem l don' t have any solution to offer. We may
already be too late to keep boating from reverting to a rich man's sport.



INTRODUCTORY REHARKS -- FEDERAL LONGSHOREHEN'S
AND HARBOR WORKERS' COMPENSATION ACT

by Ron Stone,
Boating Industry Associations

fn the past few years boat yards, marine dealers and manufacturers, and others
with whom rec reationa I boatmen do busi ness, have had a lot of trouble obtaining
Workmen' s Compensation i nsurance they can afford . The problem is, i nsurance compan ies
are requiring coverage under the Federal Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compen-
sation Act, traditionally applicable to commercial ship building and dock workers,
insisting that l972 amendments to that Act encompass the pleasure boating industry.
Huch costlier premiums are necessary under this Act than under State Workmen' s
Compensation laws. S ince State laws requi re employers to carry Workmen's Comp
insurance, marine businesses have no choice but to accept the insurance companies'
pos i t ion.

This has had a signi f i cant impact on the boat owner because boat yards and marinas
are ei ther relaying the exorbi tant federal workmen's comp insurance costs or cutting
back on services to avoi d the ri sk of injury to employees and workmen's comp claims.

The Boating Industry Associations has joined in a c'lass action in Federal District
Court cha'I lenging the appli cab i 1 i ty of Federal Workmen's Ccmp to p leasure boating. Tha
sui t i s st i I I pending. The Nat iona 1 Boat ing Federation's letter wri ting campai gn
to Congress was a factor in getting their Congressmen to recently introduce 1egi s-
la tion to specif ical 'Iy exempt pleasure boating from the Act. The bi 1 is are S-2020
and HR-8878.

Here to tel 1 you more about the impact of the Longshoremn's 6, Harbor Workers'
Act i s Dr. John Fi tzgerald of the Department of Finance f. Insurance at the University
of Rhode I s land.

POSTSCRIPT

On January 31, 1978, the FedertzL IHst&ct Comt foz Northern CaHfornux ruled
that the FederczL Iongshorenen'8 and Harbor Vorkera' Compensation Aet Coca not
appLy to the ree~tiomzL boating irrdua~. See the pages unnediateLy foLLoving
foz text.
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IN THE UNITED STATES OI STRICT COURT FOR
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

BOATING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIONS, !
!
!
!

Plaintiffs !
!
!
!
!
!

De fendan ts. !
!
!

et al.,

C-76-2550 RHS

ORDERvs

RAY MARSHALL, et al.,

Before this Court are cross-motions for sun@a ry judgment plaintiffs challenge
the ruling of the United States Department of Labor -- ot which defendants are
officials -- that the Longshorenen's and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act  herein-
after, "LHWCA"! [33 U . S.C . g 901-950] applies to recreationa I boat builders and
marinas.

The LHWCA provides for the payment of compensation in respect of an employee's
disabi li ty or death resulting from an injury occurring on U,S. navigable waters
[33 U.S.C. $903 a! ]. An "employee" ls one "engaged in mari time employment, in-
cluding any longshoreman or other person engaged in Iongshoring operations, and
any harborworker including a ship repairman, shipbuilder, and shipbreaker" '
[U.S.C. $902�!]. Defendants contend that Parker vs. Motor Boat Sales, 314 U.S.
244, 246-250 �941!, held that employment in the recreatlona boating industry
is mari tine employment. However, the Court in that case never speci fical ly made
such a holding. Indeed its holding appears to be that the employment in the
case was mari time because It occurred on U.S. navigable waters.
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Defendants contend that the challenged ruling has not harmed plaintiffs or
plaintiffs' numbers, so that plaintiffs have no right to challenge the ruling.
However, if plainti ffs and their members comply with the rul ing, they incur
considerable expense in connection wi th maintaining insurance under LHWCA. On the
other hand, the ruling indicates that i f plainti ffs and their members choose to
avoid the expense, the Labor Department may seek criminal penalties against them.
Furthermore, if a claim for compensation under the LHWCA Is f i 'led against plainti ffs
or their members, the presence of the Labor Department ruling would tend to make
i t more I ikely that the compensation claim would be successful. The ruling is
ripe for judicial review, and this Court conc'ludes that plaintiffs have the right
to chal lenge the ruling [see 33 U.S.C. 5938 a!; Abbott Laboratories vs. Gardner

'3 . '" '!" 1'96 I: ~ . . 9 � 1
1971! ] .



But Parker was decided long before 1972, when Congress included in the LHWCA
for the f i rs t time the def i nit ion of "employee" quoted above. The defi ni ti on
is in terms of "ship," which in common usage is of ten di st ingui shed from "boat."
Furthermore, i t has been held that an employee is not covered by the post-1972
LHWCA, even i f he i s i n j ured on U. S. nav i gab 1 e wate rs, un 1 ess h i s work has a
rea I i s t i ca I I y s igni f icant re 1 at ionshi p to tradi t iona I mar i t ime act i vi ty involving
navigation and commerce on navi gable waters [We ehauser Co. vs. Gi lmore,528 F 2d
957, 961  9th Cir. 1976!, cer . denied, 429 U.S. 197 . I t would seem to
follow that the post- 1972 LHWCA excludes from i ts coverage the recreational
boating industry, which involves non-commercial vessels. Indeed, the legislative
history of the LHWCA does not indicate a Congressional intention to cover the
recreational boating industry.

In light of the foregoing discussion, this Court hereby denies defendants'
motion for sugary judgment and grants plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment.
This. Court hereby declares that, to the extent they are engaged in building or

repai ring recreational boats or operating recreational boat marinas, plaintiffs
and their members are not subject to the LHWCA. Defendants are hereby di rected
to for thwi th issue to the insurance and mari time industry a resci ssion of:  a!
the memorandum that is in Exhibi t "C" to pla inti ffs' complaint;  b! the Notice
21 that i s Exhibi t "0" to plainti ffs' complaint. The resci ssion shal I state that
i t is "done pursuant to the 31 January 1978 order of the Uni ted States District
Cour t for the Nor them Di strict of Ca 1 i fornia in Boat in Indus tr Assoc i at ions et
al vs. Harshal I, et al., C-76-2550 RHS.u

However, wh i le p I a i n t i f fs contend that defendants I ack the di sere t i on to
issue incorrect rulings, plaintiffs don't argue that defendants lack the discretion
to refuse to take any posi tion at al I on whether the LHWCA applies to the rec-
reational boating industry  see plaintiffs' Harch 18, 1977 brief, p. l7! . Thus,
this Court wi 11 not requi re defendants to issue any ruling specifically stating
that the LHWCA does not apply to the recrea tional boating industry. However,
the aforementioned rescission should clearly state that it is no longer the official
position of the Labor Department that the LHWCA applies to recreational boat
builders and mari nas.

Plaintiffs' counsel, within 10 days of receipt of this order, shall serve
and lodge a form of judgment.

Dated: January 3 I, 1978

o rt H. Schnacke
Unl ted States District Judge



THE CR I S I S I N WORKERS ' COMPENSAT I ON
INSURANCE FOR MAR INAS

by J . F. Fitzgerald, Jr.,
Department of Finance and Insurance
University of Rhode Island

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES

In 1972-73, an insurance survey was made of 26 marinas in the Narragansett
Bay area of Rhode Is'land. The resu'Its of this survey were published in Rhode
Island Marina Insurance, University of Rhode Island Marine Technical Report
Number 22, Kingston, Rhode I s land, 1974.

This report indicated that property-I iabi I i ty insurance costs, on average,
absorbed 1.7 percent of marina gross revenues and were equal to 6.2 percent
of payroll costs for the surveyed marinas. Totai insurance costs were
distributed at that time among five categories of coverage: 44 for Automobi le;
64 for General Liability; 94 for Fire and Extended Coverage; 394 for Marina
Operators' Legal Liabii ity and 424 for Workers' Compensation.

In 1976, many of the marinas surveyed in 1972 were revisi ted to learn the
current status of workers ' compensat ion insurance.

Wi tho«exception, al I respondents viewed WC, their largest single insurance
expense, as a serious problem. In one instance, the marina's premium in the
"Boat Bui lding of Repair" payroll classification had increased 259 percent
between 1973 and 1976. In another, a rate of $2.65 per $100 of payrol I in
1972 had risen to $5.66 per $l00 in 1975, an increase of 114 percent. A few
marina owners said they were considering discontinuing their repair activities
"unless changes are made in MC requi rements." Other correents, such as "changes
are needed,""the smal I businessman is being given a bad deal financial ly" ,"our
rates are much higher than for other industries," were representative of a
un i ve r sa I c once rn ove r QC cos ts .

That this concern in Rhode Island i s shared throughout the national marina
community can be documented from bulletins published by the American Boat
Builders s Repa i rers Association, Inc.,  ABBRA!, excerpts from which provi de
a diary of specific developments in the evolution of the MC problem for small boat
yard s and mar i nas.

Excer ts from ABBRA Bul 'Ietins

Many of us sel l on a fixed price basis and are severely hurt by the cost
increases brought about by the law �972 Asendnents to the Longshoremen's and
Harbor Workers' Compensation Act!.

dune 14 1976

The Navy's cost for injury claims by shipyard employees averaged $3.5 million
a year between l969 and l973, but in 1975 it was $17.I million. Mr. Gary Penister,
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, recently stated that shipyard workers are using
the program "as an opportunity for incone without working for it."
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September 10, 1976  Quot ing the Jul y, 1976 issue of Marina Mana ement and

The problem of getting workers' compensation for marina employees has changed
from acute to cri ti ca 1 wi th pol icies being cancelled from ri ght and left.

December 27, I976  U.S. Department of Labor, Employment Standards Administration,
"Task Force Report," December 24, 1976!

Dn I y one administrative law judge decision has been issued involving a small
recreational boat builder in North Miami Beach, Florida,  Napoles vs. Donzi
Marine, Inc., 76-LkWCA-265!, and in that case the injury was found to be covered
by the Act.

 The Donzi Appeal!

Responding to an appeal brought by NAEBM and B'IA in the case of a claimant
injured while working For Donzi Marine, Inc.  see ABBRA Bulletin of December 27,
l976, above!, the Department of Labor 's Benefit Review Board, by a 2- 1 vote,
agreed with the Associations that the Donzi employee was not covered by the
amendmen ts.

Causes for the Mar ine Industr Posi t ion

With the passage of workers' compensat ion laws early in the twentieth century,
workers injured in the course of their employment substi tuted scheduled, guaranteed,
no-fault benefits for their probative legal damages in civil actions against
negl i gent employers. Such scheduled benefi ts were mandated by state workers'
compensation acts.

In 1972, a Federal Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act was
passed wh ich superseded the land-based state WC laws for occupationa I injuries
connected with employment  maritime activities! impinging on navigable waterways.
The 1972 Act was aimed primarily at harbor workers and stevedores and was not
significantly related to recreational boating or marina operations, which
remained substantially under state WC iaws.

However, effective November 26, l972, amendments to the Federa'I Longshoremen's
and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act  P.L. 92-576, l972 LHWCA! raised a question
as to federa'I versus state jurisdiction and occupational injury benefits schedules
relative to smal I boatyard and marina operations. To obtain clarification of this
question, marina interests directed inquiries to the Department of Labor on May 15,
1973, and again on February l9, 1974, inquiries which the Department ignored until
Apri I 2l, 1975  for over two years!.

At that tine, it conraunicated to marina interests that "recreational boat
bui lders and marinas are 'employers' within the meaning of Sec. 2�! of the
Act and that their employees are entitled to receive benefits provided by the
Act for i njur ies or deaths sustai ned whi le they are ~rking for thei r employers
in areas adjoining the navigable waters."

On June 6, 1975, the U.S. Department of Labor issued a ruling  " Notice 2l"!
declaring that the 1972 LHWCA applied to. the recreational boating industry as
well as to the large-scale operations of ocean/marine industries.



The Adverse Effects of Notice 21

The adverse effects of Noti ce No. 21 on sma1 1 boat ya rds and mari nas
 recreational boating services! can be summarized as follows:

l. Actual and prospective worker injury claims under federal benefit
schedules have greatly increased the cost of WC premiums.

2. Redundant benefi ts have increased mal ingering, di srupted service operations,
and «au«lent 1y added to marina costs. Linl ike state authori ties, federal
authori ties are too remote to exerci se any effective control over abuses.

3. Despite clean accident records, many marinas have suffered  a! cancellations
of coverage,  b! great di fficul ty in obtaining coverage, or  c! assi gnmnt
to extra-p remi um h i gh- r i sk poo I s.

4. For those who se1 I on a fixed-price basi s, the increase in WC premiums
produces an equivalent decrease in profits.

5. Unless relief is obtained, som marinas may have to curtai I or discontinue
important se rvi ces to recreat iona I boating i nsurance.

Possible Causes for This Situation

The marina conlnunity leadership has, from the beginning of the WC cri s is,
advocated an exemption under the 1972 LHWCA for smal 1 boat yards and mar inas.
I t has mobil ized such strength as i t possesses to pursue thi s objective by
administrative ruling from the Department of Labor, by judicial interpretation
in the courts, and by corrective legis 1 ative act ion. When success through
these avenues of ret ief was not obta ined, it strongly advocated mi ti gati on
via some form of government re insurance  subsidization!, such as that granted
by the federal government for flood insurance.

CAUSES OF THE CRISIS

On November 27, 1972, the LHWCA was signed into law. The manual rate per
$100 of payroll  Boat Building or Repair ! increased from $3.50 to $6.50 for
Rhode Island boat yards and marinas  Low rate is North Carolina  $1.89!, high
rate is Washington, D. C.  $14,07!, and nmdlan is Nebraska  $6.44!.!.

A shrinkage in the voluntary market for WC coverage also occurred. The double
impact of increased costs and decreased markets led to many inquiries and objections
which were answered on June 6, 1975, in Notice No. 21 and ended any Imned late
hope for relief through administrative exemptions for recreational boating interests.

But there may be narc fundamental causes for the crisis, of which the l972
Act was simply a manifestation or catalyst. For example, dissatisfaction with the
adequacy of state WC benefits in an inflationary era which has reached double
digits on one occasion  and whi ch may do so again! led to various reform proposal s
at executive and legislative levels.

As states understandably fear unilateral reform because of adverse effects
on intrastate industrial development, national standards or outright federal
intervention appeared to be the route to needed reform. To extend federal
jurisdiction landward from navigable waterways was an obvious neans of modifying
state benefit schedules along a wide interstate I i ttoral,



This, presumably, was an important underlying intent of the 1972 Act, and
naturally one which would find political support from labor groups.

carinas became part of the evolutionary beachhead for WC re«« via federal
in te rven ti on.

An equal ly Important cause was the general unde rwri ting capacity and prof it-
ab i I ity posi t ion of insure rs at the t ime of the Act 's passage, and subsequent i y
confronted by rapidly ri s ing losses and diminished investment return, insurers
contracted the i r rates of expansion in various 1 ines and became se lect ive toward
the market as a whole. Pending sati sfactory adjustments to a new area of under-
wri ti ng problems, retrenchment became the order of the day, and WC coverage
for marinas joined automobi le lines, product l iability, and malpractice, in that
general retreat from underwri ting problem areas.

EFFE CTS

increased Cost of WC insurance
Genera I Observa t i ons

The purpose and effect of the 1972 Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensation
Act  LHWCA! was to institute a uniform schedule of benefits for al I covered mari time
workers, in lieu of divergent state benefi t schedules.

The workers' compensat ion laws of many states currently conform closely to the
provisions of the 1972 Act.

For the most part, benefi ts to injured marina and mari time boat yard workers
in these states would not be significantly di fferent under their workers' compen-
sation statutes than those now required under the 1972 LHWCA.

ln other states, however, there would be significant difference between
provis ions from state WC coverage and those from the l972 Act.

In effect, the 1972 LHWCA appl ied national benefi t standards for occupational
injuries in mari time employments. Further, by increasing the maximum weekly
disabi lity benefit to 200 percent of the national average weekly wage  NAWW!
from 100 percent of the comparable state average weekly wage  some states have
lower maximum benefits!, it enabled most injured workers with above-average hourly
wages, as well as those with average wages, to receive benefits of up to 66 2/3
percent of their AWW.

Progressi ve states have increasingly shaped thei r own land-based compensation
statutes after the national standards exemplified in the l972 Act, and so the
logic of seeking escape from federal jurisdiction back into state juri sdiction
is not irrwr»diately apparent, Premium costs for workers' compensation  WC! coverage,
whether state or federal, are actuarial'iy related to benefit schedules; where
state and federal schedules are similar, there would seem to be little saved
by substituting one for the other.

Actually, the real occurence of very large individual WC losses should surprise
no one. To illustrate, assume that a skilled worker in maritime employrr»nt who
currently earns $6 an hour, or about $12,500 a year, Is permanently and totally
disabled by occupational Injury. Assua» further that he was 25 years old at the
time of disability and that his life expectancy is 40 more years. Assurr» finally,



that, had he not been di sab led, his average annual earnings would have increased
at an average inf lationary rate of six percent a year. Hi s total gross earnings
to long-term disabi i ity would be nearly $2 mi 11 ion. At 66 2/3 percent of AWW,
the loss would still be very large; $1,290,000. However, whi le this may be the
loss which i s dramatized in press re leases, the actual loss to the WC insurer,
the reserve on the claim, is discounted  reduced to a present value! at the in-
surer's est irnated long-term interest earnings on the reserve. This would produce
an actual loss of much less than $1 million.

The fol lowing table shows how the total losses and claims actual ly pai d under
Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensation legi slation prior to the 1972 Act
would have been paid under the Act.

Prior to Act Subse uent to Act Increase Factor

$ 1,563,125
1,354,059

Death
Perm. Total

$ 9,447,528
7,716,782

6.044

5.699

But, these losses comprise only 324+ of total losses incurred.

$23,053,584Total $53,137,693 2.3 overall
increase in losses

+""Down to 204 as of October, 1976

S ecific Observations

A Rhode island marina with a $100,000 payroll would pay a premium of $3,680
under rate code 6834  state! and $5,660 under rate code 6824  federal! .

Total insurance costs  all coverages! would i ncrease from l. 7 to 2.09 percent
of revenues. That ls, lf marines billed clients on a full-cost basis for all
services rendered  including Insurance costs!, a pass-through of increased
WC costs would be only 39 cents per $100 of billings. Such a minor increase
in billings for costs would scarcely seem to constitute a crisis in cost
accounting for marina charges.

Thus, ln Rhode Island, after nearly fi ve years of experience under the 1972
Act, predictions of lts ruinous impact on WC costs do not seem to have been borne
out by the facts.

In Rhode Island, the federal rate is 54 percent higher than the state rate
 $5.66 vs. $3,68!, whereas in Connecticut the differentia l ls l76 percent
 $4.9l vs. $l.78!. It would appear, therefore, that the I972 Act affected
Connecticut marlnas much more seriously than It did the Rhode Island marines.
However, in Connecticut, the federal rate, and hence the actual burden of' WC
premium costs, ls l3 percent Icwmr than it is in Rhode fs'land  $4.9l vs- $5.66!-

Marina operators look more to do'liar premium charges than to rates per $100
of payrol ls and in their compari sons of premiums before and after the 1972 LHWCA
they may have overlooked interim inflationary effects of labor costs and payrol is,
which themselves may have accounted for a significant part of the perceived
premium increases.



5 imi lar ly, in Oregon, the rate di ffe rent ial is only 23 percent, much lower than
that in Rhode I s land, but the rate level is very much hi gher than i t i s in Rhode
island  $9.89 vs. 55.66! . In addi t ion, there are "open" states, particularly
Cali fornia, where individual carriers may charge any rate which they feel to be
commensurate wi th the exposures underwri tten.

Lack of Covera e Avai lab il i t

Survey of Marina Insurers

Co anies Surve ed: Aetna Life-Casualty, Alaska paci fic, American Emp loyers,
Armrican Universal, Conrnerclal Union, Fireman's Fund, Hartford, Home, Insurance
Company of North America, Safeco, Trave'lers.

Wi 1 1 in ness to Wri te Marina WC Covera e Under LHWCA: Al I but one of the
respondents indicated a general will ingness to wri te such coverage.

5 ecific Res onses from individual lnsurers: 1! Our company is acti vely
sol ici t ing this business in the State of Washington. We f i le our own rates
and believe we can make a profit in this line. We divide our payroll classifications
between boats under 65 feet in length and boats over 65 feet  up to 150 feet! .
A further distinction is made as to boat construction -- wood, fiberglass,
steel, aluminum.

2! We bel ieve that one of the major reasons why some insurers are "running
scared" of LHWCA coverage is that 'loss experience includes such fi rms as E lectri c
Boat and Litton Industries, which have a large number of employees and large
payrol ls. Both frequency and severi ty of 'losses is a problem with such firms
and underwriters have "used this brush to paint the LHWCA market." In contrast
by focusing attention on the smal ler marinas, having fewer employees and smal ler
payrol is. we have found our loss experience to be satisfactory. Furthermore,
s ince the state fund does not wri te the coverage, we feel that we now enjoy a
market advantage over the other insurers. One insurer wri tes such coverage in
California, which is a state fund that also writes it, but that company is not
a large wri ter of the coverage. California court decisions involving marinas
have forced i t to wri te such coverage as pr imari ly an incidental exposure. It
charges the state rate plus 190 percent loading for LHWCA coverage.

3! Our company, while wil ling to write the coverage, wi I I resist many claims
where in our opinion the state workers' compensation act rather than the LHWCA
appl ies. We do not expect to win many of these contests, but our posi tion is
justified in attempting to get the courts to clarify the scope of coverage
provided by the federal act. One problem we face concerns death benefi ts to
widows of individuals who have been collecting e ither permanent-partial
or permanent-total disability benefits under the LHWCA and who die of an un-
related cause. As an example, for an employee who suffered a back injury in
1954 and who dies in 1974 in an automobile accident, coverage continues to
his employee's widow for her lifetime, Prior to the 1972 amendments, al I income
benefit would cease upon the injured employee's death. We take the position
that this continuation of benefits is an infringewmnt of contract and the un-
lawful taking of property.  The respondent cited a recent case, Rouse vs. Iiorfolk,
Bal timore L Carolina Lines lnc., in which the Suprenm Court denied the writ
based upon these two po nts.
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Final ly, al though we do wri te coverage on mar inas, and use ISO rates, our company
does not wri te that many risks voluntari ly; many are assigned to use from the
assigned risk pool. We believe that there is no reasonable interpretation of a
"longshoreman" or "harbor worker" at this t ime.

4! Our ccmpany wr ites thi s coverage but in the state of Massachusetts i t is
ai I assigned ri sk business. Generally, we have not faced any major problems wi th
the coverage. Normal rates are charged and surcharges are reasonable. However, we
are tough on underwriting. We feel that rates are inadequate and that many of
our insureds are confused -- they do not understand the loadings in the federal
class i f icat i on codes. Insureds take the posi tion that their rates should not be
loaded. We be I ieve that loadings are necessary because of the c laims experience.

5!  One respondent quipped: "Although we write i t, we are not looking for i t,
pr imari ly because the way the Act is worked anyone within a sea-breeze i s covered."!

Mr. Donald De Carlo, Vice President of the National Counci 1 on Compensation
Insurance, wrote: "This is to confirm that insurance coverage is available in all
states for emp'layers subject to the U.S. Longshorenen' s and Harbor Workers'
Compensation Act. As I explained, the coverage is avai lable e i ther in the voluntary
insurance market, a state fund, or in an insurance plan and/or faci 1 i ty. I f one
of your members has difficulty in obtaining coverage, p'lease feel free to contact
me."

Possible Cures

I! Consideration should be gi ven to subclassi fication of code 6824 by length and/ .
or tonnage of vessel, and possibly by kind of construction. This would resu'lt in
a stratification of rates and underwriting risks which might reduce premium costs
for marinas.

2! Alternatively, individual small marinas In a given region might combine or
pool their r isks under an association title for the purpose of presenting one overal 1
large ri sk for competi tive bidding in the direct voluntary market.

3! In open states where competition may be I imi ted and Individual marina quotations
extremely high, stricter direct overview of rates by regulatory authorities should
be sought.

4! Creation of a competi tive state fund  where none now exists! to underwrite
marina WC on either a direct or reinsurance basis.

5! Regi ona I trade associations should research the market comprehensively
in behalf of their member yards.

6! Insurers which continue to write large volumes of marina WC business should
be contacted to determine the underwriting profiles of acceptable risks, so that
those the market currently rejects may study how to gain acceptability.

The 1972 Act gives marina interests an increased incent'ive to more sophi sticated
financial manageaent, including capital budgeting techniques, approaches to
financial markets, and mergers and consolidations.
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Nore importantly, research efforts should be directed to the reasons for wide
average rate di fferentia is between di fferent jurisdictions.

The market should be researched for these insurers and profiles of acceptable
risks obtained and used as models for other risks. In brief, i f the problem 'lies
in the insurance market, the marina industry should know much more about that
market than i t currently does.

Outside the traditional insurance market, the marina industry should research
al I cooperative, associat ion, or pool ing arrangements for obta ining needed coverage.



BOATING: MAR INE PROM I SE

by Susan H. Anderson,
MAS University of Southern California

Three years ago, Dr. Robert Whi te, then Administrator of NOAA, requested
that the Uni versi ty of Southern Cal ifornia Sea Grant Program run a nationa I
conference on marine recreation. That conference was held in October of 1975.

conference was to establ ish a national focal point for
was to identify NOAA as the administrative body that

to commi t funds, to commi t time, to conrnit program--
I t was to identi fy cri ti ca 1 recreation issues that should
ng and management around the nat i on. In that conference
recorrrnendations for national policy and to deve lop guide-
could be taken at all levels to enhance recreationa I

There were a number of basic concepts developed at the conference. Fi rst,
we showed ourselves to be environmental ists, for we talked in many di fferent
ways about maintaining the qua i ity and the integri ty of the natural ocean
environment for the recreational enjoyment of all. We recognized, as a body,
the f ini te qual i ty of the resource of the oreans. We recognized that technology
does not have infinite power to resolve all problems, that some problems cannot
be answered by techno 1 ogy. We de te rmi ned the need for s t rong ma r ine educa t i on
programs to increase publ ic understanding of marine recreational issues and to
develop a constituency around the nation who would go into the coastal zone
management process with an awareness of the importance of marine recreation in
total uses of our coastal environment.

Much discussion was held
the water's edge if we were
the close of the conference
action, for state and local
reconmended needs for resea
which we designated at that
progress has been made7

At the National Conference for Marine Recreation we looked to NOAA for national
leadership and interagency coordination to bring about a new thrust in under-
standing of mar ine recreation. Since the time of the conference, since the
proceedings have been received in Washington and around the nation, nothing
of major significance has occurred -- nothing!

There has been no strenghtening of the coordinator's role in NOAA. The person who
now holds that title wears five hats and under the new organization there is no
men t ion of ma r inc rec rea t ion as a sepa ra te or even as a coordi nate respons i b I i ty
for any person within any function of the new NOAA organization.

There has been no earmarked funding for recreation research. However, the
Sports Fishing Institute and the National Coalition for Marine Conservation
have been successful in getting money each year for the past two years for an
annua I symposi um on marine recreational fishing. There has been no planned
review and coordination of recreation activities even throughout NOAA's
main-line components. No central clearing house has been set up for keeping
abreast of ongoing marine recreation research and programs in all federal
agencies. There is, however, a computer search capability that enables us
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The purpose of the
marine recreation. I t
was prepared to commit
to marine recreation.
be addressed in planni
we set out to develop
lines for action that
oppor t un i t i es.

concerning the need for increased publ ic access to
to have quality marine recreation experience. At

, we were able to develop recorwendations for federal
ac.tion, for industrial response, and to develop

rch and education. Where does the responslbi 1 i ty
time I ie to carry out these objectives'i -- And what



to de termi ne wha t Sea Gran t re search ha s been done a round the na t i on re I a t i ng
t o ma r I ne recreation, Howe ve r, th i s i s on I y a sma I I compone n t of the ma r i ne
recreational research that may be going on throughout the country.

There has been no representative advisory conlnittee formed to provide
input and update on progress and needs across the nation in improving the
provision and use of faci lities and access, to provide coordination of research
and educat ion efforts. Neither has there been an effort made to hold regional
user-oriented workshops for different recreation interest areas -- to structure
a step-by-step approach to address conflicts, problems and solutions, to
identi fy issues to pursue as a coherent constituency.

We have no invetory of fol low-up that may have been ini tiated by attendees
in their loca I areas, but we have heard word that a push from outside, e i ther
from above, i.e., the federal government, or from local outcry, is needed in
order that major follow-up act ivi ty at the local level might be taken.

In retrospect, we may have put the cart before the horse. Can a coordinator
in NOAA, or any other agency, effectively develop programs for action wi thout
broad-based public support, without a vocal constituency7 Probably not.

The Coastal Zone Managenmnt Program cannot even get funds for the beach
access program al though the concept was passed as was mentioned earl ier in this
conference. Whyl Partly because beachgoers are not making themselves heard.
Recreation interests sta~d to lose an opportunity to util ize Coastal Energy
Impact Program funding i f those interests at the local level don't speak up--
not just as individuals sending out a few letters but as a body with an
identi fied spokesperson.

Sea Grant, recognized throughout thi s conference as being capable of developing
tremendous data bases to answer national and regional questions, cannot dictate
from the national office what research will be done. We each have some kind of
local input, an advisory board perhaps, identifying priorities. These priorities
come from the local squeaky wheels.

In addition to the need for public concern and public expression of interest
in our areas, the academic community has an aura of academic independence -- of
academic freedom � and even if we find a topic that needs to be studied, we
cannot always match a professor or a researcher on campus with that need.

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, we mre toid on Wednesday, does not
reconlnend or decide where funding should be allocated, but rather staff
members of the Bureau provide a study to Congress and Congress must make
the decision as to what programs should be funded. That requires a constituency
that will stand behind the representatives of Congress, that will stand behind
their vote to make a B.O.R. program go or stop. Although sometimes a show of
local or industry match can and is interpreted as a constituency voice, it has
the danger that it may also seem sel f-serving if the broad base of the con-
stituencyy cannot be shown.



We are a cri si s-oriented people and unfortunately crises usua I 1y hi t the
i ndustry first before they hit the public user. I think in the area of boating
the squeeze of faci I i ties i s already prevalent enough that even the boaters
are ready to admit that there is a pending crisis. The crisis is already upon
us in some states and some areas. Yet where is the National Boating Federation7
I had forgotten that they exi sted unti 1 it was mentioned early in this program.
Where have they been7 If this is the organization of boaters, can they rally
support for recreational issues in coastal zone management? Wi 'l l they form
local, regional, and state-wide counci ls to speak out7

Despi te what Dal las Miner of the Off ice of Coasta'I Zone Management sai d about
no state plan being hostile to boating, Cali fornia's plan does not offer much
hope to future water boating facilities. Not until the e'ieventh hour before
the legislation was passed in California did boaters come before the Legislature
to speak out trying to get the ir needs met in the Cali fornia Coastal Zone. Now
in southern Cal i fornia existing conmnercial harbor areas are our only hope for
expanded or new marinas and the Port Conmi ssion has shown considerable host i I i ty
to recreat iona 1 boaters. At this time we do have a boat ing council fighting
for their r ights in the harbor, but the coastal zone laws have already been
made and are already in the process of being implemented in this state. The
boat ing council action may a 1 ready be too late.

Can the case study of Cal i fornia open the eyes of boaters elsewhere and get
them to organize before it i s too late7 Maybe those of you in the industry
can begin a campaign to build a constituency of boating interests. Resmmber,
however, the constituency must go beyond the industry representatives. Remember,
the only recreational interest that seems to have received special attention
in Washington si nce the National Conference on Marine Recreation is the sport
fishing interest. They have their national spokesman and they are being heard.
They have rece ived the benefits of annual symposia to continue to update their
positions and initiate new interest among researchers to help with data needs and
socio-economic analysis, and they have succeeded in part through National Marine
Fisheries Service to get monies directed toward needed research.

The conference vm are closing today has many of the components
annual fishing symposia, but we do not have the boaters here nor
them anxiously waiting at home for the resul ts of this meeting so
carry the bal I to Washington to lobby for increased conmi tment to
to their own state legislators to negotiate for Increased boating
Think about i t.

of those
do we have
that they can
research or

opportunities.

Our request for real action and coordination from a federal agency may fall on
deaf ears until the boaters and each other recreational interest group shows
itself as an organized, vocal constituency ready to take part in allocative
decisions.
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If you as Industry representatives were to desi gn a program of meeting research
needs and were able to get even one representative to submit it as a bill to the
Legislature, could you then rally the support from the boaters to get that
bill out of coaInittee and passed on the floor7 That may be what is necessary
to get money allocated for marine recreation research programs, to get federal
coordination of efforts and dissemination of guidelines to state and local
governments, which carry some weight.



CONC LUS I ON

by Co-Sponsors

Wrapping up, let us tell you we are going to try our best to have
the proceedings of the conference published and di stri buted to everyone
here after the first of the year. lf anyone here did not preregister and
i s not on the conference roster, please let us know so that va see you get a
copy of the proceedings.

BIA and Sea Grant have conferred, and concluded that it would be worthwhile
to co-sponsor another Facilities Conference; this one was just the beginning.
Where and when are to be determined.

You can help make that decision. We wi 1 l probably do a survey to find out
what topics you would like to see covered at a future conference.
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