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Preface

Since the last joint industry/Sea Grant moorage workshop, held in April
1977, many unforeseen changes have occurred in both the political and
economic environments. These changes have affected and will continue to
affect the way marinas operate and prosper. Inflation and high interest
rates have levied a toll on boat sales--and hence on the orowth in
demand for pleasure boat moorage--and have pushed construction and long-
term financing costs to record high levels. Legislation proposed by the
Reagan Administration would levy user charges against boaters and marina
operators consuming federal waterway services: Coast Guard search and
rescue and navigation aid functions and Army Corps of Engineers harbor
and waterway dredging projects have been singled out for recovery of
costs from users. Such changes necessitate and promote innovation and
adaption on the part of the moorage industry .

There are other factors, however, that have changed little since 1977.
Tile same regulatory framework affecting marina development is in place:
Shoreline Management, Corps of Engineers, and other permit requirements
constrain development over and adjacent to waterways. Boating interests
have continued to forestall state boat registration and new tax measures
proposed by the state legislature. These are among the issues taken up
by speakers at this workshop. Their papers form the body of these
proceedings.

Since 19/7 the Washington Sea Grant Program has conducted a series of
studies which have better defined the recreational boating industry, its
problems and opportunities, and the likely future demand for recreational
and commercial fishing boat moorage. This work was supported in part
by the Northwest Marine Trade Association and the Washington Public Ports
Association. Both these organizations joined Washington Sea Grant in
co-sponsoring this workshop,

Robert F. Goodwin
I'iay 1982
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Toward a New Marine Land Policy

H Stuart Elway
9/ashingtori State Departmerit of Natural Resources

I would like to express my appreciation to you for having me here and
the regrets of Commissioner Boyle, who was unable to attend, and who I
am sure you would much rather hear from than me. I looked over your
agenda and I talked with Bob Coon who has been with you the last couple
of days. It is a very ambitious, comprehensive and interesting agenda,

I have been reminded of a story since I came into the Department of
Natural Resources, with all of its interests and numerous constitu-
encies that have a ve~ted interest in the Department...it is a story
that Lyndon Johnson used to tell when he first got to Washington, D.C.
It is about the missionary who had decided to convert the lions to
Christianity. He went out into the jungle and was doing quite well. He
had come upon this pride of lions and started ministering the Word to
them and had converted all the lions except one. One lion was not
hearing any of that and not only took a swipe at the missi onary but
began to pounce and chase him. The missionary started running and all
the time he was running he was praying, "Oh Lord, please give this lion
religion." He kept repeating that over and over. Finally he ran into
a corner that he couldn't get out of and he turned around to face this
lion praying, "Oh Lord, please gi ve thi s lion religion!" Just as he
turned the lion stopped and this most benign look came over the lion' s
face. The lion looked up and said, "Lord, please bless this food I am
about to eat."

As I look around I am glad to see that you have all finished dinner.
When I was invited up here for dinner, I wasn't exactly sure what you
had in mind.

Before we talk about the aquatic lands policies per se, I would like to
spend just a brief time talking about the Department of Natural
Resources itself, We found during the campaign of last year that
almost everyone we talked to knew of Bert Cole. He was in offi ce for



24 years: was an institution in the state of Washington. 8ut very few
people really knew what the Department of Natural Resources was or did;
or what the Commissioner of Public Lands really did for a living. I
suppose the people here tonight know more than Iiiost, who normally
think of the Department of Natural Resources in terms of timber, forest
land, and selling of trees. Certainly the Department is much more than
that.

Two aspects, I think, distinguish the Department of Natural Resources
from other agencies in state government, or really government in
general, One � we are the land managers for the state of Washington.
Two - we generate revenue for the state from the management of these
lands. Last year the department generated some $180 million for the
state of Washington. Everyone of those dollars was a dollar that did
not have to come from taxes. This is a source of great pride among
the people who work in the department; and certainly a source of much
delight to the legislature who likes to see people making money�
especially these days.

There are some 5 million acres of land that the Department of Natural
Resources manages for the state. The timberland is about 2.1 million
acres, less than half, which surprises most people that I talk to. We
have about a half million acres in grazing land in eastern Washington.
We have about 150 thousand acres of agricultural land. The Department
of Natural Resources is the largest wheat producer in the state of
Washington. We have leases for wheat and other crops, we have orchards
- 150 thousand acres of this kind of agricultural land which we manage.
We have about 60-70 thousand acres of land that we classify as urban
land. That is, land that is either inside or very close to urban
areas. For example, the Department manages for the state 3400 acres
either inside or directly adjacent to the city limits of the Tri-Cities;
Richland, Pasco, and Kennewick. We have them surrounded. Any growth
that takes place in the Tri -Cities is almost certain to be on land
managed by the Department of Natural Resources. The funds from these
leases goes mostly into the public trusts for the support of common
schools in the state, About half of the construction money for schools
that are built around the state comes from money that the Department
makes from its land management,

We also have over 2 million acres of aquatic lands, which is what you
are most interested in and what we are here to talk about. This in-
cludes the beds of navigable streams and lakes, other waters in the
state; everything from mean-high tide out to the three mile limit-
the Department of Natural Resources manages the beds of those waters.

The marine lands differ significantly from the uplands I have talked
about, in that they are not dedicated in the same way to specific
trusts. I meni,ioned the school construction. It also supports re-
search at the universities, penal institutions, and a whole host of
other things. The marine land money is not ear-marked, but the lands
themselves are held in public trust for all the people of the state of
Washington. Dur mission in the Department of Natural Resources is to
manage that land for max~mum public benefit.

As we came into the Department, one of the things we saw iiiInediately
as a great potential was this 2 million acres of marine lands. Cer-
tainly those waters and the use of those waters is a major factor in



what makes this area the most livable in the United States. A large
part of that is the very thing that you all are involved in, that is
the proximity to the water, the scenic beauty of the area, the working
waterfront, the commerce that is generated from the water and the marine
lands of this state, The potential af those lands has really just be-
gun to be tapped .

One of the things that has greatly fascinated me in the Iiarine Lands
Division is an experimental program to grow Nari, edible seaweed, on
the beds of Puget Sound. This has been going on for same time. We
have had people from the national co-op, which runs the Nori industry
in Japan, over here on a number of occasions. Some of aur scientists
have gone over there. We are exchanging information and technology.
It seems fantastic ta say it, and I can't stand here and say it is too
probable at this point, but the potential is there for the state to
realize revenue from the growing and sale of seaweed that is almost
equal to the growing and sale of timber. Seaweed is a billion dollar
industry in Japan. And Puget Sound is probably the best place in North
America ta grow it. This is a long way in the future, but it is the
kind of potential that exists in the marine lands and is being explored.
I think the new team that came in with Hrian is wanting very much to
look at that kind of potential � to look into the future and see where
we can go with the natural resources of this state.

It is no secret ta anyone here or anyone who lives in the northwest,
that the pressures on our natural resources are great. The social,
economic and political pressures that apply to the forest land and to
the urban lands and the other upland natural resources, apply na less
ta marine lands. There is an increasing public awareness of the value
and the scarcity of these resources. Along wi th that, there is an
i ncreasing expectation for participation on the part of the public and
its various groups.

They want to have a say in how these resources are managed -- how they
are used. The economic, recreational and scenic benefits of aur natural
resources are why sa many af us love it here in the northwest, That is
why people are coming here from other parts of the country. The in-
creased population only adds to the pressure on already scarce natural
resources,

Our job in the Department of Natural Resources is to balance these
pressures and develop with policies which best fit the needs and de-
sires and hopes and dreams of people who live here, whether they make
their living directly from the natural resources or not. Also, to
balance all of those with the increasing demand for revenue.

The legislature, as you all well know, has been looking under every
rock for possible sources of revenue. They too know the value of the
natural resources which the department manages.

This increasing pressure and the increased attention to natural resource
issues heightens the need for enlightened public policy � policy which
is born out of cooperation, patience and foresight. That is the
challenge that we see in the Department as we come into it after 24
years of a single administration.



For the first time ever, there is a new Commissioner of Public Lands
who heads the Department of Natural Resources. This is, in my view, a
great opportunity - a tremendous opportunity to put behind us some of
the old animosities.

I am sure many of you are familiar with some of the on-going fights be-
tween the Department of Natural Resources and other state agencies�
Game, Fisheries, Ecology. Over the years, these departments have been
squabbling with each other and involved in counterproductive behavior .
We are trying to put an end to the 30 years war, and say, "Who started
this anyway, and what are we fi ghting about, and why don't we all try
to work in a more cooperative fashion~" A couple of things are indi-
cative of this.

Commissioner Boyle, very early in his term, i nvi ted the di rectors of
the other natural resource agencies, and the Governor's assistant for
natural resources, to his office for a regular monthly meeting, inform-
ally over coffee; no staff � just directors - and they talk about
issues of common concern and ways to resolve them. I think the results
of that kind of an initiative and that kind of cooperation are begi n-
ning to trickle down. Our Department has recently signed a memoranda
of understanding with the departments of Game and Fisheries that says,
we are going to do everything we can to cooperate in these areas where
we have mutual concerns or apparently overlapping jurisdictions. I
think there is a clause in the memorandum of understanding with the
Department of Game that when one of our guys encounters one of their
guys out in the woods, we have to fire one warning shot up in the air
first, It seems to be working real well - no fatality reports have
come in for months now.

! am not from a natural resources background. I ran a small business.
I have worked in public policy research and public opinion research.
I have been in a crash course for the past year getting up to speed on
the issues that I am speaking about here. When I come before a group
like this I always feel a little bit like the fellow who survived the
Johnstown Flood of 1848. He was one of the few survivors and it was
the big thing in his life. He spent the rest of his life boring
everyone he encountered with the story of his heroics and how he had
survived the Johnstown Flood of 1848. When he passed on and was at
the pearly gates, he mentioned to St. Peter that he would like to tell
his story of how he survived the flood to all of the inhabitants of
Heaven. St. Peter said, "Weil, we will see what we can do. You know
we have a busy agenda and I don't know if we can get you on." But he
persisted and St. Peter finally relented. So all of' the heavenly host
were assembled at the meeting and he was prepared to tell his story.
St. Peter introduced him: "This is the man who survived the Johnstown
Flood of !848..." And as the man took the podium St. Peter whispered
in his ear, "By the way, Noah is in the front row".

Seeing this great potential that I spoke of, and seeing the policies
of the Department as they had evolved over the last 24 years, Commis-
sionerr Hoyle and the new team of managers at the Department have made
marine land policy one of our top priori ties . To recap the new
management, Brian has appointed Russ Cahill as Supervisor of the
Department. The supervisor is the person responsible for the day-to-
day management of the Department. Russ Cahill is the first person
ever to be in that position who did not work his way up through the
ranks of the Department. He was brought in from the outside. He is



also the first person in that position who is not a forester. We have
changed the manager of the Division of Marine Land Management and put
in John OeMeyer in that position,

So we are trying to move in a direction to realize the potential which
is out there. We are taking a long hard look at the marine lands
policies that have evolved. And I say evolved because they really seem
to have been pretty much of a hodge-podge over the years. I thi nk the
Marine Lands Division was sort of a step-child for many years in the
Department. We have moved it up into the spot Iight. One of the things
you find when you look into the spot light is a lot of conflicts, and
possible conflicts. We are looking at those in an effort to develop
a consistent, coherent Marine Land policy. We are in the middle of that
process now.

I think Sob Coon explained to you yesterday in one of the workshops,
somewhat about how that process has been proceeding. One of the fi rst
things we did when we got into office was to retain a person who was on
leave from the U.S, Foreign Service to talk to port districts all over
the state, and to county commissioners, to find out from the point of
view of the port districts what the Department of Natural Resources
looks like. How do we look from the outside, from people who deal with
the Department on a day-to-day basis. The legislature has also commis-
sionedd studies of our marine lands policies; we have internal studies
going on, and we are reviewing it from top to bottom at the commission-
er's level with the new supervisor and new staff. As I said we are not
finished yet, it takes a long time. As you would know more than most,
it takes a long time to turn an aircraft carrier around. You have to
stop it first and then turn it around. We are in that process.

Historically, it has been difficult to create policy, or establish
policy in this area � statutes conflict with administrative codes,
jurisdictions overlap. All of that has to be straightened out if we
are going to have a coherent, integrated policy.

I don't have the policy for you tonight, but I can give you an indica-
tion of the kind of questions that we are asking. We are looking at
the relationship of the statutes to the administrative code, to the
policies as they are stated by the Department, and to the actual prac-
tices on the ground � or on the water. Where there is ambiguity we
need clear direction. We are looking at the extent of the overlapping
j urisdictions and conflicting interests and examining the consequences
of those, We are questioning the use conflicts that are always a factor
in land use decisions. And we are wondering whether the state should,
in fact, encourage some uses and thereby discourage some others .

Part of the problem was illustrated as I was preparing for this talk
tonight. I called a friend at the City of Seattle to ask him what the
City of Seattle's marine plan policy was. He said, 'Well we try to
encourage marine related activity on the waterfront". And I said,
"Oh yes, you mean Ye Old Curiosity Shop", It is no news to this group
that these kinds of conflicts are always present along a waterfront,

In our planning process we are taki ng a look at the question of, if we
should in fact encourage some uses -- which I think we should -- then
what should those uses be and how should the preferred uses be encour-
aged? by what mechanism do we manifest this encouragemeni?



Another fundamental questior, is, given the multiple objectives of marine
land management, and there are many, what are the impacts of various
policies on each other? If we establish a palicy to encourage some use,
what impact is that going to have on all the other uses. How should
these multiple objectives, all of which have their purpose, constitu-
encies, and pressures be balanced.

We are aiming for a marine lands policy which is consistent, integrated,
coherent, easy to understand, easy to apply and yet has a flexibility
to be responsive, not only to changi ng condi ti ons over time, but to
different situations in different areas. We need to recognize that
Moses Lake is not the same as Lake Union.

We aren 't there yet. We haven 't got a policy that I can lay before you.
We have an open process. We are encouraging people like yourselves,
who have an interest, to participate in our process. We want ta hear
from you. I think there is too often a tendency in governmental agencies
ta go off and set policy, come back, and say "Well here it is folks-
haw do you like this'?" We would like to hear from yau as we are
developing the policy, so that when i t comes aut it is clear and
consistent and balanced and all of those thi ngs that a public policy
should be.

If I can leave you with one message tonight, it is that we invite your
participation, either individually or through your associations, to
contact us in the Commissioner's Office or in the Marine Lands Division.
Write to us and let us know what your concerns are, what your experi-
ences have been, your ideas for a policy for the state's marine lands.

Having a new Commissioner of Public Lands gi ves us the opportunity to
look at the old problems in new ways, and gives us the opportunity to
open new avenues, or new waterways, of cooperation that may or may not
have existed in the past.

Thank yau very much,
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Recreational Boating Industry in the 'Bos

Ron Stone

National Marine Manufacruters Association

Good morning ladies and gentlemen.

I am here to tell you that despite inflation, record high interest
rates, inept Federal bureaucratic policy making such as the proposed
weekend motorboating ban to save energy, in spite of all these obstacles
the recreational boating industry is still afloat,

Review o  Business Activity � 1981

Bolstered by a late seasonal surge of sales during the months of
June, July and August, the U,S. recreational boating market has staged
a recovery from its disruptive 1980 year. Small boat categories led
the way, with canoes showing a 20 percent increase in unit sales, well
ahead of their average 14%%d per year growth rate over the past five years.
Sales of the smaller si zes of outboard boats led that market, and while
uni t volumes remained the same, the average length of an outboard boat
sold in the 17 ft. and under size category increased by over a foot.
Paralleling outboard boat sales, the sales of outboard motors, while not
showing much of an increase in overall unit volume, increased in average
horsepower by an estimated 10/. The typical buyer in the outboard market
this year looked to a 15 � 16 foot outboard boat powered by a 35-45 h.p.
motor for overall family recreational use, as opposed to last year when
energy shortage scares prompted the sale of 14 footers with undersize
motors primarily to fishermen.

Sales of inboard/outdrive  stern drive!boats has experienced a 9/
decline in 19B1, but inboard boats are expected to end the year with an
overall increase in unit volume of 3X centered in the 30ft. and over
luxury class motor yachts . According to Boating Industry magazi ne,
boats over 40 ft. sold well, and the 50 ft. and over market was ex-
tremely active. Boating Industry goes on to note that these markets
are made up of wealthy individuals less affected by interest rates and
cyclical changes in the economy.

-10-



Another good performer in 1981 was the sailboat market, which has
been gaining an increased share of the recreational boating market since
1977. For the year, sailboat shipments are expected to increase overall
by 5%. The increase this year was accounted for entirely by the smaller,
non-powered type of sailing craft,

Among other segments registering improved shipments in 1981 were open
deck boats, up 18'5; houseboats, up 33%; inflatable boats, up 26%; and
boat trailers, up 8%.

Along with the recovery in unit volume, the dollar volume of factory
shipments also showed an improvement in 1981, with an overall gain of
16/.

Thus 1981, while not a robust year for the industry in all of its
segments, did show a recovery from its precipitous 1980 decline and
actually performed well in a number of areas,

Outlook for 1982

According to industry economic forecasters the outlook for the
recreational boating market is bright over the next three years. Some
of the reasons for that optimistic outlook are worth reciting here.

The economy is in the recovery stage of its cycle.

Inflation is down.
The dollar is strong
Oil imports are down and energy prices are stable.
A bumper food crop will hold down food price increases.
The government has implemented spending reductions, a tax
cut and other measures aimed at stimulating investment and
improving productivity.

The economic factors having a major impact on the marine industry are
geared for an upturn. With the tax cuts, a moderation in inflation, and
a gradual improvement in the economy -- disposable income and durable
goods spending are forecasted to improve.

While inflation is expected to continue around the 8/ level,
real disposable income is forecasted to increase by 9% in 1982.
Durable goods spending is forecasted to be up 4% this year;
7% in 1982 and 6% in 1983.
Interest rates are forecasted to remain in the double digits
throughout 1982, but they are expected to decline below the
unusually high levels of 1981, and here again, it is the trend
that is significant.

All in all, it would appear that the boating industry experienced its
cyclical low in 1980, and began a gradual recovery in 1981 with some
segments showing real strength. Perhaps most noteworthy was the fact
that the recovery took place at a time when automobile and housi ng, two
economic sectors which the marine industry has traditionally parelle] ed,
remained at depressed levels.

In summary, with an improved overall national economy and gains fore-
casted in a number of specific variables whi ch directly impact the econ-
omy, the recreational boati ng market is positioned favorably for a



marked improvement in 1982 and beyond.

Current Regulatory Concerrts

In addition to responding to your concern for the impact of the
current and foreseeable economic situation on the recreational boating
market, I am here today ta brief you on several legislative issues pend-
ing in Washington, D.C. which could also have a significant effect an
recreational boating.

They are:

�! The need for funding of the Recreational Boating Safety
and Facilities Improvement Act  enacted last year under the sponsorship
of Congressman Maria Biaggij;�! the President's proposed user fee for recreational boat
owners using navigable waters of the United States to pay for Coast Guard
services; and�J our die-hard fight against the proposed 3X Federal manu-
facturers excise tax on boats, motors and trailers to augment Dingell-
Johnson assistance to state fisheries management programs.

With the advent of the Reagan Administration and its pledge to get
the Federal government off the people's back and return many areas af
responsibility ta the states, we thought we would see a return to the
halcyon days of the Federal Boat Acts of 1958 and 1971 when state govern-
ments with modest Federal incentives were encouraged ta take over rec-
reationall boating affai rs. Today, nine months inta the new administra-
tionn, we are not so certain, Because of the administration ' s position
against Federal spending which is counterproductive to balancing the
budget, we are having difficulty securing an appropriation for aid ta
state boating safety programs even though all the money for it originates
in boating. Because the administration is favorably disposed to new
money or anything so long as it does not have ta dip into general revenues,
we are seeing proposals to put the tax bite on boating for a number of
programs that we contend will not be used to help boating.

Recreational boaters may justly feel that they are being singled
out for new fees or taxes because of a mistaken nation by government
that most boaters are wealthy yachtsmen, and if you can afford to own a
boat you can afford to pay no end of taxes. The truth is, my friends,
more than 98%%d of the registered boats in this country are small trailer-
able boats, less than 16 feet in length, owned by family people earning
$15,000 to $20,000 a year. Yachtsmen make up only 2%%d of the registered
boat population. The Federal government must be made to see that it is
grossly inaccurate and unfai r to characterize recreational boaters as a
bunch of "fat cats." Believe me, we are sufferi ng for it.

Motorboat Fuel Tax Fundirig

In 1979, Congress terminated Federal assistance payable out of
general revenues to state boating safety law enforcement and education
programs on the grounds that the program had served its purpose of help-
ing to initiate state programs and the states could afford to go it
alone. In the short interim, the number of boating accidents has risen,
reversing a 7-year downward trend. That is largely because the states
have had to cut back on safety services because they are financially
strapped, We thaught we had the sure remedy in the Recreational Boating

- 12-



Safety and Facilities Improvement Act of 1980, using the recreational
boaters' Federal fuel tax monies, something which they had paid for
years into the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service Fund and
for which they had received very little in return.

Unfortunately, the Recreational Boating Safety and Facilities Im-
provement Act of 1980  Publ ic Law 96-451!, more popularly known as the
Biagqi Bill, is in danger of becoming a casualty of the budget axe.
This is the legislation which authorizes expenditures of $20 million
a year from Federal motorboat fuel tax in each of fiscal years 1981,
1982, and 1983 for 50/50 matching grants to the states for boating
safety and facilities development.

The Reagan Administration did not ask for, nor were there any
monies amended into the Coast Guard's budget for fiscal 1981 or 82 to
set up Coast Guard administration and start the grant fundinq. The
Administration views Biaggi fund ing as a new Federal spending program
and therefore contrary to the broad objective of reducing Federal
deficit spending in order to balance the budget, Even if Congress
were to appropriate what we are asking for, we are afraid that the
President would veto it.

This is i ronic in that this i s precisely the type of program that
fits into the Administration ' s philosophy of user fees or letting
the beneficiaries of Federal programs pay their own way. It is nat a
Federal spending program paid for aut of general revenues. The money
comes solely and exclusively from the nation's boaters in the form af
the Federal 44 per gallon motorboat fuel tax, and boaters want and need
a return on it in the form of facilities and services.

I repeat, the motorboat fuel tax paid by boaters does not come out
of the general treasury. The money is first collected and deposited
like all other motor fuel tax ta the Highway Trust Fund, then so much
of it as Congress deigns to appropriate is supposed to be transferred to
the National Recreational Boating Safety and Facilities Improvement
Fund in each year of authorized funding. Nothing in the law says that
if the money is not used or appropriated it lapses into the genera 1
treasury. If the money is not appropriated the law provides that it re-
verts to the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service Fund which
was where it went before the Biaggi Bill. There may be a design on the
part. of the Reagan Administration to absorb aur motorboat fuel tax money
into general revenues by nat appropriating the money, The 1965 law
which set up the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service Fund pro-
vides that any unexpended balance or surplus in the fund at the end of
three years lapses into general revenue. We would seriously object to
forfeiting boaters' existing tax revenues in this eventuality.

In principle it is grossly unfair to saddle recreational boaters
with new taxes like the proposed national waterway user fee at a time
when the Reagan Administration says it wants to reduce taxes to help
curb inflation and when boaters are not getting anything for their exist-
ing taxes.

It seems to us that if Congress appropriated the Federal motorboat
fuel tax money which Congress already has authorized to be used for
matching grants to the states for boating safety and facilities improve-
ments, it could do two things. For one thinq it would relax current
budgetary pressures for a Federal waterways user charqe to pay for



Coast Guard boating safety services and aids to navigation. For another
it would counter the sports fishing lobby's argument that 3"., excise tax
on boats, motors and trailers is needed to help build more boat access
to fishing waters.

We have our work cut out for us in persuading Congress and the
Reagan Administration to listen to reason. But reason and equity are
on our sidel Unlike so many other special interest groups who go to
Congress asking for financial assistance boating is not asking for a
handout or for a free ride on general revenues. We are asking for our
due, the use of an already dedicated fund contributed wholly by boaters.

This issue demands an extra measure of effort. If we don't get
that Federal motorboat fuel tax money appropriated this year for the
benefit of boating, it will be lost to boating, then we will be sitting
ducks for new taxes and user fees to pay for boating safety and facili-
ties services.

9/iterway User Cti.urges

A good example of opening the door to new taxes or fees is the
waterways user charge which the Coast Guard, with Administration en-
couragement, is proposing that all recreational boaters who operate on
U.S. navigable waters pay for Coast Guard services, Specifically, they
are proposing legislation whereby boaters would have to purchase a decal
from their local post office, on the order of a Duck Stamp, at a cost
that is graduated according to the size or type of vessel. The decal
would have to be displayed on the vessel to prove payment. Anyone
caught operating without a decal would face stiff civil penalty and
might even have his or her boat attached for nonpayment. They' re pro-
posing to raise more than $200 million a year from recreational boatinq
i n this manner.

The purpose of the waterways user fee ostensibly is to pay for
Coast Guard services benefiting recreational boaters such as search and
rescue, aids to navigation, and water pollution control. Yet, by the
Coast Guard's own admission, they cannot be cost specific; they cannot
break out how much recreational boaters are benefiting from Coast Guard
services. It is also doubtful whether the recreational boater is really
the intended principal beneficiary of some Coast Guard services such as
aids to navigation and pollution control monitoring and enforcement.
A recent NMh% nationwide survey on boating safety costs shows that in
many popular boating states the total Coast Guard involvement in boating
safety is minimal to nonexistent and it would be wronq to charge boaters
for Coast Guard services they do not need and they do not receive.

NNNA is opposed to the waterways user charge in its present form.
There are several reasons.

It is inconsi stent with the Coast Guard ' s posture on boati nq safety.
The Coast Guard has told the states repeatedly that it would like to
get out of recreational boating safety and leave the primary responsi-
bility for law enf'orcement and safety surveillance to the states. If
Congress would only appropriate the Federal motorboat fuel tax revenue
which it has authorized as grants to the states, the states would be
able to carry on with their own recreational boatinq safety and facili-
ties programs, matching the Federal government dollar for dollar and re-
lieving the CoaSt Guard of the necessity and expense,

14�



Many boaters feel that if they are to be asked to pay directly for
Coast Guard services which originated without their being consulted as
to need or justification, they should now have the opportunity to select
those for which they are willing to pay, and, every effort should be
made to see that the money is sequestered so that it may only be spent
on programs of direct benefit. Past experfence has demonstrated that
unless boating revenues are safeguarded in this manner, government will
use the money for projects or programs of' little or no benefit to rec-
reational boaters. The misapplfcation of more than $400 million of
Federal motorboat fuel tax money spent on tennis courts, golf courses,
hiking trails, and bicycle paths under the Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service Fund is a case in point.

D-J Expansion Bill

Another matter with potential for much greater damaging effect on
our industry and ultimately your recreation dollars is the proposed
3X Federal manufacturer's excise tax on boats 25 feet or less in length,
outboard motors, and boat trailers to pay for supplemental Federal aid
for state fisheries management programs. This is the so-called D-J
Expansion Program. NMMA vigorously opposed such legislation in Congress
last year, and it never got out of committee. But sportfishing interest
groups have mounted an aggressive campafgn for another go at ft in the
current Congress.

Bflls H.R. 2250 and S. 546 in thfs year's Congress are substantially
the same as last year's offerings, and NMMA is substantially opposed for
the same reasons.

The recreational boating industry has taken its lumps over the
past several years. Sales are down substantially compared to what they
were a few years ago, The jolt of rising fuel prices, the inept govern-
ment fuel allocations program which resulted in long gas lines, followed
by the Department of Energy's disastrous weekend motorboating ban pro-
posal for emergency energy conservation, now record high interest rates;
all have taken thef r toll. Now comes the proposed 3X Federal excise tax
on small boats, motors, and trailers to take another bite out of the
little discretionary or leisure time money the average American has
after inflation.

This is a new tax that would add $100 to $275 to the manufacturer's
price of a typical small boat and associated equipment. Really it's a
hfdden tax on the boat purchaser, because the manufacturer and dealer
are bound to add the tax to the purchase price to protect their profit
margin. By the time this goes through price markups in the distribution
chain, the consumer will wind up paying twice as much as the manufacturer's
tax or many hundreds of dollars more. We fear this will cause a fur-
ther decline fn boat sales and impede the recovery of our industry,

The sportfi shing l obby which is behind the D-J expansion bi 1 1
thinks that the decline in fishing license sales in recent years is due
to a worsening quality of fishing opportunity and all can be set right
by an infusion of more money to improve fishing. They delude themselves.
Ffshing is suffering from the same ill effects as boating, namely f n-
flatfon, the cost of energy, high interest rates, and publfc anxiety
over the economy.

For example, sales of bass boat popularly used for ffshfng are
significantly down � the estimated 37,000 bass boats sold last year
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do not equal levels reached more than 5 years ago.

The Bass Anglers Sportmens Society, one of the ringleaders of the
D-J expansion bill, claims bass anglers would gladly pay a tax on their
boating rig for improved fishing. Even if this is true bass boat fish-
ermen are only a small minority of our new boat purchasers. !n 1980,
for example, bass boats made up only 18", of all fiberglass outboard
boat sales; only 10;.', of aluminum and other metal outboard boat sales.

The 3~ tax bite for D-J expansion affects boats 25 feet and under
in length, all outboard motors, and all boat trailers. That is 98'< of
the nation's registered boats! And the trend is toward more of such
smalIer boats, because of inflation, high interest rates, energy costs,
etc, The smaller the boat, the more affordable i t is for more people.
According to NMMA statistics, the average length of outboard boats sold
in 1980 dropped to 15.8 feet; the first such decrease since 1974.

What really i rritates us about the 3X excise tax proposal is how
discriminatory it is. You do not have to be terribly analytical to see
that it is wrong to tax a lot of boat owners who prefer water skiing or
family cruising to pay for the recreation of a larger number of anglers
who do not even own a boat. In my home state of Illinois, for example,
a recent Conservation Department survey found that 54K of fishing li-
cense holders are bank fishermen, not boat owners.

The D-J expansionists claim that a lot of non-fishing boat owners
have been getting a free ride on access ramps built wi th D-J funds from
fishing, and it is high time they paid their own way. This is gross
mi srepresentati on . According to a U .S . Fish and Wildlife survey of
D-J lakes more than 50'! of them are off limits to power boats or have
severe horsepower restrictions. In some states every single D-J pro-
ject falls into this category. Is it fair to tax boat owners to pay for
projects they are not even allowed to use? We asked state boating law
administrators to investigate the nature of recent D-J projects. Listen
to the answers we got concerning D-J projects in fiscal years 1977, 1978
and 1979.

From Indiana's Department of Natural Resources: "The majority of
the projects are on streams or small lakes. Most would have motor or
speed restrictions either by law or by the very nature af the waterway.
Undoubtedly they' re used intensively by canoeists and flat bottom float-
ers. Lakes of less than 300 acres are generally restricted to electric
motors only."

From New York's State Parks 8 Recreation agency; "Little if any
D-J money has been spent for projects which would benefit boaters. The
funds have been used mainly for fish research, fish propagation, and
urban fish programs."

From Wyoming's Game and Fish Department: "The hunters and fisher-
men benefited from these projects, but the general recreational boater
did not benefit except in a few cases where large reservoirs were in-
volved."

Forgive our cynici sm, but doesn' t thi s begin to sound like the
ri poff experienced under the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
Fund?
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Incidentally, we would like to point out that during the period
fiscal years 1978 through 1981, more than $145 million was paid out of
the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service Fund to the states for
554 different fishing projects. That includes money for fish hatcheries,
land acquisition for access to fishing waters, and ocean fishing piers.
Need I remind you of our grievances over so much Federal motorboat fuel
tax money from the Fund being spent on nonboating projects. L'sing that
money to improve fishing opportunities where boats and/or outboard
motors are not allowed or cannot be used by the very nature of the water-
way is a good example.

Therefore, when the D-J expansionists tell you that boaters are
using access ramps paid for with fishing license fees and excise tax on
fishing equi pment, boaters can j ust as righteously claim that bank fi sh-
ermen, and trout stream fishermen, and ocean pier fishermen have reaped

the benefits of boat fuel tax money. The argument works both ways.

The prospect of a new tax on boats, motors and trailers to pay for
access to fishing waters is especially galling to us at this time when
we cannot seem to get to first base in having Congress appropriate the
$1G million a year of Biaggi funding that was authorized to be spent on
boating facilities, We are told that the Office of Management and Bud-
get does not think assistance for boating facilities is a proper func-
tion of the Federal government, and the states can afford to take care
of such needs out of their own revenues. If this is so, and boaters
may not have the benefit of thei r own exi sting taxes to pay for access
to boating waters, where is the logic in enacting a new tax on boaters
to pay for Federal assistance to ihe states for access to fishing waters?

We suggest that the 8-J expansionists look for help to their own
following, the licensed fishermen. There were nearly 28 million paid
state fishing license holders in this country last year compared to
only 8~ million registered boats. Obviously all of the fishing license
holders go fishing. They outnumber registered boat owners by about 3g
ta l. Although the D-J expansionists would have you believe otherwise,
not all of our boat owners go fishing. A sizeable percentage prefer
family cruisi ng, water skiing, scuba diving, and other nonfi shing activ-
ityy. It is not fair to tax them for better fi shi ng, and it is also not
fair to say that boaters who do fish are not paying their way. They pay
tax on fishing equipment and buy resident or nonresident fi shing licenses
the same as other fishermen .

If all fishermen, including those who fish from boats, paid just
a few dollars more to buy a state fishing license, or if they had to
buy a Federal saltwater fishing license, or if the sponsors of bass boat
fishi ng tournaments had to pay an admissions tax, the D-J expansionists
codld get all the additional money they need to improve sportfishi ng.
It seems to us these are fair and equitable alternatives to the 3X ex-
cise tax on boats, motors, and trailers.

With all this controversy about excise tax, a national waterway
user charge, Biaggi funding, and more, we have to keep a constant vigil
on what is going on in Washington. For that reason, my office is moving
me to Washington after the first of the year where I can keep better
tabs on developments and where members of the Congress, Federal rule-
making agencies and the media will have easier access to us and boating's
point of view. I hope to have better, more in-depth coverage for you
in the future.
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Demand for Moorage
In Washington's Coastal Zone

Robert F. Goodwin

LInlversity' QI ~JIrBsH! Ilrjtor!

introduction

This paper presents a synopsis of a more extensive report being pre-
pared for publ ication by the Coastal Resources Program of Washington
Sea Grant: "Recreational Boating in Washington's Coastal Zone: The
Demand for Moorage." The research supporting the report's findings
was funded, in part, by the Northwest Marine Trade Association and the
Washington Public Ports Association; the remaining costs were borne by
the Washington Sea Grant Program.

In preparing an earlier publication, The Moora e Industr in Washin-
ton' s Coastal Zone,~ this author noted wide disparities i n the di stri-
bution of wet moorage slips and dry storage spaces among Washington's
marine shoreline counties. These differences in household's accessi-
bility to recreational boating facilities required an explanation, for
whi ch certai n key questions needed answering:

- Does the supply of moorage correspond to different rates of
boat ownership, county-by-county?

- Do some counties "export" moorage services to boaters in other
counties?

- Does the marketplace allocate the supply of moorage among
counties such that demand is exactly satisf ied at prevailing
prices?

Washington Sea Grant Studies

To answer these questions we conducted the fol1owing studies during
the period l978 to the present year:



~ Asked boat-owning households where they moored, stored, and
used their boats in relation to where they lived.

~ Asked public narina operators where their tenants resided.
Surveyed marinas to assess prices, occupancy rates, and
ex pans i on pl an s.

The results of these studies enabled us to paint a static, or instan-
taneous picture of the market  service! areas of marinas in different
counties, the prevailing narket conditions facing boaters and moorage
operatars, and the 1 ikely future supply of moorage in each coastal
zone county, through 1986.

But demand for moorage is not static. The recreational boating fleet
is changing in size and character as the region's population and econ-
omy change. Therefore, in order to answer the most important question
--what is the future demand for moorage going to be?--further studies
were performed;

~ Analyze the magnitude and causes of historic changes in the
recreational boating fleet.

~ Using publ ished forecasts of socio/economic characteristics of
the state and sub-state regions, project future changes in the
size of the fleet and, hence, demand for moorage.

Intractable Data Problems

Unfortunately, in Washington--one of only three states without a
state-administered boat registration program-- no reliable information
exists on the number, size, or type of recreational boats in the
fleet. The U.S. Coast Guard  USCG!, under the Federal Boating Safety
Act, registers all motorized, undocumented smallcraft, but enforcement
is poor and registration limited to craft using federal navigable
waters. As a consequence, USCG data are of little value in estimating
historic changes in fleet size or characteristics.

Boat trailer registrations, maintained by the State Department of
Licensing and enforced by state and local police, are accurate, but
capture only that portion of the fleet which is trail ered. However,
estimates of the proportion of the fleet "usually trailered" in both
the state as a whole and in Puget Sound counties were available from
Washington Sea Grant's Boating Household Survey. Knowing the number
of trailers and the proportion of the fleet using them, we were able
to estimate the total motorized fleet size in 1978, the year the sur-
vey was conducted. The author estimates this number to be approxi-
mately 203,000 boats, af which 133,000 were owned by Puget Sound
counties' residents, and 150,000 by all coastal county residents in
Washington's coastal zone.

Moorage Utilization

a Soaring houschoid survey

Boaters throughout Washington's coastal zone prefer to moor their
boats close to home. Of those surveyed, 85-90'5 moored in their county
of residence year-round and seasonally. Only transient and temporary
moorage customers moored in large numbers in distant counties: for
example, 75M of summer transient boaters moored in counties beyond
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those adjacent to their home counties, notably in San Juan, the west-
ern parts of Clallam and Jefferson, Island, and Mason counties.
Seattle Boat Show attendees, polled in 19BO, reveal cd similar behav-
ior. 75'/ moored less than 12 miles from home, and only 10% moored
mare than 30 miles from home, mostly in Skagit County marinas. King
County boaters dominated the sample.

Ii Manna tr.'rr,snr-origin survey

The coarse results of surveying boaters to determine where they moored
their boats were supplemented by surveys of public marinas. The zip
codes of tenants' resident addresses were tabulated and mapped to re-
veal the spatial extent of marinas' service areas, and their varia-
tionss by season of use . Tenants were grouped into "local" and
" non-local" groups, corresponding to those who lived wi thi n or outsi de
the zip code of the port city. Variations in the size and population
of these zip code areas distort the meaning of "local" and "non-
local," but when the actual 1ocati ons of tenants' resi dent zip areas
are linked to the port, a clear pattern of tenants' distribution
emerges. Figures 1 a! through 1 n! display the results for year-
round tenants only.

Corer lusrons

Among marinas' tenants in most counties' public ports surveyed, local,
in-county resi dents predomi nate. The exceptions are Skagit County
ports   Figs . 1 d ! and  e!! with si gnifi cant numbers of tenants from
the Seattle metropolitan area; the Columbia River ports  Figs. 1�!,
 m!, and  n!!, serving metropolitan Portland/Vancouver, and, in the
case of Ilwaco, south and central Puget Sound boaters; and BIainc
Harbor  Fig. 1 a!! in north Whatcom County, berthing Canadian small-
craft. During the summer season, Il waco serves an out-of-state and
eastern Washington market of recreational/commercial joi nt use fishing
boats; Shilshole Bay Marina operated by the Port of Seattle picks up
additional summer tenants from south Puget Sound and the Columbia
River cities.

Some surprises were evident from the data: the author expected a
large number of non-local boaters at the Port of Friday Harbor  Fig.
1 c!!, a favored destination area for boaters crui si ng the San Juan
Islands. But the patronage of San Juan County marinas by Seattle
metropolitan area residents is 1imited to transient use only. The
conveni ence of Anacortes and LaConnor mari nas, easily accessible by
road from Seattle, appears to siphon off island-bound boaters wishing
to moor at or close to thei r desti nation crui si ng waters. Lugging
gear on and off ferries deters boaters moori ng in the Islands, either
permanently or seasonally.

The absence of public marinas in Pierce and Thurston counties, when
the survey was conducted, leaves the service areas of south Puget
Sound marinas undefined but industry spokespersons attest to a signi-
ficant, but declining market in Olympia for Portland/Vancouver
metropolitan area boaters and use of Pierce County marinas by south
King County boaters.
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Tenant origins of selected Public Smallcraft
Harbors, 'l979-80.
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Fig. 1. Continued.



Fig. 1. Continued.
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Chariges iri the Rccreatior ill Boating Flcc  1965-1978

In order to assess the likely future demand for moorage in Wash-
ington's coastal zone, it is necessary to examine the historical
changes in the recreational boating fleet, the causes of these
changes, and the future trends in those causes. The data problems
cited earlier limit the analysis of historic changes in fleet size,
however . Only the trail ered component of the fleet could be measured
through time. Since 1966, that component of the fleet decreased from
68'%%d of the Puget Sound motorized smal lcraft, to 56K in 1978. But at
what end of the length c1ass of the fleet this change took place is
conjectural: were there more boats in the car-topped category? In
the permanently wet moored category? In those being dry-stored ? Or
some combination of these classes of boats? We simply don't know; nor
will we know until a state boat registration bill is passed, or until
the USCG dramatically improves its registration program under the
Federal Boating Safety Act.

Variations in the number of trailers registered in the state, substate
regions, and indi vidual counties between 1965 and 1980 are explained
by vari ati ons in ei ther population or average per capi ta i ncome, or
both. The supply of neither moorage slips nor boat launch ramps had
any effect on rates of trail er ownershi p in any of the counties, in
1978. Variations in rates of boat ownershi p among individual counties
in 1978 were explained solely by the population in each county.

A hi gh percentage of the total variation from year to year and across
counties in a given year is "explained" by these two factors, popula-
tion and average real per capita income. Table 1 summarizes the
relative contributions made by each variable to changes in the number
of trailers statewide, and in substate regions. Table 2 indicates the
effects of changing population by 1,000 inhabitants or average per
capita income  $ ' s, 1967 ! by $1.00 in each of the regions.

Table Z. Effects of changes in per capi ta income  PCI! and population
on trailers, Washington State boat and recreational boat fleet,
by region, 1965-80.

0 New Boats in Fleet0 New Trailer Re istrations
Due to i,OOO
Increase in
Po ulation

Due to 1 Due to 1,000 Due to 1
Increase in PCI Increase in Increase in PCI
  '67 $'s! Po ulation  '67 $'s!Re ion

WA State 81. 1

40.1

47. 7*

59. 5Z3. 6* 35WA Coastal Zone
Counties

35,761,236.O 21Puget Sound
Counties
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*In forecasting future fleet size, the natural logarithm of PCI produces the
"best fit" equations in some cases. PCI is used here for comparative
purposes only.



Forecastir>r1 Future Fleet Size

Population and average per capita income forecasts are available for
the state as a whole, through 1983, and for the four-county Puget
Sound Council of Governments  PSCOG! region  King, Pierce, Snohomish,
and Kitsap counties! through year 2000. Ijsing these forecasts and the
equations developed above, estimates of future fleet size were made
for the trailered boat component of the fleet. On the assumption that
the ratio of trai 1 ered to non-trai lered boats remains constant, projec-
tionss of the total fleet size are also made. Table 3 displays the
results. Extreme caution should accompany the use of these forecasts:
even in the short-run  to 1985! per capita income estimates may be un-
reliable; and in the long-run  to 2000! esti mates could be hopelessly
error-ridden.

Forecast Year
200019951980 1983 985 1990~Re ion

WA State

0 Boat Trailers 114,527 123,690

0 Boats 194,696 206,163

Annual F Change 2.6

61,906 63,024 74,682 80,075

105,240 117,34I 126,960 136,128

2.8 2.2 1.6 1.4

0 Boat Trailer s

0 Boats

Annual / Chan e

53,851

91,547

Sales in Boats and Motors

In the 3 years, 1978 through 1980, sales of boats and motors4 fell
42.4%i Based on first and second quarter data for 1981, an additional
13$ decline could well occur this year to a level 5OX below 1978 sales
 $'s, 1967!. While no precise relationship between boat and motor
sales and growth or decline in fleet size has been measured, the pos-
sible consequence of a 50$ decrease in sales is sobering.

The effects of changes in per capita income and the Prime Rate on
these sales between 1973 and 1980, statewide, are as follows: A
single percentage poi nt i ncrease  decrease! in Prime Rate causes a
$1,000,000 decrease  increase! in sales. A one dollar increase  de-
crease! in per capita i ncome causes a $60,000 increase  decrease ! in
sales.

Review

Up to this point we have identified the gross size and characteristics
of the state's recreational boating fleet, where boaters utilize moor-
age year-round and seasonal ly, how the fleet has grown in the past,
and, finally, likely future growth at broad regional levels. The fin-
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al task is to assess the actual moorage market conditions, county-by-
county, in Washington� 's coastal zone. By examining the slips ava i 1-
able at various pri ces in each county and boaters ' response to the
supply of moorage, a more definitive assessment of demand for future
moorage can be made.

IVloorage Market Conditions

One-hundred-twenty-five ma ri nas, both publi c and private, were
surveyed to obtain the following information:

~ Numbers wet sl i ps and dry storage spaces bui 1 t since 1978, the
year of the last comprehensive survey5

~ Numbers of slips and spaces under construction or planned for
1, 2, and 5 years in the future

~ Seasonal  June 1980, January 1981! occupancy rates, vacancies
~ Rental rates and anticipated change in rates
~ Number of names on waiting lists, if maintained.

These pieces of information provided the data base for developing a
profile of the moorage market in each of Washington's coastal zone
counties, or multi-county regions. The market profile provides us
with a clearer understanding of the meaning of waiting lists, a pheno-
menon which has been misinterpreted in the past.

9/al ting Lists

Because moorage is supplied by both the public and private sectors in
the moorage industry and, in general, public moorage is af fered at
lower prices, waiting lists predictably are to be found at public
marinas, even when vacancies are evident elsewhere in the same market
area. These waiting ists revea ed the number o peop e willing to

those boaters currently occupying moorage at higher rates would have
their names on waiting lists at all facilities offering comparable
moorage at a lower price. In addition, people who would not pay
higher rates will be found on waiting lists at facilities whose rates
they would be willing to pay. The former group already own boats; the
latter group would become boat owners were moorage available at a rate
they could pay.

In any given county there is a price at which the number of willing
renters exactly equals the number of slips supplied at that price.
That price is the "market limit" rate. Charging below that rate would
produce full occupancy and waiting lists; charging above it would re-
sult in the appearance of vacant slips.6  The economic theory under-
lying this phenomenon is explained in detail in a report in process.�
Different attitudes toward pricing, variations in costs of construc-
tion, land and operations and, in some cases, ignorance of prevailing
rental rates at competitive facilities combine to produce variations
in rates charged by private marina operators in the same market area.
The result may be the simultaneous appearance of vacancies and waiting
lists among private facilities in the same county.

In several counties, the highest rates currently being charged are
be 1 ow the "ma rket l imi t" rat e: no vacanci es are evidenced at the

highest-priced private marinas.
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Profiles of moorage market conditions among Washington's coastal zone
counties are presented in Table 4. The should be inter reted with
caution. Attem ts to raise rates to the market limit cou d result
in si nificant chan es in a re ate demand, causin wit drawa of

vacancies in tote on rnn.

Summary Ftridtnqs

ExpiiEslori ot nt x!r.MJe 'vuittpti

Regionwide, the amount of moorage under construction, and p'lanned for
construction by 1986, will expand existing supply by 27-374, or at an
atinuai rate of from 4.9 to 6.5X. But, at the county level, vast
disparities in expansion of supply are seen. Pacific Coast and lower
Columbiai River counties show no planned expansion. However, Puget
Sound counties will expand at rates from 3.9'X  Snohomish County ! to up
to almost 300$  Skagit!.

Lxparistoti ot moorage tier>@rid

Even if the whole region's recreational boating fleet expanded at the
rate forecast for Puget Sound Council of Governments region--2.8% per
year through 1985--by 1986, the total change would be only 14.8$. In
only five of the 15 counties or multi-county regions in the study area
does planned expansion of moorage supply fal 1 short of 14.8'ir., and in
two of these cases--Pacific and Grays Harbor counti es, and Columbi a
River counties--significant and growing year-round vacancies are
evident. Even recognizing that fleet expansion forecasts rely solely
on historical boat trailer regi stration data, the 20% of the fleet
which utilizes moorage facilities would have to expand at a rate 5
times faster than the trailered fleet to fill p'lanned moorage by 1986!
Put another way, if the the moored fleet grew at the same rate as the
trailered fleet, it would take 10 years to fill the new moorage slips
planned to be on line within the next 5 years.

Obviously, not all moorage facilities now on the drawing boards will
be built, nor, if built, would they necessarily be as large as
originally proposed. Furthermore, delays due to permit procedures, or
financing difficulties could retard the proposed rate of expansion.
Nonetheless, in counties where 5-year expansion plans dramatically
exceed forecasted rates of fleet expansion, investor caution is in
order. Based on all the information collected and analyzed over the
1 ast 3 yea rs, here are my own conc lusi ons, county-by-county, on the
investment risks and potentials for moorage facilities construction.

Courities with high year-rouriri var ant ie>

Pacific and Grays Harbor counties: persistent high, year-round
vacancies are found in existing public marinas  Westport and Ilwaco!
due to restrictions on the sport and commercial ocean salmon fisheries
and fuel cost increases.

Lower Columbia River counties:  Wahkiakum, Cowlitz, and Clark!.
Persistent year-round and even higher winter seasonal vacancies are
evident in these counties in which rental rates are the lowest among
al l Washington coastal counties.
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San Juan, Mason, and the eastern parts of Clallam and Jefferson
counties exhibit winter seasonal vacancies. "Market limit" rates are
one dollar per foot per month lower in winter than in summer. The
western part of Clallam County  west of Port Angeles! is a special
case; Moorage facilities are rented by the day and close during win-
ter months, except for LaPush Boat Haven, leased from the  }uil cute
Tribe by the Port of Port Angeles. Access to the county's shoreline
has been reduced by the Hood Canal Bridge disaster. Sequi m Bay Ma r-
ina, if built, would satisfy growth in demand in east Clallam and east
Jefferson counti es for the next 10 years.

C.OUOI[lcs wlltl rxcL.'M Vcdr-rrjUrlci cfcvTIdncf

MOSt Puget SOund COuntieS' marinaS are full and waiting liStS are eVi-
dent at the highest priced facilities. Skagit, Island, Snohomish,
Pierce, Thurston, and Kitsap have no significant vacancies. King
County marinas charging $4.50 or more per foot per month for open wet
moorage have experienced slow fil 1-up �5 boats per month, between
January and September 1981!. Whatcom County mainland marinas are ful 1
year-round.

However, when the planned additions to the stock of moorage in these
counties is taken into account, there are several cases where
over-investment by 1986 could occur. In Skagi t County, planned
moorage could expand the existi ng supply almost 3-fold, in Whatcom by
45K, Thurston 56$, Ki tsap by 27K, and King County by 2 I'X. In each
case, the rate of expansion significantly exceeds that forecasted for
the Puget Sound CounCil of GOvernrnentS' fOur-COunty region by 1986:
14.8$. Furthermore, this forecast was made before the Prime Rate
soared to its 1981 peak and the consequent 50$ drop in sales of boats
and motors from the 1978 hi gh t$ 's, 1967 ! appeared. The forecast may,
simply, be overly optimistic.

In conclusion, the market for moorage has changed drastically since
the halcyon days of the late seventies when boat dealers, with some
justification, claimed moorage shortfalls were retarding boat sales.
The reverse now seems likely: downturns in boat sales may well be
retarding the growth in the market for moorage.

Footnotes

I. Goodwin, Robert F. and Robert L, Stokes, Washington Sea Grant
Technical Report, WSG 80-7, December 1980.

2. Fuel price inflation probably accounts for reductions in seasonal
use of Olympia marinas by trai lered boats from the Columbia River
metropolitan areas.

3. Only 66.2% of the motorized pleasure smallcraft fleet were regis-
tered in 1978, and of those registered, 65'5 were expired registra-
tions. These appalling statistics can be expected to improve now
that the USCG has contracted out its registration task to a
private data management firm.
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4. Standard Industrial Classification  SIC! 555 industry sales, re-
ported by the Washington State Department Of Revenue.

5. Oceanographic Institute of Washington, Surve of Marine Boat
Launchin and Moora e Facilities in Washin ton

6. Because of variations in sizes of slips and their relative mix in
marinas, some vacancies can occur bel ow the "market limit" rate
and waiting lists above it. Owners of larger �0'+! vessels and
liveaboards may be unable to find suitable moorage, while smaller
slips are vacant.

7 . "Recreational Boating in Washington� 's Coastal Zone: The Demand
for Moorage," unpublished report in progress, Coastal Resources
Program, Institute for Marine Studi es, University of Washington.
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Financial Feasibility Studies

Frank R, Lanou. Jr,
Robert G. Meadows

CH,M Hill

Irirroduction

Tliis paper discusses the various purposes that flnancia feasibi I ify
studies serve. In particula~, the benef i f of these f inanr ia I studies
as planning tools will be identified. The discussion focuses on public
and private marina financing, but is applicable to any invostment.

This liaper is organized 'rito two sections. The first section discusses
tho need for financial feasibility studies. This section also discusses
when such studies are most needed. The second section describes how
investors or public agencies could obtain benefits from these studies.

Need for Financial Feasibility Studies

I3as i ca I I y there are f our reasons support i nq the need for f i nanc i a I feas-
ibi I ity studies. The studies serve to identify with additional -urety:

Why a project is needed
why a project i. currently needed
Why the need is best met by the project
How investors can be assured that they wiii  a! be repaid and
 b! be repaid on time

Market analyses that address the first three topics are considered part
of financial feasibility studies, The fourth topic, how investors can
be assured, is primarily a financial topic . financial planning serves
the fourth purpo e by showing investors that financial planning, includ-
ing contingency planning, for the project was done by the prospective
managers, Contingency planning consists of anticipating necessary
actions to offset revenue shor tfal s or cost over runs should they occur
during the life of the pr oject. Additionally, financial studies serve
to show investors that long-term financial planning has occurred.



When are FirTancial Studies Needed

Independent financial studies are needed when the investors are not tiie
managers, such as when the investors are bondholder s or banks, and do
not have a familiarity with the risks of the investment, A feasibility
study serves to put all inve tments in a common format for evalu<>tion
by persons without comp I ete fam I I i arity w ith the f inane ia I asi>ec fs of
the project. A fee i bility study serves to quantity the magriitude r>t
financial r isk arid express the r isk in ror I>arable ter»= to otlier
investments.

Independent tinanciuI studies dre needed when the tinanciai expo-ure
of tiie project is primarily borne by outside investors, In contrast,
financial studies are less riecessary for a general obligatiori bond
issue where the primary financial risk is bo~ne by county properly
owners.

benefit<, c>f Financial Feasibility Studies

F i nanc i a I f eas i b i I i ty studi es can be of bene f i t to i nvestment barikers,
investor s, and pr Ivate develol>er s or spon crlng publ ic agencies. For
investment bankers the studies aid in <narketing dnd in obtaining
favorable ratings. This is partirularly true for issues not guaranteed
by l>roperty tax. Minimum, though var i ab le, qua I i ty star>dard s are re-
qu i red for th I s pur pose.

For investors, the studies can provide a guide to the financial risks
af the project. It i unclear how important this benefit is for most
investors. Generally the rating of an issue serves a «n indicator of
the technical review for <nany investors. In other cases, personal
knowledqe of the developers and iiieir previous investments serves as
an indicator of the financial success of new investments.

For developers or managinq agencies, financia I feasibility studies
pr ov ide better uriderstand ing of three related aspects of e pi oject .
First, the study identifies the financial requirements of the project
itself. 5econd, the study identifies the financiaI effects of the
proje<.t on overall business or operations, includln<~ long-ranqe plans.
Third, the study serves as a contingency planriiri<T tool in the event
that the financial projections do not material ize as anticipated.

Financial Re uiiements of the Pro'ect. A f inanciai study provides
answers to two very important questions. First, can you afford the
project, or what f inane i a I cond i ti ons with regard I'o < evenues arid
costs have to occur for you to be able to afford the project'? .'>econd,
if you can afford it, can you obtain financial backin<g? Somewhat
restated, what financial conditions have to occur for you to convince
others of your ability to afford the project, or what are the equity
and D'>A service requirements imposed by lenders?

Financial Effects on Overall 0 erations. A financial study provides
answers to questions such as  a! How does the project affect your abil-
ity to pursue other investment opportunities that may come along; and
 b! How many years does the project have to be subsidized by other prof-
Itable operations before it becomes a contributor to overall profits?
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Contin enc Plannin . The third benefit of financial planninq is to
a I low plar<nir<g for contin<!encies such as possibIe increase in future
f inancing rates or <le< rease in long-terrr< inflation. Speci f ical ly,
contin<gency planning should identify the needed changes in project
des i<gn or phas in<g to acco<r<mode fe higher than expected interest r ate
and ti I I al low financial feasibi I ity. Alternatively, what char>ges
cou I d be made in r esponse to I ower future i nf I at I on, thus lower annua I
in< reases in rental revenue

The In<-re~sed Importame oF F<r!i!r!r IHI PI sr! r! <ng

Financial feasibility tudics that incorporate the three purposes dis-
cu''ed above are more imper tant than 3 year-s a<!o due to the wide var-
iance in interest rate and 'nf lation forecasts. Durir><g the period fr om
rnid-]979 to mid-1979, long-term municipal f Inan<  r<g rate varied very
I i tt le from 6 percent. However, inoe rr<i d-!9/9 the rate' have varied
considerably, and <gener a I I y upward.

Basically, there are two questions that a financial analy is should
answer i f it i s to be ~ sed for contin<qency mar>aqement.

o What is the effect and its significance of a change in
estimated costs on project f.easibility or rate of return
on investment?

What is the effect and its significance of a change in
estimated revenues on the rate of re furr< on investment?

o How does the r-ate of rctur
range of interest rates' ?

percenta<<e points, imply
not df fected by charl<ges In
steep over the sarr<e range,
financing r'ates could resu

o How do projections of debt service coverage change over a
range of interest rates? At what interest rate will coverage
drop below the required minimum and, importantly, is this
interest rate likely to occur during the financing of the
project?

Basicatly, these and related questions attempt to answer what magnitude
or change in the variables will chan<ie the bottom line answer signifi-
cantly'~

Financial tudies should also anticipate chanqes in revenue flows due
to lower moorage fees or higher vacancy rates. Resistance to higher
moorage fees should be anticipated throuqh the effect on vacancy. These

With regard to estimated costs,
gories that could <=hange. They
 b! the construction cost, and
tions and rr<air<tenance expense.
anal yzed for charlges ir< each of
certainty of interest rates and
through financial planning. Hy
i ng questions can be answered� .

there are three important cost cate-
are;  a! the f inane ing or interest cost,

 c! through inf Iation, the annual opera-
The effects on rate of return should be
these costs, In par licular, the ur<-
future inflation can be anticipated
means of financial analyses, the follow-

n or< investment change over a
it relatively flat over 2 or

in<I that feasi bi Ii ty I probably
f inancinq rates, or Is it very
implying that slight changes in

It in change of project feasibility.



subjects are usual I y di scu sed in a market ana ly is. Throu<ih seris i I i-
vity anal y es the fol lowin<g question <= an be addre=sed.

o What moorage rate must be char<ged to tireak even on the pr oj-
ect, and how hiqh must moora<gc rate- be raised for eac.h
percenta<ge increase in return on investment, Results of
market analysis can then be used to see if suc h rate. are
realistic.

o What is the maximu<n vacancy rate that the marina can have and
still <generate sufficienf revenue to break even,

The answers to the-e and other que lion become more important when
data uncertainty increases, or when a wide ran<ge <>f exi>ert opinion con-
cerning the data exists.

Summary

In summary, f inancial analyses are part of every I>us ines> d<-.<.isi<><i, The
form of the ana I ys is can range from intui ti on an<'. prier exi er i err< e of
the mana<gers to for ria I cash f low ana I y cs, The more forma I ana lyse
provide many direct and indirect berief it to inve.trient bzrikers,
investors and deve I oi>ers, and manaq i n<3 «gene ice. I he i rid i r ect I>enef i I:
su<'h a contingency p larininIg are becomin<g in< rca ing I y irr<po~tant
to data uncerta intie and conf I ictiri<g expert opinion,

c I os i n<g, thc accuracy of a i nq I e for ecasf i s rio I on Ier ver y impor-
tant, since most i f not a I I for ecasts are e' entia I I y wrong. Whaf
important is the credibi I ity of the fore< ast, and this <-rcdibi I i ty
is best expressed thr ou<gh the anti<.-ipation of arid iilaranin<I for potential
financial calamities.
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Coping with Regulation
Strategies for Success

Rollie Montagne
Aspen Group, Inc.

The single most important factor in the success of your project is your
own personal involvement in the entire process. There are no magic
formulas or persons that will guarantee a project's success. If,
however, you are highly motivated, personally involved but flexible,
have a sound game plan  strategy! and are willing to accept the long
hours and frustrations involved, your odds for success can be
improved.

Strategies are simply well thought out procedures to deal with
problems. Most of my remarks today will be directed toward
strategies for coping with regulation, but in the total project
development problem, permits and authorization are simply components
in the total strategy for project development.

The regulatory process is often singled out by developers and
delegated to a second or third party for management rather than
incorporating it into their overall projert development scheme. I
think this is true because most of us find dealing with the regulatory
process one of the most frustrating and least predictable parts of our
project. Placed in perspective, however, dealing with the regulatory
process falls into the overall project development problem as pieces,
not an isolated element. As the diagram illustrates, the regulatory
process is a part of the project's informal assessment, planning, and
permit acquisition phases.
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For purposes of today's discussion let's define regulatory process as
the primary State and Federal permit authorizations for waterway
development, Most of us would agree that this system is confusing
and complex to the uninitiated but there are steps that can be taken
to simplify the problems and make the process more predictable.

Before we talk about these steps Iet's consider four rules that are
basic to successfully coping with the regulatory process.

1. Be willing to accept the governmental process as it is today,
or forestall your application until it changes,

2. Be flexible in devising different means of achieving your
project goals.

3. Be personally involved in the process.

Develop a clear step-by-step strategy for moving your project
through the system,

If you are still willing to move forward with the project after
considering these rules, let's look at organizing and moving your
project through the regulatory process.

In 1980 the Northwest Marine Trade Association published two
manuals, one for the State of Washington and one for the State of
Oregon, designed to provide information and perspective on marina
development and the regulatory process. The handbook deals with
overall project development and the two elements which form the base
for beginning your step-by-step progress into and through the
regulatory system. These elements are:

1. A clear understanding of what you want to do, and what you
have to do to make a successful project.

2. A clear understanding of the forum you are entering  the process
your application will take and the attitudes of the people
reviewing your project! .

- 41

This element should be approached with the same management attitude
and personal attention you give the other development components.



Building on this base, the handbook outlines the steps necessary to
obtain State and Federal permits. The 10 steps to help you deal with
the regulatory process are as follows:

STEP 1. DO NOT MAKE A STATE OR FEDERAL PERMIT APPLICATION.

Making a state or federal application triggers a whole host of
governmental processes and review procedures, If your original
ideas are not possible, the revised application must be recirculated
and you will be fighting an uphill battle to overcome the specter of
the initial unacceptable project. Permit applications are sufficiently
specific that any project with moderate complexity will require you to
invest substantial amounts in professional services for design before
you can file your application; redesign will be unnecessarily
expensive.

STEP 2. DO NOT LEAVE INITIAL PROJECT EVALUATION OR AGENCY
CONTACT TO A THIRD PARTY.

Few developers would turn the initial assessment of project funding
availability over to a third party. This is partly because the
decision on granting funds partially depends on the funding source's
evaluation of you and your ability to perform. Major federal and
state permits are reviewed and evaluated based upon the reviewer's
opinion of the impact of your overall project, not on strict guidelines.
Your direct interface with the reviewer will provide critical
impressions on your ability to construct the marina. Do not allow a
third party to independently represent you or your project to the
permitting or review agencies. The success or failure af the project
is ultimately your responsibility. Make or attend the initial contacts
and hear for yourself what the agencies recommend on your project,
then manage the process and review the designs yourself before
making permit applications.

STEP 3. APPROACH OBTAINING STATE AND FEDERAL PERMITS AS
YOU WOULD OBTAINING A BANK LOAN.

Your banker lends money based upon available funds and your
ability to repay the loan. He feels personally responsible for the
bank's money,. Resource and environmental agencies have similar
feelings. They are in charge of public assets  fish, water, wildlife,
environmental quality, etc.! . They view you as making a draw from
that public account by virtue of your impact. Even though you will
be providing increased services and tax dollars, their view is that the
basic accounts  water, fish, wildlife, etc.! will be decreased. Their
judgments will be as subjective as your bankers; approach them in
the same manner.

Depending upon the complexity of your project and whether NEPA
and/or SEPA statements will be required, processing, review and
authorization through the various systems can take from nine months
to two years. A general idea of how long your project may take can
be made early in the concept stage before funding, design and
construction schedules have been established.
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STEP 4. DETERMINE WHAT GEOGRAPHIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING YOU ARE IN.

You should obtain a general idea whether your initial concept for
development is acceptable at your proposed location and whether
public-owned or sensitive environments may be involved. The
Department of Natural Resources, Department of Ecology, and local
planning agencies have maps of public land and sensitive areas in the
coastal zone. Outside the coastal zone the state Departments of
Fisheries and Game have information on environmentally sensitive
areas.

STEP 5. CONTACT LOCAL PLANNING/ZONING AUTHORITIES FOR
INFORMAL ASSESSMENT ON YOUR DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT.

Local regulations and requirements vary significantly. The specific
detailed local requirements are not contained in this manual for this
reason. The state -wide locally administered SEPA and Shoreline
Management Act programs are explained in the manual, The local
zoning/planning authority can give you a preliminary read-out on
Shoreline Management Act permits and/or SEPA requirements, as well
as local attitudes. The local overnment is our first int of contact.

STEP 6, VISlT CENTRAL STATE/FEDERAL RESOURCE AGENCY
GROUP MEETINGS AND ASK FOR A PREPROJECT REVIEW,

There is currently an informal group of state and federal agencies
called the "Musk Oxen". They meet in Olympia once a month and
provide an opportunity for individuals to present proposed projects
for suggestions and comment. These comments are not re- ro'ect
authorization, but are advisory. If this group for some reason is not
functioning, the central permit processing agency, the Department of
Ecology or Corps of Engineers will generally pull together a
conference at your request.

STEP 7, DETERMINE THE SPECIFIC IMPACTS OF YOUR DEVELOP-
MENT, THEIR SIGNIFICANCE, AND WHO HAS INFORMATION
ON THESE IMPACTS.

You may wish to employ professionals at this point. Effective
communications with the agencies and public requires you to be fully
briefed on the potential positive and negative aspects of your
proposal. This question also has a bearing on project design and/or
modification. If you choose to use outside professionals, they need to
be on-board at this point.

STEP 8. DETERMINE DEVELOPMENT FEASIBILITY � OR WHAT, IF
ANY, Al TERATIONS WILL NEED TO BE MADE 70 YOUR
ORIGINAL IDEA TO MAKE IT ACCEPTABLE.

You or your team are now ready to make some decisions--some
political, some practical--on abandoning, modifying or submitting your
project as originally planned, At this point you should review the
alternatives you have both for layout and construction techniques,
and make appropriate modifications. If your marina project is small
and involves only simple alterations, you can proceed directly. If
your project is complex or involves a "substantial development" have
your professional team draft your applications and support information.
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STEP 9. DETERMINE WHICH AGENCIES HAVE DIRECT PERMIT
ISSUING AUTHORITY, WHICH AGENCIES ISSUE PERMITS
THAT REQUIRE REVIEW  DISCRETIONARY PERMITS!,
WHICH AGENCIES WILL BE REVIEWING YOUR PERMIT.

You must have a thorough briefing on the general systems of permit
processing and types of authorization your project will require. The
general policies of the agencies that will be reviewing your permit
application and what their general concerns are should be a part of
your checklist for final design and future permit review management.
Remember, under the current system in Washington, any reviewing
state agency on a discretionary permit has the ability to hold up the
processing of your application until their questions have been
answered. In addition, the Corps of Engineers will generally not
issue a permit over the objections of a local government.

STEP 10. MAKE SURE THE INFORMATION USED IN YOUR
APPLICATION IS ACCURATE.

Processing of applications has been delayed for weeks and serious
questions raised about the entire project because of inaccurate data or
misinterpreted agency requirements. All agencies have information,
but some have key information. Do not accept one agency's view of
another agency's requirements or processes without checking; go to
the source. The most up-to-date information on your site and
regulations controlling your cievelopment will be found at the agency
office which has direct control over your development. View agencies
as sources of key information for development of your application, as
well as reviewers,

Each project has its own unique characteristics but the key points to
remember in an overall strategy are:

1. Have an overall strategy for project development which
includes acquisition of permits.

2. Approach the permit process with an open mind whether or
not you agree or disagree with the process.

3. Understand there are no magic formulas or persons that
can guarantee success.

If you can follow these general guidelines your odds for obtaining
the necessary permits and successful marina development can be
improved,



Intergovernmental Coordination

Rex Van Warmer

liicieperidr rit Ecologic,~l Services

Interagency coordination, as it is discussed in this paper, refers to
the coordination of those agencies responsible for reviewing develop-
ment oriented permits such as Section 10/404 under the Corps of
Engineers  COE! j uri sdiction, State Hydraulics Approval and the Shore-
lines I'management Act.

In Washington there is an organized interagency permits review and
planning forum called Muskoxen. It is an informal associationship
between those regulatory and resource agencies at the State and
Federal level that review these permits on a regular basis. Once
each month the group meets in Olympia, Washington to discuss COE public
notices that are of concern to one or more of the agencies. This
constitutes one half of each monthly meeting, Up until three-four
years ago, the agency representatives were the only people in atten-
dance and a project was usually not discussed until it came out on a
Corps of Engineers Public Notice. During this period a representative
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service chaired the meeting.

In 1978 the group initiated an expanded function and service to poten-
tial developers. One half of each monthly meeting is now reserved for
prepermit and sometimes pre-EIS discussion with applicants proposing
developments or other actions which wi 1 1 require review under various
Federal and State regulations and/or agency guidelines. The purpose
is to impart information to applicants regarding different agency con-
cerns and assist them in developing projects that will least impact
natural resources and satisfy regulations and guidelines. It is the
opinion of the Muskoxen attendees that early coordination and inter-
action between developers and regulators will reduce the time and
confusion sometimes related to the permitting process, minimize losses
to fish and wildlife resources and generate an understanding and better
working relationship between private and government entities.
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The agencies represented and the respective permits they regulate are:
A. Washington State agencies

Department of Ecology � Shorelines Management and Water
equality Certification
Department of Fisheries - Hydraulic Project Apptqval/
Department of Game � Hydraulic Project Approval/
Department of Natural Resources � State land leases

2.
3.
4.

B. Federal agencies

Army Corps of Engineers - Section 10, 404, 10/404 and 103
Environmental Protection Agency
National Marine Fisheries Service � Marine Mammal Protection
Act

Office of Coastal Lone Management
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Endangered Species Act

l.
2.
3.

4,
5.

Other agencies which have attended on occasion are:

A. Washington State agencies

Archeology and Historic Preservation
2. Parks and Recreation
3. Transportation Department

B. Federal agencies

1. Bureau of Indian Affairs
2, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
3. National Park Service

C. Indian Tribal representatives

The representatives of these agencies feel strongly that interaction
between them and the developers as early in a project's life as
possible is beneficial to both parties. The ideal situation occurs
when a project can be presented to Muskoxen before the applicant has
developed an EIS and before it is presented to any regulatory authori-
ties for processing. In this manner an open exchange can take place.
The resource representatives can get a good understanding of the pro-
posed project and the project proponent can learn what concerns the
agencies have, if the project satisfies regulations and meets guide-
lines, and most important if the project can expect to get the neces-
sary State and Federal permits without project modifications, It
allows for discussions relative to changes that might be made to
reduce impacts and lessen agency concerns, or mitigation or compensa-
tion measures that might be applicable.

1/ Jointly issued
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Although the group has achieved some level of consistency and identity,
i t remains an informal work group with no inherent authoriti es. The
authorities remain with the individual agencies represented.



Without interacting with agencies at an early stage of the project,
you may learn of these concerns through formal channels after you have
spent a year or more of drafting an EIS or 90-180 days if applying
for a Corps permit,

Two things you must remember; �! Muskoxen is informal; it does not
replace formal scoping procedures for EIS determination wi th the
Corps, and it does replace declarations of significance or non-
significance under shorelines; and �! you are not required to parti-
cipate. You can pursue all of the permit processes without its
involvement.

Interagency Coordination is a good tool for developers, if it is used
right. Make sure you or your consultants know the regulations and
understand the permit processing procedures, Interface with the
resource managers before you cast your plans in concrete.

If you have a project you wish to place on the Muskoxen agenda, call
the U .S . Fish and Wildlife Service office in Olympia �06-753-9440!
and ask for the Muskoxen Coordinator. It's as simple as that.
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DNR Marine Lands Policies

Robert W Coon

Marine l ands Divistor>

Washington State Department of Natural Resources

In preparing for thxs talk I tried to include those aspects of thc
Department of Natural Resources aquatic land policies which I thought
would be of interest to a group involved in tl>e marina industry.
Because the title of the l>arrel is "Coping with Regulations", I felt it
was the purpose to identify the various agency hurdles that must bc
overcome for marina prot>osals and then offer help in gettir.g over those
hurdles. When one discusses regulations that must be complied with in
aquatic land development, most of the hurdles that come to mind are the
myriad of permits that must be obtained. In the case of the Det>artment
of Natural Resources the hurdle is not a permit, for the Department of
Natural Resources role is not regulatory but rather proprietary. The
requirement that usually must be met when dealing with the Det>artment
of Natural Resources is the issuance of ,: 1easi. or use of the t'de-

lands, shorelands or bedlands.

As manager or trustee of the publicly owned aquatr.c lands, the
Department of Natural Resources get.s involved in marina projects
because most marinas need deep water that cannot be accommodated on
privately owned tidelands or shorelands. Therefore, because public
property is involved it is the Department of Natural Resources functior>
to issue a lease for that project.

Before we get into the details of leasing requirements, however, I
would like to cover some basic principles that guide the Department
of Natural Resources management of the public aquatic lands. The first
concept that should be understood is the term "public trust". State-
owned tidelands, shorelands, and all beds of navigable waters, are held
in trust by the State for all citizens, with each citizen having an
equal and undivided interest in the land. For example, a citizen from
Walla Walla, Pasco or Spokane, has as much interest in the aquatic
lands as a person living beside Puget Sound here in Seattle. Embodied
in this concept is the recognition that our natural resources are not
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free, and that aquatic lands are as valuable, or more so, than other
land. These public aquatic lands are managed by the Department of
Natural Resources to maximize the benefit to all citizens of the State.
Benefits to the public for the management of these aquatic lands, are
realized when:

a! Navigational needs *re met which are of benefit to the
general public,
Space is provided for a variety of aquatic, recreational
and economic activities,
Environmental standards are met.

b!

c!

Another concept that needs to bc understood in order to understand
the Department of Natural Resources management philosophy, is that of
withdrawal. Any conveyance of public right to private individuals
requires compensation to the public for that withdrawal. To allow use
of the publ.ic's land without. adequate compensation is unconstitutional.
However, various types of uses have different impacts on the public's
ability to use the land. Complete withdrawal of the land for private
use would require full compensation to the public owner. Withdrawal
of uses which allow some aspects of public access to use of the land
require less compensation, depending on the degree of public use.

Another policy that should be understood is proper land allocation
and planning. Although the State of Washington is blessed with a
Puget Sound and other fine bodies of water, the availability for
shoreline uses is not limitless. Department of Natural Resources
policy supports the philosophy that development of publicly owned
aquatic lands must be orderly. Zn order to control this growth and to
insure that it is planned, the Department has established use classi-
fications for harbor areas, and tideland/shorelands, which prioritize
the various uses based on the degree to which they are water-dependent
navigation and commerce uses.

ln addition, we are making a concerted effort to coordinate our classi-
fication and allocataon systems with local governments master shore-
line management plans, so there is a coordinated planning effort
between the State and local governments.

Also, whenever possible, it is the Department of Natural Resources
policy to direct marina growth to urban areas, rather than allowing
numerous marinas to be widely distributed throughout the Sound.
Currently, the Department has embarked on a review of the harbor area
system, and adjoining first-class tideland areas. The purpose of this
study will be to review the authorities and responsibilities that have
been given to the Department for the management of harbor areas, and
to identify overlapping authoritics that are creating conflicts.

Once the issues have been identified and the various roles segregated,
then the next step in the harbor planning process will be to propose
tentative solutions, and give general direction to that plan.
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We hope. the study will identify some of the outstanding issues, and
varying roles that are assumed in the management of harbor areas
between the Department, the Washington State Ports, other local govern-
ments and agencies.



Basing value on comI>arabic non Department of Natural
Resources market rents,
Use various apt rai.,al techniques to determine the true
fair market value of the land.

2!

Rent. is determined by multiplying the fair market value by a use rate
percent. The use rate porc«ntage is likewise determined by using:

a! non Department of Natural Resources market rental rates, or;
b! the average rate charged in a local area for long-term

mortgag«s.

In ord«r to determine fair market values the Department uses six
appraisal technique s. Three of these techniques are the Income, Cost,
and Market Approaches, which are traditional approaches accepted by
most appraisal organizations. The other three techniques are the
Shore Contribution, Substitution, and Extension, which were developed
by the D«partmcnt in cooperation with a panel of appraisers from five
appraisal organizations. These latter tcc!>niques werc develo»cd for
the unique problems that aquatic lands I>resent to the appraiser.
These techniqu«s are defined in the Aquatic I.and Management Policies
which are availablc at this workshop.

In the first part of this talk, I discussed the concept of withdrawal
from public us«. In conjunction with this concept, it follows that
there should be some provision for rewarding thos< [>rivate uses that
do allow some aspects of public use. Contained in the Department's
Aquatic Land Policies are criteria for allowing reductions in lease
rentals for public use. These criteria allow for rental reductions
for those portions of a lease whic» allow public use on a first-come
first-serve basis. In the past, these criteria have been applied very
conservatively by the Department. It. is our intention in the future
to insure that all lessee's understand the options available for
reducing their rental burden, by allowing certain public use and
access provisions within their leased area. These criteria are
contained in the Land Nanagement Policies found under "public usc".
The criteria are the following:

1! Land must be available daily to the public on a first�
come first-serve basis and may not be leased to private
parties on any more than a day use basis.

2! Any fees charged the general public to not exceed thr
cost of operating the facility.

3! Public use must be prominently advertised on the premises.

4! Public must be granted free access to the use.
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With the preceding public trust concepts as a basis, I would like to
cov«r the subject of leasing requircm«nts. As we have already
discussed, thc public owner of t»e aquatic land must. be compensated
for any private usc. of its land. The compensation to the publ.ic for
that Withdrawal is in th« fOrm Of leaSe rentalS. The Washingtan State
st atutes require the Department to base lease rentals on the true and
fair value of thc land in money. The Department uses two methods for
determining what that true and fair value is:



We would encourage all marinas to look at their current operation and/
or proposals, to see if there is opportunity to provide public use
which would qualify for rental reductions.

A fairly new type of lease has appeared on the marina scene which has
caused the Department to look at. its leasing procedures and policies.
This new development is what we term "condominium marinas". This type
of lease basically allows the developer to sell moorage sli}>s within
the area leased from the State, rather t}>an thc trad Ltional 1casing
or rentinq of t}>ose slips. T}>is type of a marina has been around for
a few years but not to t}>e extent it }>as been recently occurring. Thc
De}>artment has two concerns with this type of lease. T}>~ first
concern is to avoid the }>osition of dealing with multi}>1~ lessee '."
OnCe the marina haS been deVelOped, and the SlipS are all SOld. The
second point is to insure that the purchasers of slips that are
located on publicly owned lands, realize that they are not purchasing
in f< e, but are only buying a partial leasehold right. We have
developed 1< ase formats w}>ich allow the State to enter into these
type of leases. A master lessee may be a moorage association with a
lease that allows partial assignment of the mast.cr lease, The law
allows the State to lease beds for a term of 30 years wit}> a rig}>t
of renewal.

I have very briefly covered some of the De}>artment's aquatic land
management philosophies, and some of the mrchanics of its aquatic
leasing program. All of the policies and techniques that have been
discussed are codified into the Washington Administrative Codes and
are contained in the aquatic land management publication. The
Department wants to ercourage you to feel free to provide in}>ut to
the Department. concerning any aspect of the management of the aquatic
lands. We would be particularly interested in receivi ng income and
cost information for marina operations. Hopefully this type of
information could bc used to evaluate our current method of rental
determination. If you have any questions concerning the Department
policy procedure, or questions s}>ecific to your lease, our Area
offices will always be glad to help you.
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Marina Industry in Wisconsin
Lessons for Washington?

Dr, Ayse Somersari
Uruversity of Mhscons>r>, Exrensior>

Public access to the nation's beaches and coastal waters is a critical
issue in all coastal states. Coastal planners are faced with large
population concentrations within 50 miles of the coastline with grow-
ing recreational demands. These increasing numbers of recreationists
are facing competition from commercial, industrial and residential
activities for space on the coast.

Wisconsin has had a longstanding concern with the need for providing
public access to navigable lakes and streams. The pressure to pro-
vide public access to the Great Lakes for boating purposes has been
increasing faster than other recreational demands due to increased
partici pation rates among urban families, improvements in Great Lakes
fishing, and overuse of inland lakes and streams close to population
centers.

There is excess demand for marina slips on both the Lake Superior and
Lake Michigan coasts of Wisconsin, Further, the existing excess de-
mand wil! increase over the next decades along with the growth of
population, income and leisure time . On the other hand, the develop-
ment and management of mari nas is one of the 1 east scientific and
unguided of all enterprises serving the recreation public. While
the boat manufacturing community has come of age by feeding the wants
of the consumers with boats of improved desi gn whi ch are easier to
operate, marinas are virtually the same as when the word was first
coined around 1924,

There is a need for additional boating facilities in all areas of the
Wisconsin coast, including harbors of refuge, marina slips, transient
dockage, boat launch facilities and dry storage alternatives . A few
coastal communities are currently considering marina development as a
part of efforts to expand their export sectors. Even if the planned



increases in the supply of slips can be realized, which is highly doubt-
ful in view of federal and state aid cutbacks, the additional supply of
public slips may end up replacing existing private slips unless the pro-
fit picture of private marinas is improved.

The shortness of the boati ng season coupled with high initial invest-
ment requirements, financing difficulties, and stringent environmental
controls, make it very difficult to attract private investment into this
area. The b'Ieak profit picture of existing marinas constitutes one
more discouraging sign to private investors .

Against this backdrop, the Wisconsin Coastal Management Program funded
a study of the internal management of the state's Great Lakes Marinas
in 1979. The overall objective of the study was to analyze the opera-
tions and management of existing Great Lakes Marinas, to identify in-
ternal management problem areas and to design educational programs to
improve the profitability of these enterprises .

While the size and scope of Washington's marina industry is many times
that of Wisconsin, the management problems identified in the Wisconsin
report are applicable to the mari nas in Washington as well as many other
coastal states .

t 979 Survey o M/isconsrn's Greet L~kes Mdrinas

A total of 72 facilities were identified as Great Lakes marinas and per-
sonal on-site interviews were conducted with owners or managers of 60
 83%! of the facilities during the summer of 1979. The number and size
of different facilities surveyed is identified in Table 1.

TABLE 1

and Size of Great Lakes Marinas in the Survey
¹ of Total ¹ Average ¹

Feci1ities* ~of Sli s ~of S1i s
12 636 53

9 1,1 21 125
36 1,808 50
57 3,565

offered only transient docking, with their major
sales, and are not included in Table 1.

Number, Type

Yacht Clubs
Public Marinas
Commercial Marinas
TOTAL

* Three facilities
business as boat

In the facilities surveyed, 41 K of the seasonal slips were rented to
sail boats and 59K to power boats. Sixty-five percent of the Lake
Superior region seasonal slips were rented to sail boats while 67K and
60K of the slips were rented to power boats in the Upper and Lower Lake
Michigan regions, respectively� .

Statewide, yacht clubs showed the highest percentage of slips rented to
sail boats �5%!, Public marinas had 61K power boats and commercial
marinas had 63K power boats .
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The remainder of this paper will summarize the 1 979 survey of Wisconsin's
Great Lakes mari nas and discuss their management problems .



Occupancy and Waiting Lists

Virtually all facilities surveyed were operating at or near capacity,
Vacancies were found only at those facilities experiencing a transition
in management or where slips had recently been added . On a regional
basis, the percentage of seasonal slips rented was relatively uniform,
ranging from 95% to 971,

In the Lake Superior region, the five facilities with a count of people
on waiting lists indicated a total of 285 waiting for a seasonal slip.
A total of 327 people were on waiting lists at the 14 facilities in
Upper Lake Michigan where a count was known. The Lower Lake Michigan
facilities showed 597 people on waiting lists .

Slip Rental Fees

The majority of marina slips were rented by the season. Some marinas
only quoted annual rates, while others had monthly and daily rates in
addition to the seasonal rate, Slip rental fee schedules varied from
place to place due to differences in minimum and maximum rates for
different size boats. In order to ensure comparability, all rates were
converted to per-foot basis. In reality, a straight per-foot basis was
rarely used i n quoting slip rental rates .

General Management Policies

Commercial marinas made up the majority of facilities surveyed. Because
of large differences between marinas with and without boat sales, the
following four-category breakdown of the 39 commercial marinas was used
in tabulating the data:

--Fourteen marinas with boat sales
--Nine marinas without boat sales and less than 21 slips
--Ten marinas without boat sales and 21-60 slips
--Six marinas without boat sales and more than 60 slips

Table 2 shows general management policies of commercial marinas. All 14
of the marinas with boat sales advertised to some extent, while only 15
of the 25 mari nas without boat sales advertised . Half of the marinas
with boat sales advertised outside the local area.

Mari nas with boat sales had the hi ghest average number of employees with
an average of 10.7 full-time summer employees and 6.6 employees for the
remai nder of the year. Marinas without boat sales and fewer than 60
slips averaged one employee i n the summer while mari nas with more than
60 slips averaged 6.6 full-time summer employees.

The predominant form of ownership was corporate, with 29 of the 39
marinas surveyed operating under corporate management.
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Commercial marinas had the highest seasonal rates,
foot statewide, with the highest rates  $19 ~ 77 per
Lake Michigan region  Milwaukee, Racine, Kenosha! .
varied widely from club to club but averaged $7.22
public marinas averaged $11.56 per foot.

averaging $14.80 per
foot! in the Lower

Yacht club rates
per foot, while



TABLE 2
General Management Policies of Commercial Harinas

Marketr nra:
Marinas advertising
Marinas advertising outside

local area

Personnel:
Average number of full-time
summer employees

Average number part-time
summer employees

Average number full-time
non-summer employees

Average number part-time
non-summer employees

Ownershi

So e proprietorshi p
Partnership
Corporation

Narinas with formal chart
of accounts

Marinas preplanning financia'f
statements:
Monthly
Quarterly
Annually

Marinas preparing budgets
Marinas with CPA review

of records

Marinas with accounting
system:
Checkbook
One-write

Manual journals 8 ledgers
Computer

Miscellaneous:
Narinas open year-round
Percent of business done
with:
Cash
Credit cards
Accounts receivable
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The ",apj 1 tication of the accounting system employ,ed varied by type of
mirina. J~al f of the marina" with hoat sal e; had -. formal chart of
accounts and prepared financial statements on a month'ly basis. Only
four of the 25 mari nas without boat sales had a formal chart of accounts
and 11 prepared monthly financial statements.

Budget forecasting was not widely employed by the marinas surveyed.
Only three of the 39 marinas employed a budgeting process.

Nine of the 14 marinas with boat sales and 16 of the 25 without boat
sales had an outside accountant review their financial records . The
predominant accounting system emoloyed hy t' o marinas wa, a n;nua 1 svs-
tem of journals and ledgers.

Twelve of the 14 mari nas with boat sales stayed open all year while only
8 of the 25 without boat sales stayed open year-round,

The percentage of business dane with cash, credit cards, and through
accounts receivable varied by type of marina . Mari nas with boat sales
and mari nas wi thout boat sales and greater than 60 slips did 50% and
55%, respectively, of thei r busi ness through accounts receivable.
Mari nas without boat sales and less than 60 slips did between 75% and
80% of their business with cash.

Pro ForrTia income Statemerirs

Tabl e 3 shows pro forrna income statements for the different groups of
marinas. The percentages are based on total gross revenues and show
the contributions of the various profit centers, cost of sales, and
operating expenses for each of the marina groups.

Fifty percent of the total revenues of commercial marinas with boat sales
was from boat and motor sales and brokerage. The second major profit
center was repairs and maintenance �2.6%!. Gas and oil sales �.6%!
and slip rentals �.1%! were insignificant profit centers. Cost of
sales was the largest expense for marinas with boat sales with purchases
of boats and motors �9.7%!, accessories �0,7%! and parts  9.1%! lead-
ing the way. Labor was the largest aperating expense at 13.1%.

The major revenue sources for the two commercial marina categories with
no boat sales and less than 60 slips were slip rentals and gas and oil
sales. Gas and oil purchases were the largest cost items, and debt
service, maintenance, and labor were the largest operating expenses,

The major profit centers in marinas without boat sales and more than
60 slips were slip rentals, repairs and maintenance and storage. Labor
costs �6%! were the highest expense item, followed by gas, oil and
part purchases,

Statewide, marinas without boat sales had a higher overall net opera-
ting income before income taxes �.4'%! than those marinas with boat
sales �.1'%!. The highest operating results were achieved by those
mari nas without boat sales and with 21 to 60 slips . Facilities with
21 to 60 sli ps probably performed better than those with less than 21
slips because of scale economies, These marinas also did better than
the enterprises with more than 60 slips because it appeared that at 60
slips a threshold was reached requiring additional profit centers and



CIE CO I I I I III I I I
II I I I I I I I

I I I I D I I I
CV r

a
I I W Cr

I
I I III O

O

LA I I I I LA LII
~ I I I I

I I I I

LII
C

rC
a E

O O
I OO

r O

r I I
I I

CD
I

CEJ

I I CD CD I NLJO
I I I ~ ' I I
I I M'cf I ~~ I I

ar: lr"
I I CO M
I I

ct

I N O
I
I N O

I NC! I NN I I
I I ~ ~ I I I
I I OCO I O III I I

~ El'OCPtf I QN I OOCOCOO
I ~ ' I

NOEL I OO I Or LCrOED
I O

LD C
~ ~

CD O LLO O

IJ
I

O.

r r OO I N CO
I E

N Kr G

LJOO> I O'O I Olllctr O
~ I I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

OCR I DO I Oh-r eO

KNN I NY! I CNCEJNO
I I r ~

MOO I OLID I OCDrNILIIO
r N O

I 'LO
I CO

Y!NI � D
NrC NO

ONLIIO I N CO~ ~
O

P!

I r QO I OOL � GDI ' ' I
I O III I Or~LOG

N O

LI! Y> CO

0II-

OIIIE0 I OCO I OLCLCOLOOE ~
OOO I OCO I ONNNQ

III Nr O

Ilr
~r~M I NCD~ ~ ~
r 0E OrOE I r CO

r W LCL

E
0 IJ

~ ~
~ ~92 ~

~ r LLJ

QJ

CJ

CY

Ll-
0

0 EJ>
Irrl L

rLO Q

-59-

CJ
LJ
I

LQ ILI
Lrl

C
CJ

rg
0 K
CCI

r3J
qpLI ~

I/I
~ CL CJ

ILI
CJl Irl

ILI LJ

n5 QP re
X

~ +J

CJ

L-
0 EJI
v e
4/! CC

CJ
IJ
C
rc

Ql C
CJ! Ill
LQ
I C
CJ -r

LCI
0 E

LJI 'r-
CJ mr�

LrJ
Lrr

' LLJ

LLJ
Or CL

0 M
0 W+

Lll I�
LJ nj D
K C3 I�

Vl L-
0
0

0 KLrl
Lrl Err
QJ W
LJ

0
W CCI

VD

O cC
CJ

III
cf

0 I � O
0 O CICL-



an
0 rD

C

Q

I Cl ID
I ~

ID 'c7

C
0

3

Ln
III

LDONOh OOO I 5-0 O
~ I

ID M N K N L55 Y! 0 I CO 0 Oa 0
N r

0 rD rD

ILI
Q

LO a' a
~ D IDLDLAh NOO I K OVDO

I
OCC I C' Crr � r

r
S-
ID

In
DJ ILI

+J ID
rD rD J Irrt
C/! Clt I�

0
CQ

rl5

a- a'
C K L55 Y! 4 0 M 0 L55 0 0 4 aD'~ + ~ ~
L0 ID Ll5 N le r % ct r N N

z

LJ
r

Q

rn
ID
'r
5-

0
CQ

0 In
I

0 r r
N Lll

N

IDNr LOOP!P!&r � CC
Nr r � + &r NLONNr WO

r LD r

0
II

ln
rl5 an
C Vl ID r�

DJJ:A
L-DI-
ID
Z N

'I

Dt
E E
0

I

0

M r�
tD

C 0 K

'r ID r ID
K~ 0

Kl

at a'.-
N ID ca Ll5 N N co K Oa w ~ ct'
WKK&&r NMNr r DL55II

I

Lrt
VI Ql
ID r
C j rD

r-
rD Z
K tD

0
GO

E 0 CO'a5 OLDmr Lt5N<X IDr
r 0 aD' LD N 0 r tr5 LDII

E5-
0
IJ ~ a

0 V 0

ILI
I55

O. W
Cl O

ta'.
LIJ

Cl
CJI
C

ILI

<U
rD In
P ILI
an
l55 V

P
Q

l55
DJ C
C C
rD  U
Z- C
an
C

CL C
IV

Lrl CY

5- 0 rD

-60-

ONNOLQLDLDll! I I
I I

O ID C P! 0 O CaJ I I
N

W L55 O 6! 0 LD 0 L55 PJ O O
IIZ K tr5 0 4 4 ~ 0 N N 0 0

IJJ

LrJ IJJ
QE
X 0
LaJ LJ

I � z
Q I�
LLJ aC
Q Q
0 IJJ
AO
CL
I � I�
O LaJ
I � z



associated increases in fixed expenses and labor; these costs more than
offset the increases in revenues.

Tabl e 3 also shows the proforma income statements for yacht clubs with
and without restaurants and for public marinas. For yacht clubs with a
restaurant, 75.2C of total gross revenue came from the restaurant and
bar. Food and beverage purchases �5.8%%u! and labor �7.4%%u! were the
major expenses .

Revenues of those yacht clubs without a restaurant were fairly evenly
distributed between slip rentals �0.5%%u!, membership fees �4.8%%u!, and
bar sales �7,6/! . Major expenses were food and beverage purchases
�5.8X!, labor �5.5%%u!, maintenance �2.2%%u!, and real estate taxes
�3.O%%u!.

By far the largest profit center in public mari nas was slip rental fees,
accounting for 83.8%%u of total gross revenue, The other profit centers
were launch fees and gas and oil sales . The major expenses were labor
�7%%u!, maintenance � 5 .7%!, and debt service  8 . 5%! . The high overall
net operating income of public marinas can be the outside services
 maintenance, etc.! received from other 'Iocal government agencies which
are not specifically charged to the marina.

IriternaI Management Problems arid Recommendanons

The 1979 survey of Wisconsin's Great Lakes Marinas does not allow for
conclusions regarding optimum facility size, the correct number of
employees, or the best point at which to add profit centers. It does,
however, point to some common problems in management which may be con-
tributingng to low profitability .

t rlr lrxI

The pricing of marina services was generally found to be the least
scientific aspect of management. The majority of the operators were
unaware of slip rental fees charged by competitors in the area. In many
cases, slips were rented on .the least profitable basis, such as charging
a set slip fee for larger boats when a fee based on boat size would
generate higher revenues, or charging small boats on a per-foot basis
when a fee based on slip size would yield greater revenue .

Commercial marinas need an annual review of their pricing policies.
They need to investigate prevailing rates in the area, the size and type
of boats moored at their facility, and the sizes of the slips they offer
to determine the pricing scheme which will maximize slip rental revenues .

Wetting Irsts arid expansion ptar>s

Waiting lists are an excellent source of information for pricing deci-
sions and in formulating expansion plans, provided they are comprehen-
sive and rel iable. The waiting lists kept by marina operators were
found to be lacking the most relevant information such as boat size and
type and, in many cases, the address of the potential patron. Further-
more, the extent of dup'Iication of names among marinas in an area is not
known.
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A large percentage of marinas without boat sales lacked essential finan-
cial management tools such as a chart of accounts, timely financial
statements, and budget forecasting.

A formal chart of accounts assures profit center reporting and provides
for understanding the relative contribution of different profit centers .
Further, there is a need to prepare a cash budget at the beginning of
the season and compare monthly financial statements to this cash budget
to identify and explain variances.

Very few marina operators know the current market value of their facility
or their total investment in the marina. The total marina facility
should be appraised every two to three years to provide information
essential to critical analysis of the performance of an operation.

RPpdlls 2nd l118lr1tvrl34ce

Two major problems in maintaining a profitable repairs and maintenance
operation were poor estimating on repair jobs and low parts turnover.
Facilities with substantial repairs operations need to employ an ex-
perienced mechanic to provide estimates and institute a job cost sys-
tem for accurate accounting of profit or loss on each repair job.
Further, inventory turnover needs to be monitored to make necessary
adjustments in purchasing policies� .

Personnel

The greatest di fficul ty faced by the marinas surveyed related to per-
sonnel. The problem stems from the seasonality of the marina business
and the low quality of seasonal help. The most profitable facilities
were those able ta keep a fairly constant year-round labor force and
hire a minimum of part-time help. Although each facility has unique
labor needs, it is worthwhile to consider hiring fewer full-time people
in place of many part-time employees and to retain the same workers
from year to year.

Markenng

with boat sales generally had the most sophisticated marketing
nd appeared to have a good understanding of their target market

The smaller facilities without boat sales generally did not
rmal marketing budgets or well-defined target markets. Al though
sing is not needed to market slips, a strong marketing program
the supporting profit centers could make significant impact on
profitability, especially for operations wi th dry storage and
and maintenance profit centers.

Marinas

plans a
groups.
have fo
adverti
to sell
overall
repairs

Close to 100 percent occupancy of slips does not ensure an adequate net
operating income for many marinas . The key to i ncreasi ng profitability,
in many cases, lies in the target marketing of the other profit centers.
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For waiting lists to be a useful planning and management tool, the marina
operators need to maintain complete information on each boater, They
also need to consider charging a deposit for placing a name on their
waiting lists xo cut down on possible duplication among regional marinas.



Commercial marinas in the Great Lakes and in most other coastal areas
have an uphill battle in maintaining adequate profitability. Many of
the owner/operators are in the business mainly for life-style considera-
tions. It is, however, possible to introduce better management practices
into commercial marina operations without dramatically changing the
face of the i ndustry . Many would agree that the same life-sty1 e with
improved profi t opportunity would be superior to just life-style� .
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The Oregon boating service industry includes approximately 600 firms
that provide services and products to recreational boaters,

A 1981 survey of these Oregon boating service firms provides estimates
of economic condi ti on and i dentifi cation of the impacts of government
regulation, This report summarizes the survey findings. A future
report will present the results of further analysis,

The Survey

By using the yellow pages of Oregon telephone books it was possible
to identify 652 boating service firms. Inquiries were sent to these
firms to correct errors in name, address and services. The corrected
list was then used as the population from which a random sample of
230 was drawn, Sampling results were as follows:

Characteristics

Boating service firms are large and small, new and old, specialized
and diversified, The following tables illustrate some of their
characteristics.
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Status of the Oregon
Boating Service Industry

Frederick J Sriiith

Department ot Agricultural .irid Resource EconoiTucs
Oregori State University

Number of questi onnai res sent
Fi rms out of business

Firms receiving questionnaires
Firms responding to questionnai res
Firms responding to telephone followup
Total responding
Responding as percent of firms receiving

230
57

173
63
51

114
65.9



Table 1. Average annual employment of sample boating service firms.

Average annual
number of em lo ees

Percent of all
firms re ortin

Nu~ber of firms
~re ortinsi

Table 2. Legal organization of sample boating service firms.

Percent of all
f~irms re ort~in

Number of firms
ion

Corporati on
Single proprietorship
Partnership
Limited partnership
Other

The sample boating service firms had been in business an average of
14.21 years, a minimum of one year and a maximum of 75 years.

Table 3. Assets of sample boating service firms.

Assets in thousands
of dollars

Number of firms Percent of all

65

0- 5
5-9

10 � 14
15 � 19
20- 24
25 - 29
30 - 39
40 � 49
50 - 74
74 � 90

0 - 100
100 - 249
250 - 499
500 - 749
750 - 999

1000 - 1999
Over 2000

73
18

6 0 1
2 2 3
2 1

108

43
42
18

2 4
108

28
29

6 2

2 5 6
78

67,6
16.7

5.6
0

9
1.9
1.9
2.8
1.9

.9

100.2

39. 8
38,9
16.7

1.8
3.7

100. 9

35.9
37.2

7.7
2.6
2.6
6.4
7,7

100.1



Table 4. Total revenue of sample boating service firms.

Numbe r of f i rmsTotal revenue in
thousands of dollars

Percent of al 1
firms re ortin

30
17
16

10 6 8
3

90

0 - 100
100 � 249
250 � 499
500 - 749
750 � 999

1000 � 1999
Over 2000

33. 3
18.9
17,8
11.1

6.7
8.9
3.3

100.0

Table 5, Services provided by sample boating service firms.

Percent of
firms

reporting
the service

Percent of
all times

~re or ted

Number of
times

~re ortedServices offered

Financial Situation

Financial information for firms which receive most of their revenue
from a marina are reported separately from other sample boating service
firms  referred to as dealers!. Marinas generally have a different
financial structure than the dealers, with dealers having a larger
cash flow relative to long-term investment.

Profit, loss, and balance sheet information are reported in Tables 6
and 7. All figures are in percentages. The median total revenues
for the eight marinas and 26 dealers reporting were $250,000 and
$240,000 respectively. The median assets far the six marinas and
26 dealers reporting were $260,000 and $154,000, respectively.
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Boating equi pment and
supplies

Boat repairs
Marine engines and repairs
Marina
Boat sales
Boat rental and charter
Marine radio and electronics
Boat moorage and landing
Boat construction
Boat cleaning
Boat storage
Marine surveys
I'1arine ways
Boat transport
Marine contractor

69

62
47
37
30
29
24
23
19

9 8 5
4 2 1

369

18. 7

16,8
12.7
10,0

8.1
7,9
6.5
6.2
5,2
2,4
2.2
1,4
1.1

.5
,3

100.0

60.5

54.4
41,2
32.5
26.3
25.4
21,1
20,1
16.7

7,9
7,0
4.4
3.5
1,8

.9



Table 6. Profit and loss statement for sample marinas and dealers.

Marinas Dealers

Total Revenue 100.0 100. 0

TOTAL

Profi t Before Taxes 11. 7 13. 4

Table 7, Assets and liabilities of sample marinas and dealers.

DealersMarinas

Cash
Accounts and notes receivable
Inventory
Other

Total Current

Fixed assets
Intangible assets
Other assets

Total Non-current

TOTAL ALL ASSETS 100.0

Short term notes payable
Long term debt maturing i n 1981
Accounts and notes payable
Accrued expenses
Other

Total Current

Total Non-current

Net worth

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND
NET WORTH 100.0100.0
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Expenses

Labor

Suppl i es and materi al s
Utilities
Cost of financing
All other

Long term debt maturing after 1981
All other non-current liabilities

3 9
44.4
16.3

7.3
16.4

88,3

5.5
4.7

23.2
10.3

43.7

55.2
.7
.5

56.4

8.2
17. 5
4.7

,2
.2

30. 8

28.5
.5

29.0

40. 3

26.6
31. 9

5,8
6,2

16. 1

86.6

13.5
11,7
31,5

9.8

66.5

25.6
3,5
4.3

33.4

100.0

13. 8
4.2

10.6
6.4

11.4

46.5

10.8
10,1

20. 9

32.7



Economic Conditions Fot the FutLite

Boating service firms must cope with changing economic conditions and
with new regulations. Table 8 shows how the profitability of firms
has been affected by changing costs, customer demand, and other
factors, Table 9 indicates adjustments due to federal, state and
local government regulations. Table 10 reports business expansion
during the past five years and plans for the future.

Table 8, Relationship between the profitability of sample boating
service firms and costs, customer demand, and other factors
during the past five years.

Number of times reported

Raised profits

Moder-
ately

Depressed profits

Signifi-
cantly

Signifi- Fioder-
cantly ately

No effect
on profitEconomic condition

24
30
10
28

4
17
19
11

21
12
29
19

1
10
3

14
2

22
16
12

15 3

16 6 5
9

12

19
26
39

20 0

Table 9. Adjustments made by sample boating service firms to federal,
state and local government regulations during past five
years,

Number of times reported

Adjustment
not made

Adjustment
madePossible adjustments

Cost of materials
Labor costs
Cost of financing
Cost of utilities
Cost of complying wi th

government regulations
Customer demand
New competition
Ability to raise prices
Other

Fired employees
Retrained employees
I-Ii red new employees
Retained consultants
Replaced equipment
Added new equipment
Temporarily ceased operation
Developed innovati on
Changed product or service
Other

8 8 7
11
21
21

3
10

21 1

48
48
49
45
36
36
53
45

35 3



Table 10. Expansion of sample boating service firms during past five
years, and future plans.

Number of times reported

Yes No

Has your firm expanded during past
five years?

Do you plan to add new services,
refurbish or replace old facilities?

Are there constraints on your
potential expansion?

39 22

15

37 22

Eighteen federal, state and local agencies were identified as being
beneficial to the sample boating service firms, while 36 were i denti-
fied as bei ng adverse. The sample fi rms indicated that the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Coast Guard were more
beneficial than the other 16 agencies. The U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers and the State Marine Board were the next most frequently
mentioned beneficial agencies. Other beneficial agencies mentioned
were the local ports, the Department of Environmental Quality, State
Accident Insurance Fund, local Fishermen's Wives Association,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association, Federal Reserve Board,
the U.S. Department of' Commerce, the Small Business Administration
and the U.S. Forest Service.

All of the agencies identified as bei ng beneficial were also i denti-
fied as being adverse. The most frequently mentioned adverse agenci es
were the counties, Environmental Protection Agency, Department of
Environmental Quality and the Division of State Lands . The next most
frequently mentioned were the United States Forest Service, the State
of Oregon, Land Conservation and Development Commission, Oregon De-
partment of Fisheries and Wildlife, U,S . Department of Energy,
Internal Revenue Service, the State Marine Board, Occupation Safety
and Health Act, State Employment Division and State Accident Insurance
Fund. Also menti oned at least once in the adverse category were the
U.S. Department of Commerce, State Health Division, U,S, Army Corps
of Engineers, Organization of Petroleum Export Countries, Pacific
Fishery Management Council, Federal Courts, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, U.S, Department of Transportation, Tri Met, Social Security
Administration, Port of Portland, State Division of Motor Vehicles,
U.S. Coast Guard, Federal Reserve Board and the State Department of
Commerce.
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Thirty three firms identified specific constraints on the expansion
of their business, The high cost of financing and the difficulties
in obtaining it were mentioned most frequently, Government regulations
such as local zoning ordinances, landfill permits, and government
reporting requirements were the next most frequently noted constraint.
The third ranking constraint was increased cost of materials, labor,
insurance, land and buildings. High property taxes, inflation, re-
cession and poor commercial fi shing were also identified as con-
straints,



Summary

The majority of sample boating service firms employ less than ten
people  84.3 percent!, have less than $250,000 in assets �3.1 percent!
and less than $500,000 in total revenues �0 percent!. The majority
of boating service firms are organized as corporations or single
pr opri etorshi ps �8. 7 percent! .

Profit as a percent of total revenue was higher for sample dealers
than for sample marinas, Current assets as a percent of all assets
were higher for dealers than for mari nas. The same relationship also
existed for current liabilities,

Cost of financing and cost of materials were clearly identified as
significantly depressi ng profi ts, while the ability to raise pri ces
and increased customer demands were factors that significantly raised
profits . The cost of fi nanci ng was i denti fi ed as the most important
constraint on business expansion.

While the costs of complying with government regulations were noted
qui te often as a factor in depressing profi ts, it was mentioned less
frequently as a factor constraining expansion, The most frequently
menti oned adjustments to regulations were the replacement and addi tion
of equipment and changes i n products and servi ces offered. While the
list of agencies adversely effecting the sample boating service firms
was long, many of the same agencies were also identified as beneficial.

Further analysis of the survey results wi 1 1 provide compari sons with
other industries and an improved understanding of the economic and
regulatory environments within which boating service firms operate.
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Marketing and Advertising
Ronald l. Gibtjs

Sour>d Marketing Services Ir>c.orporated

What is marketing? Aren't marketing and advertising the same thing?
" What does marketing have to do with my marina, I'm sold out of spaces

and could fill-up a hundred more if I could build them? "

Marketing is a relatively new concept for running a business. For most
of our history, companies produced a product and then sold it. The
amount that could be produced determined the sales goals. Production
was the driving force within in a company. As time progressed, some
of the compani es began to recogni ze the need for customer input and
the Sales Department became more involved and in some cases actually
began to provide direction to the companies operations. Marketing has
taken this customer perspective one step further. Marketing means
everything in the company comes from the consumer's needs. Marketing
means you identify customer needs, develop a product or service to meet
those needs and then communicate the benefits of your product or service
to those identified customers.

One example of marketing success is light beer. 8eer manufacturers
can clearly identify thei r "target market". Changes within the target
market indicated a growing concern for health, weight, over-drinking,
etc, One way to meet these customer concerns  needs! was to develop
a beer wi th less calories and less alcoholic content; but keeping in
mind that most beer drinkers have a real concern for taste. The rest
is history. Light beers are a significant factor in the market place
today. They fulfill a customer need and in so doing have increased
total consumption.
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A very poor example of marketing was the Edsel car. Ford Motor Company
developed the Edsel entirely from a customer perspecti ve. They heavily
researched customer needs and wants. They had the customer's approve
the design. The customers had a chance to have input into the adver-
tisingg. If a camel is an inventi on of a committee, then the Edsel car
was a camel. We now know it was in fact a lemon.

Marketing for the boating and moorage industry involves the same
principles as for The Coca-Cola Company, The "marketing mix", part of
the marketing discipline, includes an understandi ng of what is called
"the 4 P's". The 4 P's are: Product, Price, Place and Promotion.

The product i s of course what you have to offer customers. Your Product
can in fact be a service. Price is the value assigned to this product
or service. Place is where you offer the product or service, Promotion
includes all of those things used to communicate with customers,

In the boating and moorage industry, the fi rst three P's are very
critical, My understanding is that "if only I had the product  more
slips! I could pri ce i t almost anyway I wanted and build them anyplace
I want and still be successful. Of course, I wouldn't need to adver-
tisee" . I most assuredly can state that thi s attitude i s contrary to
good marketi ng practice and will cause failure for your business.

First, let's talk about Product. What is your product? From my view-
point, your product is not a slip, your product is a "place where I
keep my boat", Ii is my perception as your customer that I see your
product as a benefit to me. Included in thi s benefit i s the pri ce you
charge and how conveniently located the place is to my home or my
water destination.

The market potential can be viewed in a total concept as anyone having
a boat that is not trai lerable. This total market can be segmented by
size of boat, type of boat, active or inactive boater, convenience-
oriented versus destination-oriented, etc. One of the marketing
principles is "segmentation". Identifying the segment you wish to
market to and then adopti ng the 4 P ' s to meet those particular customer
needs.

Obviously, the approach to market to commercial vessels will be and
is completely different that the approach to private vessel owners.
These differences will affect where you locate, what you charge and
what is included in additional services with your product offering.

How a private marina markets its product against a public facili ty
is also completely different. Because Price is an important element
in the deci sion to purchase, customers wi 11 be more attracted to lower
priced locations assumi ng availability, convenience and service factors
are identical. Even i f there weren ' t wai ti ng lists, private mari nas
could very successfully market themselves against lower priced public
facilities.

Your market  persons in need of your product or service! continues to
change and to change in dramatic ways. Cars are getting smaller. Fewer
boats will be trailerable if boat sizes remain the same. Perhaps, if
no new marinas are developed to meet customer neeeds, boats will shrink
in size to continue to be trai lerable behind smaller cars. It is very
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important that you understand the trends in your business and react
accordingly. Is dry storage the answer to customer needs?

We talked a little about Product, Place and Price, but what about
Promotion. What about advertising? What role does that play in the
boating and moorage industry? Well, going back to our beer example,
promotion  advertising! is the key to success. Every beer looks about
the same, tastes about the same if i t is a light beer, i s sold in very
similar packages and at about the same price. What people are buying
is their perception of the beer as gained through advertising. Is it
Miller Time, or Taste the Hi h Countr or This Bud's for You in your

tising and the images created in your mind about the product. So, at
least for beer, advertising  promotion! plays a vital and critical part
in the marketing mix.

Promotion for the boating and moorage industry has an insignificant role
at the moment. You don't need a newspaper ad or radio commercial to
sell your product. Waiting lists and "word-of-mouth" are sufficient to
communicate with your potential customers. This will change over time.
If enough space is made available, promotion will become a more vital
tool in your marketing bag. You may have to run "grand opening"
promotions, you may have to use direct mail to sell condominium slips,
you may have to reduce price to fill-up slips, you may even use tele-
vision commercials to express the benefits of keeping a boat in your
mari na . But, that's the future. For now, promotion i s pretty much
restricted to a few news releases to gain free editorial in local papers
or appropriate trade journals.

Before I go on to a quick description of how to prepare a Marketing/
Business Plan, I would like to address what may be a very real mistake
in the thinking process within the industry. I am referring to the
belief of pent-up demand as expressed in those long wai ti ng lists.
Allocation is a term used in the package goods industry and refers to
distributing scarce product. Premium wines are sold on allocation.
Coors beer was sold on allocation for many years. In both of these
cases, the manufacturers believed "we could sell a million of 'em i f
only we could produce more product". Well,you know what happened when
they could produce more product, they couldn't sell it. In fact, they
couldn't sell any more at all. Scarcity made the product move. There
are other examples where people didn't know the size of their market
and failed to understand customer psychology. Is this also true in
your industry? Are you fooling yourselves about the demand that exists?
Of course, I don't have the answer. I'm just asking the question and
alerting you to a potential danger in your planning for the future.

Let's turn our attention to putting marketing to work in your business,
What follows is a quick summary on how to prepare a Marketing/Business
Plan. A plan should be written and formalized for every one of your
businesses. How will you know where you are going or how to get there
unless you set the course through the preparation of a plan? Our plan-
ning process involves 8 steps begi nning wi th a Statement of Facts.
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Statement of Facts

A frank appraisal of your services, your customers, the market in which
you operate, your competitors, and your progress to date, It is an
internal document, and should be written wi th candor and directness. It
should review where you are and what you' ve tried to do on an objective
impartial basis.

Start wi th an objective appraisal of the services you offer, the
advantages and disadvantages. Include anything you know about client
attitudes, what they like and what they don't like,

Identify who your principal customers are. Do they represent any special
age, income, geographic group, socio-economic or educational level?
Why does your program appeal to them?

In any summary of this kind, you will also want to deal wi th government
influence and pressure on your business.

Keep in mind that the Statement of Facts, or situation review, is the
longest and hardest part of the planning process because it contai ns
all of the information needed for the rest of the plan.

Problems arid Opportunities

Go back through the Statement of Facts, and list in the order in which
they are discussed all the Problems and/or Opportunities listed.

List Problems and/or Opportunities whether they can be solved or not.
Recognition of the problem is the first step in solving it.

lderitification of Objectives

Take the Problems and Opportunities list and identify those you can do
something about. Rank them in order of importance.

State objectives in a specific fashion, with results to be desired
stated so that there can be an accurate measurement. State objectives
in terms of end results, not vague or intermediate result.

This section is the core of your Marketing/Business Plan.

Actiori Plans

Look at your list of Objectives, and decide what and how you are going
to meet them, Put together programs aimed at pointing the whole
organization toward reaching the objectives you have classified and
assigned priorities.

Develop as many Action Plans as needed to cover all the Objectives.
One Action Plan, however, may cover several Objectives.

Develop Your Caleridar

No organization can do everything at once. Besides, your organization
already has a planned beat to it, with regular activities traditionally
scheduled for different parts of the year,
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Take your Action Plans, each of which should have a time-frame built
into it, and schedule them out on a 12-month Calendar, Adjust as
necessary to fit.

Share Information

Make sure everyone is operating under the same Calendar or Marketing/
Business Plan. The Action Plans should be reviewed with all who will
be involved in executing them. All staff members should be given a
sense of the year's total program so that they can participate as
needed, and provide support at all times.

Check Progress and Modify

At least quarterly, take a few minutes to review the Marketing/Business
Plan to see what has been accomplished, A good plan wi 11 incorporate
places to mark progress and record results.

Your plan should be a "living document." To have i t accomplish this
purpose, you have to keep it current, but the effort will pay off in
more productivity, more order to what you do, and a clearer vision for
the whole organization.

Iri Time, OeIegare

The first plan will probably be a one-person document, with all of the
work done by the originator. In subsequent years, you will want each
department or each group in your organization to do their own planning,
along these guidelines. Then, your job wi 1'I be to consolidate their
plans to form a master Marketing/Business plan for your organization.

Of course, preparation of an annual Marketing/Business Plan is very
time consuming. That's why most companies never get around to doing
it. But, that is also the proof of why you need a good plan. Any
company that is so busy with today's problems that you can't plan for
tomorrow is obviously in need of planning to get out of the cycle
of never having time to plan.

Thank you for your attention. I'd be glad to anwer any questions you
have about marketing, advertising or annual planning.
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Marina Insurance
Common Problems and Solutions

Scott 9/ Aridrews
Fred S. James K Co. of 9/ashincItori

At this workshop today we are addressing current and projected areas of
concern for owners and operators of businesses related to marina
facilities� . As a inajor national brokerage firm and the largest i nsurer
of public port business, as well as hav1ng a major involvement in water-
craft and marine exposures, we have found three major areas of interest
that pose unique insurance problems to your type of bus1ness.

However, before we get into these three areas, let's take a brief look
at insurance market condit1ons over the past half-dozen years as well
as a br1ef analysis of today's market so you can better understand what
you are up aga1nst and why this is an ideal time to review your
insurance program so you will be in a good position for the next few
years.

Brief Historical Outline arid Currerit Insurarice Envirorrment

Four or five years ago, there was a real crisis in the insurance
business. Insurance was simply too expensive and too hard to get.
What were some of the conditions that brought on this crisis?

F1rst, inflation was  and still is! producing a constant pressure on
losses and, subsequently, on premiums. Too often statistics or losses
lagged behind, triggering an over-reaction that boosted premiums in the
hope of recovering deficits.

Second, the losses of the years 1974 and 1975 were astronomical,
reducing i nsurance companies ' surpluses alarmingly . At the same time,
the stock market was depressed and exerted further pressure on
surpluses� . Since surplus is the basis of the insurance market, and
permissible premium writings are a factor of surplus  usually ranging
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from one and a half to three ar four times surplus!, a reduction in
surplus forces a company to curtail writings.

We had, therefore, on the one hand a greater demand for insurance based
on inflation and rising losses yet, on the other hand, a reduction in
available coverage capacity . As premiums rise, if the total premium
capacity i s restricted, the total number of risks insured must be
reduced, or the premiums per risk must increase, to maintain the
balance of premium to surplus. The result is a tightening market.

Where are we today? Well, in the past year or so we have experienced
a very loose market condition as previously increased rates have
produced a profit for the insurance companies and induced new capital
which has been invested at attractive rates of interest. The market
has therefore become very competitive, but I believe has hit close to
bottom and will, once again, go into an upswing within the next year
or so. Right now, while companies are cutting premiums substantially,
losses are once again on the rise. In fact, the only reason many
companies are not experiencing red ink conditions is due to their invest-
ment portfolio. With inflation, recession, prime rate factors, stock
market fluctuations and regulatory restrictions, these loose market
conditions are not likely to continue much longer,

For you, the businessman, that makes this an ideal time to take advan-
tage of the competitive market to reduce your insurance costs and
improve coverages before the market turns.

What are the insurance areas to be concerned about? Our experience in
the marine-related industries has shown the following three areas to be
either the most misunderstood or the mast difficult  and that means
expensive! insurance areas:

1. Care, custody or control of other people's proper ty.

2 . Property insurance for piers, wharves and floats� .

3. Workers' Compensation coverage under the United States Longshoremen's
and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act.

Insurance Problems mr~el Solutions

C,ate, custr>sty sad contro!

Your standard General Liability Insurance Policy has an exclusion
which reads as follows: "This insurance does not apply ta property
damage to property in the care, custody or control of the insured
or as to which the insured is for any purpose excercising physical
control."

This means that a boat dealer selling a boat on consignment, a
repair faci lity repairing somebody else's boat or engine, a hoist
operator, a fuel dock facility fueling other people's boats, or
even simply a marina where somebody else's boat is tied to your
dock, all create a condition where you have the care, custody or
control of other people's property. Therefore, your General
Liability Policy would not adequately protect you.
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Th1s problem can be easily solved by obtaining a Property Damage
Legal Liability Policy that protects you for your legal liability
to property of others that is in your care, custody or control.
These policies have several different names depending upon your
particular operation, such as: Marinakeepers Legal Liab1lity,
Wharfi ngers Legal Liability, Ship Repai rers Legal Liability, Saat
Dealers Legal Liability, etc. These policies are normally priced
on the basis of your gross revenues received from the particular
operation, and a deductible is usually applied ta any loss . It is
equally important, where you have a primary pal1cy such as Marina-
keepers Legal Liability, to also ensure that your Umbrella Excess
Liability Policy is appropr1ately endorsed to provi de the excess
coverage for this exposure as well.

Remember, these endarsements and coverage for these items are not
automatic. It is important that you communicate your needs and
desires effectively with your broker, and that your broker is
experienced and well-versed in your type of business. Only then
can you be confident that you won't have gaps in your insurance
program or that you aren't paying too much for the coverage.

2 F'roperty input,bunce on pi  rs, wharves..in' tIoats

The standard Property Insurance Policy contains the following
exclusion: "This policy does not cover piers, wharves and docks
...pilings, piers, pipes, flues and dra1ns which are underground,
pilings which are below the low water mark."

The simple solution to this problem is that yau can very easily
endorse your policy to insure the dock, p1lings below water, etc.,
as your needs may be. However, it seems 1ike there is always a
catch to these sorts af things and the standard pol1cy form is no
exception. If you do take the trouble to endarse your policy to
properly insure the piers, docks, etc., a further exclusion about
half a page down on that standard form states: "Piers, wharves or
docks, when covered under this policy, are nat covered against loss
caused by impact of watercraft, or by the pressure or weight of ice
or water whether driven by wind or not." This simply means that if
you do insure your marina floats, you also have to take the next
step to endorse your policy further to make sure those floats or
docks are covered for damage by vessel collision or wave action.
We recommend this qu1te simply because the two major sources of
loss to marina faci liti es are from collision or wave action.

Of course many t1mes we hear the question "Why insure pi lings below
water, surely they can't burn, and if it is struck by a boat,
couldn't we collect from the boat owner?" Of course the pi ling
isn't going to burn below the water line, but we' ve found that the
average dock has one-third of 1ts va1ue below water in the cost of
pile driving and the piling itself. After a major fire, you can
rarely reuse old pilings, and the cost of pulling them out and
redri ving is expensive. Since the r1sk of loss for the pi lings
below water is considerably reduced, the rate charged by the
insurance company should also be appropriately less. !f your
broker does a good job of negotiating an appropriate rate to
balance the risk, then you should be able to easily justify i nsuri ng
those pilings.
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As for the question of collecting from the boat owner, I am sure
you will all recall that the Spokane Street Bridge was rammed
several years ago by a freighter and stuck in the upright position,
It took the attorneys for the City of Seattle over two years to
collect $2,000,000 from the boat owner for damages. In the mean-
time, the City has contracted to spend $184,000,000 to replace the
bridge, The loss of investment income alone for a period of two
years on $2,000,000 is substantial, to say nothing of the attorney's
fees involved. The fact that the money collected is negligible
compared to the replacement cost confirms the need to insure all of
these properties. If you insure your properties your insurance
company will reimburse you for the loss and then they will shoulder
the burden of spending two years' worth of legal fees to get some
of the money back. Neanwhile, you won't have the problem and your
property will be back in operation with minimal interruption.

Our recommendation here is that you should insure all assets that
have a ~ossihilit of ioss, and 1st the rating mechanism price the
coverage at the appropriate ievei to rersect the grrohahvtit

3 United States Longsnoremen's and Harbor Workers' Ag t

Coverage under the various state Workers' Compensation Acts does
not extend to classes of employment that essentially are not under
state jurisdiction. Such classes of employment would include
employees working on federal government property, and employees
working on or adjacent to navigable waters of the United States.
Coverage for such employees is provided for under the United States
Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act  USL8H Act!.

A major revision of the USL8H Act was enacted by Congress in 1972.
This 1972 Amendment to the Act extensively altered the benefit
level by providing broader benefits to employees covered by the
Act, In addition to the benefit changes, two changes of significant
importance were made to the coverage provided. These changes were
extension of the Act to shoreside areas, and elimination of the
remedy of unseaworthiness to longshoremen engaged in stevedoring
operations.

A. Extension of Coverage to Shoreside Areas:

The previous Act, insofar as longshoremen, ship builders and
ship repairmen were concerned, covered only injuries which
occurred on the navigable waters of the United States. Thus,
coverage stopped at the waters edge; injuries occcurring on
land were covered by State Workers' Compensation Laws.

It was the i ntent of the 1972 Amendment to preclude havi ng the
level of compensation payable to a longshoreman, ship builder
or ship repairman dependent upon luck as to whether or not
they injury occurred over land or water. Accordingly, the
Bill amended the Act to provide coverage to longshoremen,
harbor workers, ship repairmen, ship builders and other
employees engaged in maritime employment - excluding masters
and members of the crew of the vessel  these are covered under
the Federal Jones Act!, If the injury occurs either upon the
navigable waters of the United States or any adjoining pier,
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wharf, dry dock, terminal, building way, or other area adjoining
such navigable waters customarily used by an employer in
loading, unloading, repairing or building a vessel, the employee
is entitled to benefits under the USL&H Act.

B. Elimination of the Unseaworthiness Remedy:

The most beneficial change in the Act, as respects Workers'
Compensation insurance, was the elimination of the doctrine of
unseaworthiness as respects third party actions by injured
longshoremen by providing that such actions may be brought
against vessels only on the basis of negligence. The Act
previously permitted the vessel to recover damages for which
i t was liable to an 1njured worker, where 1t could be shown
that the stevedore breached an expressed or implied warranty
of workmanlike performance. The Amendment has therefore not
only established the Act as the exclusive remedy to the long-
shoremen, it has also specifically prohibited an indemnity
action against stevedoring companies.

The net result of the Act Amendments was to substantially increase
benefits and broaden the scope of the Act to all classes of maritime
employment.

Insurance to cover the provisions of the United States Longshoremen's
and Harbor Workers ' Act can be purchased as an 1ndependent policy; through
a tiari time Endorsement to a Workers ' Compensation Policy  for those
states such as Oregon or others where coverage is not exclusively handled
by the State!; or by endorsement to a Boat Policy for facilities such as
tugboat operators, fishermen, etc.

It should be noted that political subdi visions, such as public ports,
are specifically exempted from the provisions of the USL&H Act, and
therefore they do not have this direct exposure. However, they have a
contingent exposure in the event that they hire a subcontractor to
perform duties where the subcontractor's employees are entitled to USL&H
benefits . In this case it is possible that the port could be responsible
for injuries to the employees of the subcontractor,

However, whether you are a political subdivision or not, it is sti ll
good practice to i nsist upon certificates of insurance from your subcon-
tractors, and require that subcontractors provide evidence of USL&H
coverage in performing duties involving loading or unloading, pile
driving, dredg1ng or repa1ring of vessels under contract to you. By the
use of appropriate Hold Harmless or Indemnity Agreements in your contracts,
and by your insistence upon receiving certificates of insurance verifying
USL&H coverage, you can go a long way toward co|ivi nci ng an underwriter
that you have a contingent exposure and obtain the reduced prices accord-
ingly.

Thank you for your attention, and I would welcome your comments or
questions either here today or at a later date if you would care to
contact me independently. Thank you very much .
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Dry Storage Systems in the '80s

John O. Qlsen

Reid, Middleton 8 Associates, inc.

Introduction

Several types of dry storage have been considered as alternates
for wet moorage, such as open dry, semi-open stacked  roof
only!, stacked cover ed  insi de building!, and single level cov-
eied dry. Each type can, under varying circumstances, provide a
viable alternate for a portion of the wet moorage needs and
demands.

Major factors that must be consi dered in selecting the most ap-
propriate type of dry storage are both physical and financial,
and include such items as: avail abi'lity of uplands adjacent to
navigable water, density of land coverage obtainable, size of
boats to be stored, and how size relates to launching or
retrieval, boat traffic generated to and from the water, capital
costs of the facility, land values, cost of operating the dry
storage facility, the marketability of the selected facility and
the revenue that can be earned from moorage fees to pay for op-
erational and capital construction costs. Each of the above
factors are so interrelated that each facility must be consider-
ed individualy to determine the most suitable type of storage
for the site and circumstances.

Market Consideratioris

When considering dry storage as an alternate for wet moorage,
the selection of size and type of boats that are presently being
stored in the Puget Sound Region seems to be fairly common.
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I be 1 i eve that one of the major cons i <lerat i ons in determining
limiting sizes is the present technology and standard available
means of transf erring boats between the water and the storage
facility and the rate that the transfers can be made.

The mo e common types of transfer methods and their special fea-
tures and iimitations are as follows:

1. Overhead Marine Rail  Utilizin st and Sli~n s!

Requi -es secondary transport to and f;om storage
Will not handle sailboats
Capacity 4 tons ',boats up to 27 feet !
Launch rate, average 6 minutes/boat

2. Travel Hoist and Pier

Capacity 25 tons to 100 tons
Requires special operator
Requires secondary y handling at sto, age Facility  except
open yard storaqe!
launch rate, ?0 to 30 minutes/boat

Stiff Le~ 8oom Hoist

Requires secondary transport to and from sto-age
Requires speci al oper ator
Capacity 25 tons  boats 28 to 50 feet!
L aunch rate, 20 minutes/boat

Marine Rail or E levator and P ier

Requires secondary transport to and from storage
Requires special operator
Capacity 25 tons
Launch rate, 10 to 60 minutes/boat  depending on boat
size!

5. Sea-Wall Mounted Fork Lift Mast

Requires secondary transport to and from storage
Restricted negative mast reach
Capacity l-l/2 tons
Launch r ate, 5 to 60 minutes/boat

6. Lift Tru e Lift Mast

o Restricted negative lift  not acceptable in tidal
waters !

o Capacity vari abl e  see notes under Item 7!
o Launch rate dependent on distance f.om storage

General I y, these are power boats from 18 to 26 feet. The ques-
tion has been askedl--why not store 1 arger boats as we 1 I, thereby
relieving some of the hi qh ". n,and For wet moorage?



7. Inver ted Gantry

o Restri cterl negati ve lift ! for cost reasons !
o Capac>ty 2 to 7 tons
o Launch r ate 3 to 5 min.

8. Lift Truck far Stackin~ and/or Secondary Tra~ns ort To and
Fram Star~ac

o Capacity - Lift truck capacities are normally rated for
load center s at 24 inches f;om the mast. These capaci-
ty ratings must he reduced as the load center moves out
for the various size boats ta be handled, i.e,'

Rated Capacity
~pounds4,00

5, 000
8, 000

io, 000
'5,000
20, 000
32, 000

o Secondary transport rate must match launcher capacity

In selecting a launching system, consider ation must also be giv-
en to the rate of 1 aunching that wi I l be required from the
f ac i 1 ity.

For example, based on boat trip generation studies in the Puget
Sound Region, on a summer weekend day, 27 launches and 27
retrievals could be expected for each 100 boats in the dry stor-
age facility, If boat sizes are under 8000 pounds, there are
several launching svstems available that can average abaut six
minutes per launch or retrieval. Assuming that the 1 aunches
occur over a four-hour period, say 6;00 a.m. through 10:00 a.m.,
then one launch system unit would be required for every 150
boats in storage. If boat sizes were larger than 8,000 pounds,
then the launching system required is 1 arger, more costly and
much slower, For instance, at an average launch rate of 15 to
20 minutes per boat, over the same time period, the storage fa-
cility would require one launch system for every 50 boats in
storage.

A recent s urvey of boat yards i n the Puget Sound area utilizing
this type of launching indicates that the average charge to
launch and retrieve boats over 28 feet in length is about
$1.50/foot. For a 28-foot boat, this would be $40,00/trip and
$60.00/trip for a 40-foat boat.  Far comparative purposes, it
should be noted that these are charges, not direct costs, and
include overhead and profit for the operator.!

F. om the preceeding example, it appears that at least for the
next decade, the major market for dry storage will be for trail-
erabl e size boats in the range of 18 to 26 feet. Considering
that from 70 to 80K of the boats in the Puget Sound area fall in
this category, the~e is a substantial market if it can be eco-
nomi cal 1 y captured.
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In considering tlie financial feasibility of a dry storage system
and the reveniies required to cover operational costs and capita!
recovery costs, one must give serious consideration as to what
is offered to the coat owner for his moorage fee, since unless
the boat owner lives in a high density area whe.e it is diffi-
cu1t to find a parking space for a car, let alone a boat and
trailer, he always has the option of storing the boat on a
trailer away from the marina. In most cases, the enticement to
the boater for his moorage fee is free and convenient launching
whenever he desires. This may entail having some supporting
p. otected wet moorage adj acent to the dry storage so that boats
can be pre-1 auriched or retri eved 1ater by the marina operator,
the eby providing hetter service as well as expanding the capa-
city of the launching system.

Aire rristive l3ry Storage Systems

8asi ca ll y the types of dr y storage are open yard, covered ware-
house type buildings, indivi dual garage-type covered and stacked
storage racks, both inside buildings, and open wit h a cover over
tlie upper tier. Corripai ing the var ious types of d"y storage is
diff i cul t in that each type may be better suited for a parti cu-
1ar site or application than the other. The 1 ar ge open di y
ma, ina such as Dagmars Landing is an idea application at that
site whe. e a large tract of relatively inexpensive level land
was available adjacent to navigable water. The advantages that
this marina and its innovative 1auncher and ramp combination has
is that the boat needs to he handled only one time from its
stall to the water and quick launch and recovery time.

The disadvantage to this system is the high capital and mainte-
nance cost of the 1 arqe Terex-type 1oade< s required to 1aunch
and retrieve directly from the boat launch lane, and the space
requirement neederl for operation. Obviously, with the p~ oper
circumstances, this type of operation can be very successful.

Stacked dry storage has proved iriniensely successful in areas
like Florida and California where there is not a restricted
boating season, and on inland waters where tidal fluctuations
are not a factor. Another factor relating to climate is the mix
of types of boats generally in tlie stack. A typical trai ferable
Puget Sound pleasure boat will have some kind of cabin or cover
requiring a lar ger space in the stack. Generally, there are not
as many 1ow profile boats as there are in fairer climates,
thereby reducing the density in a typica l Puget Sound area
stack.

Typically, stacking storage racks are avail able as
pre-engineered components that can be assembled to specific
needs to store boats 2, 3, 4 or 5 high, with modu1es designed to
fit various sizes. hlost modules, however, are designed such
that the maximum sized boats to be stored have an 8-foot beam
and lengths up to 26 feet, with the majority of the boats in the
stack smaller. Also, this size restriction utilizes the optimum
fork lift rated capacity of about ]8,000 pounds, and is tuned to
meet 1 aunching requir ements previously discussed.
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The major advantage of stacked storage systems is the maximizing
of the number of hoats that can be stored in a given area.
This, in most cases, wii1 be the overriding reason for providing
this type of sto. age. The disadvantage to stacked storage is
that it is labor intensive,

Stacker' sto-age systems normally experience two-thirds of their
operating expenses being for labor, anrl of course, operating
expenses have a major impact on rates that must be passed on to
the user. There are several veiy successful stacked storage
systems nf this type now operati ng in the Puget Sound Area.

I have been parti cul ai 1 y i ntri gued by a stacking system rlesi gned
and patented by Andrew F ii ak which is now heing marketed by
Mecca Marina. This system is built on or part!y over water and
utilizes an inverted gantry crane with fork lifts. In this
operation, one man riding in a bucket adjacent ta the fork lift
can launch or retrieve boats directly from stacks on either side
of t' he crane, to or f rom the water . The 1ar ge negative lift and
capacity that is required in the Puget Sound Region, has to date
proven not to be economi cal1y f easibl e when compared to other
met horfs .

The thir d type of dr y storage that has been successful ly uti i i z-
eri in the Puget Sound area is the individual garage-type single
ieve I storage units which are constructed adjacent to a sling
type overhead marine rail launcher. Tiie major advantage in this
systems i s the low operati on cost. This i s accomplished by the
tenant moving his awn boat to and from the storage shed and
persona Il y operati ng the sling hoist which is key operated
thereby control ling the use of the f ac i1ity to shed tenants
on1y.

Operation in this manner nearly eliminates marina labor casts.
Disadvantages to this system are that it does not maximize boat
density on a given piece of land nor does it provide the same
teve1 of service to the boater. This, iiowever, is usua11y re-
flected in a lower moorage rate. A secondary benetit to
shed-type stor age is a reduceri r isk on the capital investment in
that if tiie market demand has been overestimated, the sheds can
be leased for other purposes such as mini storage.

Trends for the '80s

Presently, I do not feei that we have the same pent-up demand
for dry storage that is evident for wet moorage. I say this
berause at most of the dry sto, age facilities in the area, there
is available space far rent.

I do believe, however, that we will see a steadil y increasing
demand for dry storage for the fol lowing reasons;

a. Environmenta1 consi derations are making i t moi e and more
difficult to construct wet moorage, and those that are built
will be restricted to larger boats and/or boats that do not
have a dr y storage a 1 ternati ve.
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b. The unavailabi lity of wet moorage space will cause many boat
buyers to buy boats in the tra i 1 erabl e size that do have an
option for dry storage.

c. Fuel conservati on p. og, ams and the cost of f ue1 is reduc] ng
the size of our automobile fleet to the point whe e soon
most cars wil I not have the capabi lity required to pul 1 or
1aunch many of the larger trail erable boats.

d. The cost per stall to develop dry storage is about I/7 that
of a c<mpar abl e wet moorage sta 1 I whi ch wi i I he 7.eflected in
moor age r ates.

e. Costs of single family housing is forcing more condominium
and apartment-type housing creating hi gher density living
areas with less available space for secondary parking uses.

It is our belief that the best opportunity for dry storage in
the RO's will be in expansion of existing marinas, ~here labor
and overhead costs can be jointly assigned.

Lastly, we may see dry storage developed as condominium units
just as we are now seeing that trend occurring in wet moorage
facil i ti es.
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Marina Utilities and Codes

John 0 Olsen
Sherman Burd
Reid Middleton 8 Associates Inc.

Introduction

Du. ing the past two decades, the moorage industry has exper i enced
substantial growth in both the demand for, and tIie number of
moo, age f ac i 1 i ti es provided. During that pe, i od, exi sti ng code
requirements have been upgraded and many nev, ules have been
arlded. Consi dering the environmental impacts of ne,i ma, ina
construction, it appears prudent to expand existing facilities to
the fullest extent possible prior to constructing new
facilities, This condition will often lead to conflict with code
requirements in that adding to, or changing portions of existing
f ac i 1 i ti es, of ten w i I 1 requi re the upgrading of the enti r e f ac i I-
ity thereby creating physi cal and economi c conditions which may
not be feasibly satisfied,

This paper will attempt to i dentify the utilities required in a
moorage f ac i 1ity and the changing trends that have taken p I ace in
the past and those that mi ght be anticipated in the future.

Water Supply

Some of the changes in marina water supply requirements that have
taken place during the past. several years that have a major im-
pact on marina water systems are;

a. User demand for improved facilities.
b. Cross connection control guidelines and enforcement.
c. Passage of the Federal Safe Orinking Water Act.
d, Increased demand and necessity fo, fire protection.
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As in tlie case of al I water distribution systems, development
pl ans must be reviewed and approved by the loca I Health Agency or
the Department of Social Health Services district engineer. If
the marina is served by an existing municipal or public water
svstem, most of the water quality requirements will be the r'e-
sponsibi lity of that purveyor. If, however, the marina has or
is developing its own source of supply by means of a wel I or
su. face water, then that system becomes a puhlic water supply and
must be maintained and operated within the rules and regulations
ot the State Board of Health.

If a well or surface water is to be developed or used, an addi-
tional water rights permit must be obtained from the Department
of Eco logy, and of course, the source and water quality must be
approved by the local Wealth Agency,

If you are now operating o. plan to operate a marina water
system, it is recommended that you ohtain and study the fol lowing
manuals:

Rules and Regulations of the State Board of Iiealth Regarding
Public Water Systems.

b, A Gui de f or Securing approva I of Small Pub 1 i c Water Suppl i es,

These are both avail ahl e through the Health Ser vi ce Division of
the Department of Social and Health Service.

Requirements for fire protection will vary depending on
locations, avail ability of water, and the capabilities of the
local Fire Department. In each case, this determination should
be made by the loca I Fire marshal,

With regard to system demands or how much water will the marina
require for design purposes or cost analysis, our research has
indicated that during the peak two-month boating season, a basic
mari na, which would include an office,, restrooms, showers, and
berthing faci li ties for approximately 300 boats, the ave~age do-
mestic usage will be about 11 gallons/berth/day. This estimate
should be increased for othe~ uses such as restaurants, stores,
o~ other uses on the site.. Additional considerations should be
given if a high percentage of live-aboards are permitted. Of
coui se, the system desi gn should provide for peak and instantane-
ous flows, Fire flow requirements may range from 50 to 250 gpm,
for specified periods of time. This may dictate on site storage
capabi lit y.

For the '80's, we would expect to see an increased awareness with
regard to maintaining water quality and a continued upgrading of
fire control requirements.

Sewage Disposal

During the past decade, Federal regulations requiri ng on-board
treatment or sewage holding tanks on boats have been implemented
necessi tati ng the need for i nsta 1 I ation of sewage pump-out f acil-
iti es at marinas.
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Environmental Hea! th Guidelines for Mar ina Deve lopment and Opera-
tion have been established by the Department of Social and Health
Services setting forth r equirements for sewage pump-out
facilities, and restroom fixture requirements for various size
marinas,

Jurisdiction for approval of a sewage disposal system lies vith
the local health officer, foi estimated flaws of less tiian 3500
gall ons per day and ivith the Department af Soc i al and Health
Ser vices far estimated flows over 3500 gal ions per day,

If a public sewer system is available, then such system should be
used for disposal If, however., a septic tank and drainfielrl, or
in some instances ho lding tanks, are to be utilized, they must be
constructed in accordance with the requirements of the local
health off i cer. For disposals in this manner, f airl y accur ate
est~mates of sewage fl aw rates f rom the Fac i lity are required,

Severa I methods are avail able to estimate fl aws. Tiie method that
we pref er is a compar i son to measured fl ows of a comparab I e
facility. Our experi ence has indicated that sewage fl ov will be
s li ght ly 1 ess than I/2 of water consumption at the mar ina, or
about fi ve gall ons/berth/rlay during the peak two-month boating
seasan. Another method xroul d be to estimate the number of peopie
utilizing the facility, and based on the Manual of Septic Tank
Practi ce, sel ect a fl ow of 10 gal/per/day which woul d be equi va-
lent to the use at picnic parks with bathhouses, showers and
flush toilets. This method has given comparable sewage flow
rates when an accurate estimate of people using the facility can
be made, eithe~ from traffic studies, or head counts.

Typical examples of sewer install ations or planned sewer instal-
lationss at locations where public sewers were not or are not
available, which we have designed are: a.! The Eagle Harbor
Ma, ina, ivhere a holding tank complex, together with a contr. actual
agreement for hauling sewage to an approved waste site, has been
appr.oved and constructed, and b.! The proposed Sequim Bay M ari na
where a septic tank and drainfield complex has been approved.

We would expect that i n the ' 80' s, it will be increasing'l y di ffi-
cult to obtain approvals for the utilization of holding tanks for
anything ather than a short term temporai-y solution. We would
also expect to see in addition to the sewage pump-out stations, a
requirement to provide dump stations for portable toilets.

Solid 9/aste arid V/aste Oil

These are not utilities as such, but we would briefly like to
mention these items because we have found that unless you are an
experienced marina operator, the coll ection and rlisposal of
garbage and waste oil is often not gi ven suffici ent consi derati on
in preliminary planning and design. but wil I become a major cost
factor' in the operation of the marina, Again, during the peak
boating season, you should expect fram 1 to 1-1/2 cubic yards of
uncompacted garbage per day far every 100 boats in the marina,
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Waste oil is nat generated so quickly but if some facility is not
provided, it will be dumped with the garbage after making a mess
and a fire hazard.

Distribution o  Utilities on Floats

W ith the excepti on of the Nation Fire Protection Association
Bulletin No. 303, which has to do with fire protection in mari-
nas and boat yards and the National Electrical Code, existing
codes do not specifically address install ation of the utilities
on floating docks. This means that it is up ta the system de-
signer to a! assure that the work as installed is done in a rea-
sonable and acceptable manner, b! to interpret exiSting codes as
they may be applicable, and c! be designed in a manner satisfac-
tory to the approving agencies.

Over the past twenty years, there has been a mar ked change in
both the number and size of utility conduits that. must be fur-
nisheded from the s horesi de to the floating dock structures . This
change has come about f . om i ncreased fire protecti on and sewer
pump-out requirements, and from user demand for increased elec-
trical sei'vice, Far example, in i 952 when the Port of Edmonds
was designed, two 1-1/2" conduits provided both water and elec-
trical service to a float with 50-70 berths. For the most recent
ma-ina that we designed at Eagle Harbor which includes
approxiimately 100 berths, there were ei ght canduits ranging in
size from 2" to E-E/a", si x of which were for el ectrical
service. This did not include additional conduits anticipated
far telephone or intercom service. Eight conduits does not
seem like a large number until you consider the distribution
junction points required and the methods of mounting these con-
duits in or on the float system.

Each system has a solution, i.e., under the deck, under the
waters, cast in place conduits, center trenches, side trenches or
whatever. Notwithstanding all of these solutions, of all the
marinas we have designed, and we have probably designed more ma-
ri nas than any other consul ti ng firm in the state, we have yet to
design one that did not require special consi deration in the lo-
cation and mounting of the utilities on the float system.

Electncal

National Electrical Code  NEC! Article 555 covers marinas and
boatyards. This includes fixed or floating piers, ivharfs, docks
and other areas in marinas, boatyards, boat basins, etc,, used
for repair, berthing, storage, launching, or f ueling of small
craft and the moorage of fl oating dwe ll ing units.

This code section is short--it covers only three pages,
Typically, hawever, it refers to other sections and other
documents . Section 210-19  a! and 215-2 e ! covers voltage drop
requirements, NFPA 302-1972  ANSI! covers disconnecti on af power
f rom boats.

~Race tacles to supply pose to boats must be rated 20 amperes or
more, must be of the locking grounding type and must each be pro-
tected by an individua I overcurrent device  generally a breaker!.
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Other outlets  not for power to boats! can be '5 or 20 ampere
120Y receptacles but these must be protected by ground-fault
circuit i nterr upters,

Feeder and service conductor sizes must be calculated as speci-
fiedd in NEC Section 555-5. This diversity table has some very
peculiar steps, As a result, there are certain numbers of
outlets for whi ch we do not design--we increase the count to the
next quantity break and i ndicate future expansi on. This results
in a 1 ovier requirement for the feede: and service than tlesigning
for the lesser quantity of out lets,

We have checked this procedure ivith the state electrical
inspector. Also vie have never had voitage drop or over load prob-
lems wiien using this design app, oach.

Wiri~nMethods a, e broad, most common ivii ing methods a". e
permitted. These include:

R i gi d non-metall i c conduit or PVC
Iiinera I-insul ated meta i sheathed cable or MI
Non-metall i c cabl e type NM or NMC. However, NM is permitted
only in dry locations while NMC is permitted in moist o. damp
but not wet locations. These could be used in buildings on
the piers oi floats,
Corrosion resistant r igid metal conduit, This could be gal-
vanized oi PVC coated galvanized, We do not use galvanized
conduit under, oi along the floats.
Underground wiring per NEC. This could be Type UF in duct oi
conduit.
Type MC. We have not used meta1-clad cable, but believe that
if the p~oper metallic sheath viere used, it could be very
sati sf actory.
Open wirl;ig. That is, knob and tube--is permitted by code if
acceptable to the inspector. This can be a very satisfactor y
w~ring method for covered moorage feeders.
Fo~ additional wiring methods, we are referred to NFPA
303-1975, This is the source that al iows Type 5 a~a, oi Type
G cable where flexibility is required.

Groundin is a problem covei ed by NEC, A green oi" green with
ye cw st> i pe insul ated copper grounding conductor must be run
with the circuit conductors  and in the same cable or raceway',
throughout the system. It must be connected to a11 boxes,
cabinets or other metal enclosures  electrical!, to the frames of
ail utilizati on equipment and to the grounding terminals of
grounding type receptacles. The grounding conductor or conduc-
tors must extend from the grounding terminal in the service
equipment to each receptacie or piece of utilization equipment.

The sizes of the groundi ng conductors are based on NEC 250-95 but
cannot be smailer than No. 12.

Wirin Over and Under Navi able Water must be approved by the
authority having jurisdiction. This means that in addi ti on to
the electrical i ns pector someone else may have jurisdiction, We
start with the Coast Guard,
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~uarcu, check to see if ci eai ance or navi gati on ai d ii ghts «i il be
required.

Gasoline Oi spensi nq Stations are now cove, ed by NEC Section
555-9. Wiring and devices must meet the requirements of otner
sections for hazardou s locations . 555-9 defi nes the hazardous
areas around gasoline d ispensei s.

Fioatinri Dwetli~nunits ior what e cail house hosts! are nciud-
ed in the 1981 HEC. Wiring of the uriits must meet other code
section requirements. Services must have sufficient flexibility
while maintaining cl earances, Ground continuity must be assured
between an earth ground on shore, the incoming electricai system
and the floating duel ling unit.

State of Washinqton EE'lectrical Rules impose one additi anal
requirement. A disconnect device must be provided at the shore
end for �00 volt or less 1 electr ical services to floating
faci iiti es. These disconnects must meet service entrance re-
quirements and must be at the shoreline street side of the first
poi nt of constr ucti on.

Application Problems

Voltage drop is generally a major design factor The usua I
methoris--high feeds voltage. muiti-wi;e ci cuits, ove size con-
ductors are used to minimize voltage drop. Genera lly, we use
277/480V 3 dia. 4W shore to f !oat feeders but have used most
other "standard" voltages both 3 phase and single phase.

On Fioat Sub Feeders. We step the 480V shore to float voitage
down at one oc more Tocat 'ons on the floats. Transfo me secon-
dai y vol tage is general ly 120/Z40V 1 di a. 3-wire because this
permits supplying both iZOV and 240V outlets f rom the same
feeder. !20/208V, 3-phase, 4-wire may also be used. We find no
demand tor 3-phase power on pleasure craft.

Power Outlets for Boats, Nany of our designs are for metered
outlets and where possibl e, we group these into pairs. We find
that a thru or loop feed works vie 11 and ail ows the greatest use
of the code diversity table. t4eters grouped at a common point
are sometimes used but genera ily must be justified on the basis
of meter reader time savings. Larger conduits and more conduc-
tors are genera! ly required with grouped meters.

Float 1' ht' is often included in the outlet assembly package,
With metered receptacle assemblies on a loop feed, it is simple
to take a tap through a photo electric control to a light.
Lights are gene, ally mounted low--about 3 feet or less in height
when integrated with outlets, We have also used fluorescent,
mercury vapor and HPS luminaire on poles «ith 12- to i5-foot
mounting height. Hoivever, the low lights seem to be more accept-
ablee from an aesthetic standpoint and we have not had the expect-
ed compl aints of inadequate or poor li ghting. The use of
1 ncandes cent 1 amps f or these f i xt ures i s not desi r ah i e f rom the
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standpoint of effi ciency and lamp life is poor, A recent instal-
1 ation at Eagle Ha, bor makes use of fluorescent lamps mounted at
low Ieve I.

Corrosion is an ever present problem. We pay particular atten-
tion to devices and boxes, conduit threads, liquid li ght fIexible
meta I Ii c conduit and fi tti ngs, all conductors connections and
a II supports as we 11 as box and outlets assembI v mounti ng areas.

Development of a Power Outlet Assembly. E arly marina power out-
1 et, assemb Iies were mobi'le home park units or were adapted from
such units. Corrosion r esi stance was poor and non- locking
receptacles were often used, Modern marina povier outl et
assembl i es are much improved but we still find r usting of screws,
hinge pins, and of mounting posts where they bolt to the float.
Many mounting posts and brackets are inadequate.

Many vears ago, Reid, Middleton used assemblies of individual
components such as meter bases, junction boxes, enclosed breakers
and receptacl es a!1 mounted on wood or mete; bracket str uctures.
A "Pagoda" style garden Ii ght f i xture was mounted above the as-
sembly where desired.

When metered marina approved outlets became avail abI e, we i ncor-
porated them into the assembly, Finally dual assemb Ii es became
available and we used these both with our own mounti ng brackets
and with factory "posts." The factory posts were high  to satis-
fy NFPA 303! and we found them mechanically weak, especial'Iy in
torsi on.

Combining various suggesti ons, we went to a ga'I vanized sheet
steel wrap-around support with drip cap. This was strong but
rusted in the bolt down area. The idea seemed sound, so we dis-
cussed it with various outlet assembly suppliers.

As a result, a new outl et assembly was desi gned and first used at
the Port of Everett. However, there were stil I deficiencies such
as rusting of hinge pins and bolt down areas and the light was
stil I a shor t life incandescent bulb in a "Pagoda" fixture.

A second generation design has been developed. It includes
stainless steel hinge pins and exposed screws, hot dip
galvanizing of mounting fl anges and a built-in f Iuorescent light
which may have its own circuit breaker and photo electric control
if desired. The unit is normal 1 y provi ded with loop feed Iugs
for three wire 120/240 volt use, ground bees, meter bases,
breakers and receptacles as specified. A barr i ered space for
communication terminals can also be provided,

The first i nsta Il ation of these units has recently been completed
at Eagle Harbor.
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Water Quality
Biological Implications
In Pacific Northwest Marinas

Rick D. Cardwe II

Erivirosphere Comfsany

Abstract

Water quality in Pacific Northwest marinas was reviewed with respect
to pollutant sources, response to flushing, and biological effects.
Dissolved oxygen  D.O.! declines and water temperature increases
appear to be the two most important water quality changes in
marinas. From especially August through October, D.O. declines to
hypoxic and even anoxic levels occur periodically in waters at and
just above the bottom. The declines, apparently due to enhanced
sediment oxygen demand, appear to become especially severe with the
onset of cloudy, colder weather in the autumn and at night, Effects
on some species of sessile benthos seem certain, but impacts to
mobile organisms and the benthic community need to be assessed.
Though marina water temperatures can climb to at least 4'C above
those of the source waters, the degree of increase as well as the
highest temperatures attained probably do not exert major adverse
effects. Although a variety of toxic, oxygen-demanding, and
nutritive materials are introduced into marinas, quantities
introduced probably have a minor inf luence on the abundance and
composition of marine life. Currently, water quality changes in
marinas cannot be reliabily predicted on the basis of the amount of
flushing of marina with source waters.

Introduction

Marinas are designed to protect boats from the energy that causes
waters to mix and flow, and in so doing create conditions enhancing
their water quality variabi'lity and ability to accumulate
pollutants. To the natural resource agencies this behavior would be
less noteworthy were it not for aquatic life's propensity to
colonize, rear, or migrate through marinas. This increases the
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probability of their being exposed to potentially adverse water
quality, which increases in propor'tion to residence time. Resource
agencies usually try to minimize the occurrence of water quality
detrimenta1 to aquatic organisms because society values marine
waters for their multiple uses rather than dedicating their use
solely to navigation and vessel storage. Mitigating potential water
quality problems of marinas usually is directed at increasing
hydraulic energy, and this usually involves modifying marina design
to enhance circulation and, in salt water and estuarine marinas,
tidal flushing. This paper examines the relationship between
flushing and water quality within marinas and then addresses the
sources, extent, and biological implications of documented water
quality changes.

'i7lhat are the Sources of Water Quality Charicle in MarirMs7

The prominent sources of pollutants and water quality change in
marinas and small craft harbors, summarized in Table 1, basically
derive from land-based, man-made inputs  e.g., parking lot runoff!
and those of natural origin. With the exception of human sewage and
the threat it conveys to public health, concern mainly has focused
on potential effects on aquatic life because most pollutants
probably are not released in suffic ient quantities to imperil human
health.

Table 1. Sources of Po11utants and Water t}ual ity Change in Marinas

Petroleum Hydrocarbons  e, oil, rease
o uno rom par ing ots an nearby urban areas.
o Spi11ages via gas docks.
o Boat motor operation, including exhaust.

Heavy Metals
o Boat anti-fouling paint and sacrificial cathodes.
o Runoff from parking lots and roads.

o S ag oats; f ish and shellfish carcasses,
o Respiration of plants, anima1s, and bottom sediments.

y rinated biphenyls from hydraulic fluids.
o Pesticides in runoff from adjacent urban areas.
o Sewage from boats  e.g.,detergents! .

o Feces from warm-blooded animals  e.g ., sea gulls! .

Water Temperature
r radiation!.

Freshwater in estuarine or salt water mari nas!
o Runo rom streams, a es, an par ing lots.
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Wh,~t are tfte Biological linplrc,-ttions of 9/ster OUHlity Chancle~~

Rcl;riiorishrp Io flu~hrnq

Water quality changes reflect a balance between pollutant inputs and
removal rates. Pollutant inputs are more of a problem in freshwater
marinas because removal is mainly a function of diffusion,
wind-generated currents, and freshwater inputs, which usually are
not consistently strong. In saltwater marinas the rise and fall of
the tides not only augments these other dispersal mechanisms, but is
the preeminent force removing pollutants. This process is called
tidal exchange or tidal flushing, defined as the percentage of
marina water replaced with new water after the tide has risen and
fallen one time  i.e., one tidal cyc le!.

In theory, water quality change and tidal flushing of marinas are
directly related, such that higher water temperatures and pollutant
concentrations are expected in marinas having lesser flushing, such
as illustrated in Figure 1. !n reality, however, the relationship
is less than straightforward because marinas rarely possess steady
state conditions where a constant quantity of chemical is being
introduced and flushed out. Actual conditions are much more
dynamic, with pollutants entering and being removed at variable
rates, not only by tidal flushing, but also by such processes as
sedimentation and diffusion. One sees that the relationship between
tidal flushing and changes for at least some water quality
parameters appears to be too weak to set minimum flushing levels for
salt water and estuarine-based marinas  Cardwell et al., 1980b!.
Evidently, more water quality parameters need to be measured .
Nevertheless, the available data for several Puget Sound marinas
suggests that when 25 to 30K of a marina's water is flushed out each
tidal cycle, water quality appears to remain fairly close to that of
the source water. What lower limit ot flushing would still permit
acceptable water quality awaits further research. It may be below
25 to 30K and fall on a point along a parabola, where there are
rap id increases in water qua1ity change when low, perhaps less than
10K, tidal flushing percentages are reached  Figure 1!.

! 3.0
UJ

IO

!�

5 I -1,0 0 io 20 40
FLUSHING,

Figure 1. IAhen marina tidal flushing is related to changes in a water
quality parameter like water temperature increase, the predictive
relationship is low. The postulated shape of the curve is shown
by the solid black line. The different symbols represent different
marinas  see Cardwell et al,, 1980b!.
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Dgat!qes hn wg�..! qu.gl!ty para!T!ctcrs

In west coast marinas it has proven difficult to document water
quality changes that are of sufficient magnitude to kill aquatic
life, and this probably accounts for the relative rarity of fish
kills. This is not to say there are no adverse effects; rather they
are subtle instead of catastrophic. Some species do not colonize
marina habitats, but whether this is due to different water quality,
an unsuitable bottom type, lack of circulation, or a combination of
the three remains a puzzle  Straughan, 1980!,

The major water quality changes in marinas appear to be
�! increases in water temperature, �! decreases in dissolved
oxygen concentration, and �! increases in the concentrations cf
other pollutants.

Water temperature. Marinas become warmer than their ambient source
at from solar radiation is being added faster than

it can be removed by advective forces  i.e., tidal flushing! and
diffusion. Based upon measurements made during the day, which are
overestimates because heat losses at night are not considered, water
temperature increases in a variety of Puget Sound marinas appear to
be 4'C above those of source waters  Cardwell et al., 1980b!
 Figure 2!. This generalization appears to be true for marinas and
harbors in southern California  Soule and Oguri, 1980; Straughan,
1980!, Texas  Croliss and Trent, 1971!, and Florida  Lindall et alta
1973!. An animal encountering the elevated marina temperatures
likely would be unaffected materially because the increases are n uch
less than those known to be harmful to aquatic Iife  Brungs and
Jones, 1977!, including most embryonic and larval stages that
usually are the most temperature sensitive [Andronikov, 1975!, For
example, newly-hatched � to 7 mm! herring [~C! ~ ea haren «s
haren us! !at vae can survive 60-minute exposures tn 25 C water when
acc >mated to O'C  Barker et al., 1981!, and 24-hour exposure to
22 C when acclimated to temperatures between 7.5 and 15'C  Blaxter,
1960!. These temperature increases, on the other hand, wi 11 be
enough to change the composition and abundance of species
permanently inhabiting the marina because a species ' ability to
colonize a habitat depends upon a variety of factors  e.g., food
supply and predation rate! affected by temperature in ways inimical
to some species and favorable to others. This is one of the reasons
zooplankton populations in embayments, for example, differ from
those of the source water  Barlow, 1955; CardweI1 et al, 1980a!.

During July, August, and sometimes into September, diurnal water
temperatures of some Puget Sound marinas may reach levels depressing
the growth rate of some species, as exemplified in Figure 2 for
juvenile salmon and trout. This occurrence is not unique, for there
are many areas in Puget Sound, particularly in the southern part and
in natural embayments, where summertime temperatures regularly
exceed optimal levels for salmonid growth  Cardwell et al ~ , 1980b!.
However, one should not judge the relationship between marina water
temperatures and temperature tolerances of aquatic life without
considering when species occur in the marina. For example, when
water temperatures of Puget Sound marinas are warmest, usually in
August, most juvenile salmon and trout have already left the inshore
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Figure 2. Maximum water temperatures observed in six Puget Sound
marinas  M! compared to ambient source  S! water temperatures and
those that are acutely lethal and optimum for growth of salmon and
trout.

waters in search of better food suppfies present in the offshore
waters and the ocean  Healey, 1978!. Likewise, larvae of many
economically important species like Dungeness crab  Cancer
ma ister!, Pacific he ring !glupea ~ha en us pa!assi!, and geoduck
c am Panope generosa!, a e spawned tn the spring, and thereto e
will not encounter water temperatures that may retard growth rates.
Species at risk would be those permanently inhabiting the marina
 e.g., bay mussels [Mytilus edulis 1, barnacles, flatfish! and those
spawning in the summer and autumn  e.g., surf smelt [Hypomesus
pretiosus], manila littleneck ciam Iilenerupis japonica/a.

D' 1 d In marinaS the S1Owing Of CurrentS and turbulent
g cive to proliferation of the dr ifting

microscopic plan s, the phytoplankton, and sedimentation of
suspended inorganic and organic material. These events affect
marina dissolved oxygen  D.O.!, which is probably the major water
quality problem in small craft harbors and analagous embayments. In
Puget Sound and elsewhere, phytoplankton populations are more
abundant in marinas and other protected embayments than in higher
energy source waters, and during tne day their net photosynthesis
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can add substantial quantities of oxygen to the water  Croliss and
Trent, 1971; Cardwell et al., 1980a; Winter et al., 1975!. At night
the process reverses, with plants becoming net oxygen users. Late
at night the combined oxygen demands of the marina's plants,
animals, and microbes may have reduced the marina's dissolved oxygen
concentration, in some cases to biologically harmful levels. This
is especially true for waters c lose to the bottom, where bacteria
and other plants and benthic animals exert a substantial oxygen
demand  Polak and Haffner, 1978; Boyd et al., 1978! ~ The quieter
waters of marinas serve as a site for sedimentation of particulate
matter, and the organic fraction  detritus! supplies ihe carbon on
which bacteri a and other microbes feed while concomitantly consuming
oxygen. Allochthonous sources of carbon, in the form of sewage or
other organic matter, enhance sediment oxygen demand. Benthic
plants  periphyton! may further alter the sediment oxygen budget
where marina water depths are sufficient ly shallow. This includes
most marinas because their water depths usually average less than 3
to 4 meters �0 to 12 feet! in depth.

Generally during cloudy, warm weather in the summer and consequent
to the collapse of phytoplankton and periphyton populations in the
autumn, low D.O. in bottom waters occurs occasionally in small craft
harbors and analagous embayments,  Cardwell, et al., 1980b; Croliss
and Trent, 1971; Lindall et a1., 1973; and Romaire and Boyd, 1979!.
In the Pacific Northwest, reduced and, in some cases, dangerously
low dissolved oxygen appears to occur in most marinas  Cardwell et
al., 1978; Cardwell et al., 1980b; Nece and Knoll, 1974! during late
August, September, October, and possibly into November. The lowest
0.0. would be expected near the bottom when �! phytoplankton
populations are high, �! ambient source ~ater 0.0. is "low"  e.g.,
5 mg/1!, �! the weather has turned cloudy and colder, and �! it is
at night.

Dissolved oxygen concentrations in marinas and embayments can
descend to levels causing "fish"  actually both fish and
invertebrates are involved! kills  e.g., Croliss and Trent, 1971;
Reish, 1961! or changes in the species composition or occurrence of
fish and invertebrates populations  Lindall et al., 1973!. In most
cases effects may be almost exc lusively limited to bottom-dwelling
organisms. Cardwell et al. �978, 1980a! and Penttila and Aguero
�977! have observed apparently healthy populations of
oxygen-sensitive species in Puget Sound marinas. In addition,
Lindall et al. �973! observed month1y changes in the number and
abundance of fish and invertebrates spec ies that appeared to change
depending upon whether the 0.0. at the bottom was low.

Dissolved oxygen profiles at and just above the bottom of marinas
and the viability of benthic-epibenthic plants and animals needs
further study to determine whether the ephemeral occurrence of low
D.O,'s in certain sectors of marinas are having long-1asting
impacts. For example, most sessile, benthic invertebrates seem
particularly vulnerable, but species like clams and polychaetes have
special tolerance to D.O.  Davis, 1975!, and some clam species can
close their valves to avoid transiently adverse environmental
conditions. Although fish and mobile invertebrates like crabs and
shrimp may be unable to consciously avoid low dissolved oxygen
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 Oavis, 1975!, they may be able to migrate to the areas  e.g., the
upper water column! where oxygen concentrations usually are well
above life-threatening levels.

Other pollutants. The remaining pollutant sources appear to be

concentrations appear to be generally below those known to be lethal
or chronically toxic to marine organisms. There are several reasons
for this. If a marina is distant from pollutant sources like sewage
treatment plant outfalls and is receiving negligible quantities of
chemicals via storm drains, biologically significant concentrations
of toxic substances would be unexpected because the concentrations
of chemicals being introduced by spillage or leaching, which appear
to be very low, would be reduced further by the marina's flushing
and other physical, chemical and biologica'I fates.

Once chemicals like copper  a heavy metal especially abundant in
boat bottom paints!, pentachlorophenol  a wood preservative!, and
naphthalene  a constituent of gasoline and oi 1! enter marine waters,
only small fractions remain in forms available to organisms. Often
it is incorrectly assumed that all of the substance is biologically
available and remains so. Figure 3 illustrates some of the fates
that heavy metals undergo in marine waters, For instance, only the
ionic form of copper  Cu++! is available. Organic substances like
pentachlorophenol and naphthalene experience similar fates  e.g.,
sorption to particulates!. The compounds are also susceptible to
degradation by bacteria and other microbes, decomposition by light,
and evaporation.

In Pacific Northwest marinas the absence of fish kills or signs of
diseased or stressed organisms unassociated with low dissolved
oxygen may be ipso facto evidence that toxic chemicals do not
approach or reacaa ac~teTy stressful levels. Cardwell et al. �980a!
found that the waters of Flounder Hay, Washington were not acutely
toxic to Pacif ic oyster larvae. They did observe significant
elevations of copper and zinc in oysters held in the marina,
findings mirroring those of Young et al. �979!, but these
concentrations posed no threat to live oysters or man  e.g., their
potential predators!  Environmental Protection Agency, 1980!.
Outboard motors and petroleum spillages are sources of petroleum
hydrocarbons in marinas, but their importance seems more problematic
than real based upon the low incidence of oil spills in mari nas
 Cardwell et al., 1980b!, the low solubility of petroleum,
especially in quiet waters, and the relatively low acute toxicity of
petroleum hydrocarbons to many species of marine organisms
 Anderson, 1979!.

Many of the potential sources of toxic, oxygen-demanding, and
nutritive substances listed in Table 1 can be eliminated from
consideration with a few simple measures. For example, runoff from
parking lots and urban-industrial uplands can be shunted to the
source water rather than to the marina if it is significantly
contaminated or is expected to be in the future. This measure will
reduce loadings of pesticides, nutrients, petroleum hydrocarbons,
and oxygen-demanding materials. Conversely, good quality water
should be introduced into marinas, for it promotes exchange.
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Through the use of vessel sanitation devices and regulations barring
disposal of fish and shellfish offal, significant sources of oxygen
demand can be removed.

Chemical contami nation of sediment s and its effects on
bottom-dwelling organisms is a frequently voiced concern, but most
chemicals in the sediment appear to be bound inextricably to
particulate matter in forms and phases that apparently are nontoxic
to aquatic life. These generalizations apply to petroleum
hydrocarbons  Anderson et al., 1979!, heavy metals  Callahan et al.,
1979!, and pesticides  Nathans and Bechtel, 1977!.
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In conclusion, the primary pollution problem in marinas appears to
be low dissolved oxygen; other changes in marina water quality
appear to be either biologically insignif icant or can be mitigated
by environmentally conscientious design and operation. There is
need for a better understanding of the character and biological
implications of D.O. declines in marinas. We need to determine more
precisely when they occur, their areal extent, how signif icantly
they affect bottom-dwelling organisms, and whether they are specific
to marinas or bays and inlets generally. One intriguing question is
whether D.O. declines -- or changes in other water quality features
-- can be controlled with a given level of flushing or circulation.
At this juncture much more study is required before this question
can be answered.
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Boating Registration
Interclub's Position

Roger Stubbs
Interc Ltb Boaung Association of 9/ashington

The Interclub Boating Assn, of Washington, a parent organization
consisting of some 70 yacht and boating clubs with over 20,000
members, was originally organized by former Seattle City Official
Ev Henry and others for the purpose of acquiri ng Sucia Island in the
San Juans and donating it to the State for use as a marine park.
That done, the members looked for other ways to help their con-
stituents. The organization has accomplished a wide variety of
things over the years from helping to pass Initiative 215 which
authorized the sale of bonds to finance a wide variety of recrea-
tional projects, and the bonds' repayment from the boaters fuel
taxes, to building picnic shelters at several of the state marine parks.

8ut Interclub is best known both by the public at large and by its own
members for standing up for the interests of boat owners in the
political arena. In this arena, we have frequently but not always,
taken a stand against state boating laws with a wide variety of aims
the boating public felt were inimical to their interests, On occasion
we have supported such legislation, but more often than not we oppose
measures drawn up by those who do not understand our interests.

Understand in the beginning that boating, unlike many other forms of
recreation, becomes an obsession with many of us. IJe consider it a
way of life, a last bastion of freedom from the pressures we endure in
other facets of our lives, and very important to our peace of mind and
sanity. If you threaten boating, you hit us where we live - and we' ll
hit back with everything we' ve got to avoid any degradation of our
1 i f esty 1 e.

One of the key elements in our boating lifestyle is the sense of
freedom it gives us. If you propose to regulate us, to tell us when
and where we can go, or add a lot of waterborne cops to keep us in
line � we will fight you tooth and nail.
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Another element is the cost of boating. Very few of us can actually
afford the boats we own by any normal standard of what is affordable.
We probably acquired our present boat only after trading up from
something smaller, and by sacrificing other pleasures on the altar of
boating for many many years. If you propose to make boating any more
expensive than it is already, we will fight you tooth and nail
because we simply can't afford to sacrifice any more to maintain our
boats � and we won'0 give up our boats.

So now we come to the question of Interclub's opposition to boating
laws, which are in place in 47 of the 50 states. Each boating bill
we' ve seen so far has contained elements that would either add regu-
lations or cost us more money and usually both. They would guarantee
that a portion of the money collected from us would be used by law
enforcement organizations to keep us in line. They would guarantee
that our names and addresses together with a description of our boats
would be inscribed forever in a government computer, available to any
government agency bent on mischief, We know from the experience of
boaters in other states, that there is little likelihood that our money
would, in fact, be used for our benefi t. It i s much more likely that
it would be used to harass us as is now being done in most of the
states with boating laws.

Except in the one instance when we, under strong urging from influ-
ential members of the Legislature, drafted and lobbied S,B, 2048 on
our own initiative, all other boating bills have been proposed and pushed
by government agencies, These agencies would no doubt benefit from
the passage of such a bill, but we have seen nothing in any of them
that would benefit us. Thus we have opposed them,

Our experience with S.B. 2048 is instructive and is another reason we
oppose boating bills. After sweating blood for more than a year
drafting this measure so that it would minimize the objections of the
majority of boat owners, and after going to considerable pains to gain
its approval by major members of the Legislature and by the Governor,
S.B. 2048 was amended in the eleventh hour of the last day of the
session into a form we Could not accept � a form that would have
added several hundred dollars a year to our cost of boat ownership
without in any way giving us any benefit,

We came away from that legislative session convinced that the legis-
lature cannot be trusted to actually pass a boating bill without in-
cluding punitive measures before it could go to the governor for
signature. Further, once a boating law is in effect, and the state
has us in its computer, we do not trust the legislature not to alter
it in subsequent sessions to make it still more costly and more re-
strictive. The past history of such measures indicates the first bill
passed is simply an opening wedge, and that much worse is yet to come.

So far the boating public in this state has managed to defeat every
attempt to saddle us with a state boating law, We are not so naive as
to believe we can escape forever, since there are many powerfu'l forces
at the national, state and local levels of government that insist that
we must bend to their yoke, We are neither rich nor powerful, rather
we are poor and relatively disorganized. But we have our convictions,
and we will continue to fight the good fight with whatever resources
we possess for just as long as we are able.
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That said, let me reiterate some of the key points in S,B. 2048, the
bill we supported, which we consider absolutely minimum safeguards in
any bill we could live with, First, there must be a logically
derived excise tax, the money from which would reside in a dedicated
fund, to be used for the benefit of boating only. Second, this fund
must be administered by an independent board or commission whose
members have demonstrated sympathy with the needs and desires of boat
owners. Third, the excise tax must be in lieu of personal property
taxes on boats, Fourth, the bill should provide a way to establish a
clear title for boats.

It would be our hope that a law constructed with the above mentioned
safeguards could operate without doing us much damage. We would hope
that the funds would be used for such things as construction and
operation of boating facilities, for aid to established organizations
working in the field of boater education, perhaps for some degree of
search and rescue as the Coast Guard retreats from its responsibility
in this field, These funds would not be turned over to County Sheriffs
to hire cops to harass us, would not be used to support a new costly
bureaucracy. If our hopes were to be realized, it is absolutely
necessary that the board or commission administering the act be made
up of boating people - not government officials.

Several of these minimum requirements are apparently inimical to the
interests of government. For example, we are told the State is
strongly opposed to dedicated funds, preferring to appropriate funds
on the whim of the Legislature, We are also told it is unlikely we can
gain approval of another independent board or commission. In fact,
the Legislature and the Governor would like to eliminate some such
organizations already in place, Further, Governors generally don' t
like restrictions placed on their ability to name members of boards
and commissions such as we propose.

Thus the likelihood that we could actually get a bi ll containing our
minimum requirements through the legislative process, and that we could
keep it livable through subsequent legislative sessions, seems to us to
be minimal. Since we probably can 't get what we want, and we can 't
live with what the government wants, we oppose boating bills. We are
at a standoff. A standoff that will remain unti 1 either government
agrees to our terms, or sticks us with something that will damage
boating in this state forever,

Interclub, exercising its mandate to protect the best interests of
boating in this state and recognizing that being negative on this issue
is not politically advantageous, must still stand up and fight for its
members so long as their interests are under attack.
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User Fees for Coast Guard Activities

Thomas F Kincaid

Nor'Wesnng Magazine

I have been asked to comment specifically on the Reagan Administration's
proposal to impose a user tax on all of thi s country's pleasure boats
to raise money for such Coast Guard activities as search and rescue,
aids to navigation, regatta patrol, and the development of equipment
regulations. The proposed fees are designed to generate $60 million
in fiscal 1982, and graduate upward to $200 million in fiscal 1986,

Capt . J . B. Lynn, speaki ng for the Coast Guard duri ng an October 1 0
meeting of the National Boating Federation, said the beginning fees
would be $25 for boats under 16 ft,, $45 for boats 16 ft. to 26 ft.,
$90 for boats 27 ft, to 40 ft., $150 for boats 41 ft. to 65 ft,, and
$250 for boats over 65 ft, These are "going in" figures to raise the
$60 million for fiscal '82, and would be more than tripled in later
years. Capt. Lynn also offered, as an alternative, raising the
federal fuel tax on boats by 24 cents per gallon.

Let me make one point at the outset. What is proposed is not a user
fee, levied against the users of services in proportion to their use
of those services. It is a new tax on boat ownership, imposed whether
or not the owner uses Coast Guard services. It failed dismally when
ft was proposed in the last Congress, at least in part because i t
would levy this tax against boat owners who have never seen the Coast
Guard, and likely never will, The Coast Guard has no presence on
state waters, where the majori ty of boating is done, and which makes
up the majority of the waters in the United States. Congressmen from
states with little or no Coast Guard presence are not apt to saddle
their constituents with a tax to support activities of no possible
benefit to those consti tuents,

A further point. All but three of this country's states tax their boat
owners specifically to support most of the services the Coast Guard
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provides in navigable waters, i.e., search and rescue, aids to navi-
gation, and regatta patrol. Boat owners in these states are ~ver
reluctant to pay again for these same services.

Even in this state, taxes now paid by boat owners into the general
funds of ci ties, counties, the state and other taxing bodies, amount
to many millions of dollars, and we also object to paying still more
taxes for an already overtaxed recreation. Consider the case of just
one, quite typical boat owner, who took the trouble to break down the
cost of his boat to separate out those amounts which went into the
treasuries of various public bodies, and which those bodies would not
have gotten if he was not a boat owner.

Even this rather substantial amount ignores the
sales tax he paid on everything he bought for his
boat during the year, and the increment of his
moorage that represents lease payments to the
Department of' Natural Resources.

Those who insist boat owners are getting a "free ride," or are not
paying thei r way, simply do not know the facts.

Now let's consider the specific services the Coast Guard proposes to
fund through this user tax,

Search and rescue is the most obvious. Today, the Coast Guard is
involved in about 15 percent of all search and rescue mi ssions in
this country. The other 85 percent are rescued by other nearby boat
operators, the Coast Guard Auxiliary, or by state or county patrolmen.
This heavy tax to support only 15 percent of the problem seems exces-
sive to say the least.

Aids to navigation, also an obvious benefit. Those aids, as the Coast
Guard itself insists, are established to support the waterborne commerce
of the United States. Although they peripherally benefit pleasure
boaters and the owners of commercial vessels, it is possible to argue
they also benefit everyone in the United States: the Kansas wheat
farmer and the Omaha manufacturer, as well as all foreign nations, To
single out recreational boatmen to pay for aids to navigation is
patently unfair. These are part of a system benefi ti na every citizen
in this country, and should continue to be funded through general tax
revenue.

Regatta patrol. This is a function the Coast Guard took on itself, and
is of questionable value to boat owners. Rather than be taxed for this
"service" boat owners would, I think, ask that the service be eliminated,

Development of rules and regulations. I hardly need cogent on the
organization that brought us natural ventilation systems designed to
add oxygen to the explosive fuel mixtures in our bilges; that brought

Leasehold tax on moorage
Road tax on fuel
Sales tax on fuel
Personal property tax
Registration  boat 8 dinghy!

$2] 6.00
120.00

46.80
35.00

4.00
5421.80



us NSDs; and that now approves for our use pyrotechnic devices that are
patently dangerous.

Further, Congress passed the Biaggi Bill, which removes $60 million of
our federal fuel tax dollars from the Land and Water Conservation Fund,
and dedicates it to support state and federal boating safety programs.
Congress, under pressure from the Administration, has chosen not to
budget any of this money for its intended use. Surely the Feds could
at least use some of the money we already send them before coming to
us for more.

As other speakers duri ng this conference have i ndicated, the boati ng
industry in this country is in deep trouble. Right here at home we
have seen bankruptcies and severe layoffs in an industry that was once
vital and growing. Proposals to double moorage fees without any
economi c justifi cation; to tax boat owners one percent of their boat' s
value each year; to tax them to support the Coast Guard; to levy a new
3 percent tax on a'Il boats under 25 ft. and a 10 percent tax on all
boat equipment to support fishing enhancement programs, are simply more
than this spavined camel can carry, Its back already bent, any of
these proposals are sufficient to break it completely.
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Federal Maritime User Charges
Legislative Issues

Duncan C. Smith, III
Coast Guard and Navirjariori Subcommittee of the
Merchant Manne and Fisheries Committee,

LJ S House of Represeritatives

Background and Introduction

Colonial governments, and, v i r tua 1 1 y since i ts existence,
the Federal Government have been involved with f inane ing
waterway improvements. Until this century, however, the
government has not lev ied water way user charges.

But, beginning wi th Franklin Roosevelt's Administration,
every Administration has recommended user charges. These
charges are common outside of the United States such as in
the Port of Rotterdam. Further, General Accounting Of f ice
and Of f ice of Management and Budget documents explore the
possibility of user charges in the United States.

Not until the 94th and 95th Congresses have these recommen-
dations been the subject of Congressional interest. Today
there are a number of user charge laws already enacted by
the Federal Government applicable in the maritime area:

The In 1 and Wa te r wa ys Rev enue Ac t o f 1978  P. L.
95-502! levies a tax on barge fuel;
The Vessel Documentation Act of 1978  P. L. 96-594!
imposes a yacht fee for documentation;
The motorboat fuel tax paid by recreational boaters
 see the "Biaggi bill", P.L. 96-451!; and
The 1952 Independent Of f ices Appropr iation Act which
is a general user charge law for all agencies and
implemented by OHB Circular No. A-25. With this law
in place, it may be that additional user charge
leg islation is not necessary, except for legislation
to remove certain prohibitions on the imposition of
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user charges in specific areas, such as in the case
of Section 331 of Title 46, U.S. Code. Thus, the
possibility exists that user charges could be
administratively imposed without comprehensive
action by Congress.

Why are user fees being considered at all?

First, there is a tremendous increase in water or maritime
activity of importance to various private and public
interests. That is, more demands are being made on our
waterways and for attendant improvements for services
regarding their use. The proposals being considered fall
into three general categories that relate to these demands:

1. Ports � development and dredg ing;
2. Inland Waterways � locks and dams, dredging; and
3. Coast Guard - safety and environmental services.

Second, the Reagan Administration is committed to implemen-
ting a cost recovery pol icy for the government. This cost
recovery policy is based on the following general
pr inc i pl es:

Equity � what is just and fair;
Economic ef f iciency � supply and demand allocation

of government services; and
Administrative simplicity � monetary and nonmonetary

considerations.

In the February 18, 1981 economic proposals of the Reagan
Administration, user fees in the area of transportation were
included. Specifically, maritime fees included a "yacht
fee" for Coast Guard services and increased taxes on barge
fuel. Indeed, d ur ing the March 1981 budget activity, Coast
Guard user fees, projected to raise $100 million, became
part of the reconciliation 1egislation. Finally, on
September 24, 1981, the Reagan Administration reiterated its
desire for user charges for Coast Guard services; dredging,
construction, and maintenance for waterways; and licensing,
inspection, and documentation functions.

As further background it should be noted that a user charge
study was mandated by the Inland Waterway Revenue Act of
1978 noted above. This study is to evaluate .the effect of
user charges generally among transportation modes.

Pros and Cons

Nany advantages and disadvantages regard ing user charges
have been advanced. The following is a general summary.

Arguments against levying a maritime user charge are as
follows:

The amount of cargo shipped by water transportation
wo u ld be r ed uc ed;
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A substantial rise in the price of goods would occur
particularly at an early stage of production such as
with primary raw materials and fertilizers;
The most energy eff icient, safest, and environ-
mentally clean mode of transportation would be
d i scour aged;
Incidental benefits to transportation development
such as flood control, hurricane protection,
recreation, reservoir water supply, agricultural
irrigation, and electricity generation, would be
affected;
Distortions in pr ivate investment decisions result:
the cost and risk of investments in equipment and
facilities increase and the use of those in
existence discouraged;
We risk the possibility that foreign governments
might retaliate with additional charges on American
vessels;
Maritime related jobs would be reduced or
eliminated; and
The mar itime modes of transportation are being
treated in isolation from other transportation
modes, particularly truc k and rail.

The following arguments favor the imposition of user
charges:

The settlement and economic development of our
f rontier through publ ic investment in waterway
fac il it ies is no longer valid;
Providing free facilities to the water industry by
the public is unfair, while levying taxes on other
transportation modes;
The levels of traffic forecast for new waterways
have overestimated potential traf f ic;
Coast Guard, services such as icebreaking, safety
inspections, search and rescue, and aids to
navigation are done largely to assist commercial use
o f the water ways;
An inequitable distribution of income results when
one transportation mode is given an advantage over
another;
Other modes of transportation must recoup their
investments;
The low cost of waterway transpo rtation is an
artificial advantage created by unequal treatment of
transportation modes by the Federal Government;
The benefits of low cost water transportation to the
consumer would not be destroyed by the imposition of
user charges;
Publicly provided waterway facilities and services
are in effect a windfall gain and distort
intermodal equity among various classes of
transportation.
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Types of User Ch~rcges

The feasibil ity of a user charge is contingent upon the
ability to employ an efficient collection mechanism. Thus,
implementation will have an impact on the outcome of the
user charge debate.

User charge mechanisms fall into two general categories:

l. A system-wide basis � everyone pays the same; and
2. A segment-based charge � everyone pays according to

use .

In a very simplistic way this can be another way of saying
that user fees are either indirect or direct charges.

Direct fees � Assessment for a service or facility
each time it is received or used;

Annual fees � Uni form fee imposed on vessels such as
recreational boats, fishing vessels,
and vessels in domestic trade ~ This
is probably lower for recreational
vessels and in general may result in
some cross-subsidy effects;

Assessment for fuel purchased by
barges, fishing vessels, and
recreational boats directly. This
arrangement rewards fuel efficient
vessels but may result in the cross-
subsidization within the industry;

3. Fuel Taxes

Segment Tolls � Tax based on the distance that a
vessel travels or the portion of a
waterway facility used. Although this
would reflect the true cost of
individual waterways, it may cause
congestion on those most frequently
used because the charge would be
lower due to the volume of traf f ic.
Some waterways would be caused to
close because of lack of use;

4.

Tonnage fee � Fee assessed primarily on vessels in
foreign trade;

5.

Lockage fees � Var iat ion on a d i rect fee which would
result in discourag ing the use of
locks by smaller or pleasure craft;

6 ~

Congestion tolls � Fee for the privilege of sailing
through a lock. The fee might exceed
the cost of the facility to be
recovered i f the demand is high for

7.
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the use of that par ticular waterway.
Therefore, the fee would determine for
some vessels not only how soon they
would use the facility, but whether
they would use it at all. Commercial
and recreational vessels would be in
d i rect competi t ion.

All of these mechanisms would be relatively easy to
administer with the exception of congestion tolls.

Current Inrtiatwes

The Reagan Administration philosophy is that there should be
100-percent cost recovery for government programs that have
specific beneficiaries. This recovery should be developed
and based upon the dual principles of equity and economic
ef f iciency. In the Ieg islative Branch, user charges are
being addressed in three areas: port development  deep-
dra f t!; inland wa ter way development   shallow-dra f t!; and
Coast Guard serv ices.

The ort develo ment initiatives on user fees have
or ig dna ted wl. th Cong ress i tsel f . Both the Sena te and the
House of Representatives have bills currently under
consideration. The impetus behind these bills is inadequate
port capacity to handle coal. The various bills are foroperation and maintenance expenses as well as construction.
Port development bills are all pending in both Houses ~ The
Senate Water Resources Committee is taking action on S ~ 1692
which deals with user fees to fully fund drafts over 14
feet. The Merchant Narine and Fisheries Committee of the
House of Representatives reported H. R. 4627, which proposes
a uniform system of tonnage duties on vesseIs in the foreign
trade ~

All the bills differ in their concept of "deep draft". Some
start at 14 feet or greater, while others begin at the 45
foot or 13.5 meter depth. Different cost sharing arrange-
ments are based on the depth in the bill . There is a fee
for some port development while other bills incorporate
various percentages of Federal and state-local appropria-
tions for others. The fees are based on tonnage. Some are
commodity specific and others are for the general tonnage of
a vessels An alternative being considered is an ad valorem
duty. Differing percentages are based on the concept that
ports, harbors, and other waterways are national resources
particularly with regard to national defense and the general
economy. Therefore, the Federal Government should share in
the cost to a certain extent ~ The fuel tax enacted in
Public Law 95-502 is generally being retained in addition to
a port development fee.

The inland waterwa user charges for shallow draft
development or g enate in Administration bills. These bills
were sent to Congress early in the first session of the 97th
Congress, but have been revised over the year. A revised
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bill, H.R. 4846, represents the current Administration
thinking. It calls for 100 � percent cost recovery for inland
waterway projects. The basic mechanism is to increase the
tax on barge fuel imposed by Public Law 95-502 to 15 cents a
gallon from 6 cents. The mechanism has been simplified by
not exempting certain waterways as is currently done.
Therefore, all the money is collected at the "pump" rather
than through a complicated system of reports. In addition,
license fees, tonnage fees, lock fees, and cargo carrying
charges are being contemplated. One problem area to be
eliminated is the prohibi tion of assessing tolls on public
waterways contained in Section 5 of title 33, U.S. Code.

Certain problems have arisen regarding the cost allocation
or what percentage to be paid by the Federal Government ~
The Administration bills reflect a 10-percent share for the
Federal Government because of the other uses for inland
waterways. This leaves a 90-percent allocation for general
navigation which is to be paid by industry. Studies show,
however, that as much as 25 percent of the use of inland
water ways is for noncomme rc 1 a 1 navigation purposes .
The ef feet of a sudden increase may be blunted by phasing in
the user charge over a five-year period. As with port
development fees the P. L. 95-502 tax on fuel is generally
retained where inland fees are imposed .

The first proposal for Coast Guard user fees was transmitted
to Congress by the Reagan Adm nistration at the beginning of
the 97th Congress . The proposal would have recovered costs
to the Coast Guard on a five-year phased in periods Duringthat time $100 million would be collected in the first year
gradually rising to $500 million during the fi fth year. The
proposal would have given the Secretary of Transpo r ta tion
the authority to establish fees for Coast Guard services
such as search and rescue, aids to navigation, merchant
marine safety, marine environment protection, and ice-
breaking. No fees would have been authorized for law
enforcement or military readiness functions. Fees charged
to civilian users were divided into three types:

Direct fees � licence or document;
Annual fee � waterway user fee for recreational and

f ishing vessels; and
A tonnage fee � for commerc ial vessels.

This proposal was seriously flawed and raised several
concerns amongst the Members of the Merchant Mar ine and
Fisher ies Comm i t tee. These concerns were:

That it would give the Executive Branch unlimited
authority to charge for a public benefit;

That it gives the Executive Branch authority to
charge where no benefit is received;

That fees would be authorized for discretionary
functions of the Coast Guard such as search and
rescue and aids to nav igation;
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That the proposal's jurisdiction and scope would
cause undue Administrative burdens and
distortions in the burden of paying the fee;

That certain inequities would result such as
favored treatment for foreign fishing vessels;

That the fees would go to the General Treasury
with no guarantee that they would be used for
Coast Guard functions;

That future fees in the five-year phase-in were
speculative; and

That no provision was made to transfer proprietary
functions to the private sector where
appropriate, thus alleviating the need for
a fee.

The Administration subsequently withdrew this initial proposal
and has started to work on a second recommendation for Coast
Guard user fees. They are developing the second proposal
through a series of meetings held in September 1981. Separate
sessions were held on the general concept of. user fees,
indirect fees, direct fees, and recreational boating fees.
In addition several "one-on-one" sessions were held when

requested by particular or individual groups affected by
the proposal. Examples of the indirect fees are as follows:
$1,350 for the smallest fishing vessel  less than 100 gross
tons!; $1,600 for inland uninspected tow boats  less than
1,000 horsepower!; $600 for the smallest barge  less than
1,000 gross tons!; $11,000 for four round-trips by an ice-
breaker on the Great Lakes; and $25 for recreational vessels
under 16 feet to $250 for recreational vessels of 65 feet or
more. As an alternative, increases in fuel taxes have been
proposed for some of these indirect fees.

Direct fees have been proposed primarily for services per-
formed in the commercial vessel safety program of the Coast
Guard. Examples of direct fees are as follows: $300 to
issue a vessel document; $7,200 for the initial inspection of
a small passenger vessel and up to $100,000 for a mobile
offshore drilling unit; subsequent inspections for the same
vessels would be $900 and $3,900; $120 for the initial
licensing of a merchant seaman; and $12,000 for the periodic
inspection of offshore facilities and oil terminals.

The content of the final proposal still remains to be seen
as it is currently being developed for transmission early in
the Second Session of the 97th Congress.

Issues  o be Resolved

Some user fees will be enacted in the future, possibly in the
97th Congress. The type and extent of these fees will largely
be determined by the resolution of both legal and policy
issues.

The legal issues are founded in Constitutional concerns. The
first one xs regarding the Commerce Clause; user charges
should not interfere with interstate commerce. The second
constitutional issue arises out of Article 1, Section 9,



which states that there will be no preference for the port of
one state over the port of another. Fees must be constructed
to avoid this conflict.

Another legal issue arises over the construction of a usez
charge as a fee or a tax. This concern centers on the broader
issue of whether user charges are being proposed as a revenue-
raising measure or for cost recovery. A tax is a charge by
the government for general governmental services, whereas a
fee is a charge assessed for particular services rendered
to a specific beneficiary and based upon the benefit derived
by that individual. If the charge is considered in the
character of a tax, then the charge would be unconstitutional
under the Commerce Clause and by the limitation on tonnage
fees. However, a tax is distinguished from a fee by
examining the relationship between the amount charged and
services rendered to the particular beneficiary paying the
fee. Thus, the charge in the form of a toll for passage
through a lock is considered compensation for the use of
artificial facilities constructed and not as a tax upon the
navigation of the stream itself.

Finally, several policy issues need to be resolved. The
obvious policy issues are those which are the baszs of the
user charge proposals themselves, These issues are the
principles of equity, economic efficiency, and administrative
simplicity. The equity issue will not onIy be zesolved by
determining that those who obtain valuable services from the
government, or who use government-funded facilities, pay for
them, but also that the size of the fee with regard to
fishing vessels, intermodal transportation impacts, predicta-
bility, and geographic impacts is appropriate. The economic
efficiency issue will be resolved based on whether the
mechanism proposed will truly be an efficient allocator of
the government's resources. Finally administrative simplicity
will be resolved by determining not onIy the ease of col-
lection and payment, but also the cost of the system needed
to administer the user charge.

Other policy issues, however, are also important. For
instance, does the government have enough information to
decide on user fees? Public Law 95-502 mandated a study of
the effects of user charges. As of this date this study is
not complete. Zn addition, the Administration is conducting
a thorough examination of all of the Coast Guard roles and
missions. Through this study several functions may be
eliminated or modified. Thus, until these studies are
completed the government will lack the information necessary
to determine what functions should be charged for and the
amount of those fees,

Another issue is that of determining what is a national
benefit. Government functions such as national defense,
regional development, water resource functions other than
commercial navigation, and law enforcement should not be
paid for through user charges. However, more complex
questions have to be resolved when examining government
functions such as search and rescue, aids to navigation, and
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marine environment protection. If these are truly governmental
functions for the general benefit, then user fees should not
be charged.

The issue of inflation must also be considered. The impo-
sition of a user fee may result in the increase in the price
of a product. It is argued, however, that since the cost
will always be there, a user fee merely shifts the burden
from the general taxpayer to the primary beneficiary.
Therefore, the user fee may end up to be more equitable.

Finally, the compatibility with other statutes must be
addressed. For example, the so-called "Biaggi bill," which
takes part of the motor boat fuel tax and puts it into a
fund to be spent on recreational boating, seems to duplicate
some of the user fee proposals. Each of the statutes which
deal with navigation in some way and impose either a tax or
a fee must be examined together with any user charge proposal.

The Coast Guard and Navigation Subcommittee has developed a
list of principles which they' will adhere to when examining
Coast Guard user fee proposals. These principles which
embody some of the policy issues listed above are as follows:

1! It must be clear that the Coast Guard services involved
provide a direct, quantifiable benefit to those receiving
such services;

2! The amount of the fees assessed must not exceed the value
or true cost of the benefit received;

3! The fee assessments should be equitable; various qroups
using Coast Guard services ought to be treated equally,
and those groups receiving comparable services from other
federal agencies ought also to be assessed user fees;

4! As Transportation Secretary Drew Lewis wrote to the
Subcommittee, services associated with "traditional
government functions" should not generally be included in
a user fee proposal. Traditional functions performed by
the Coast Guard include search and rescue, aids to navi-
gation, and military readiness;

5! Coast Guard services which benefit the public generally,
rather than very specific groups, ough. not to be in-
cluded. For example, the basic Coast Guard marine
environmental protection program should not be included
in a user fee plan, although an effort should be made
-- through comprehensive oil pollution liability legis-
lation -- to recover all governmental oil pollution
cleanup and damage costs;

6! A user fee plan should be devised with administrative
simplicity and enforceability in mind. It should be
recognized that all additional administrative costs
associated with a user fee law will represent a net
economic loss either to government, or to industry;
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7! Those paying user fees should be consulted to the govern-
ment with respect to how the funds recovered will be used;

8! A user fee scheme should not create an additional
administrative or law enforcement burden on the Coast
Guard, nor should it raise unrealistic expectations
about the ability of the Coast Guard to provide services
which have "been bought and paid for;"

9! The assessment of user fees for services presently provided
by the Coast Guard should not be allowed to detract from
an examination of the wisdom of delegating appropriate
responsibilities to private industry, or to other agencies
of government at either the state or federal level;

10! User fees should be assessed to the extent eouitable and
appropriate, and not meet particular revenue-raising
targets;

11! Collection of revenues derived from user fees ought to
contribute to the Coast Guard's ability to adequately
perform the services for which assessments are made,
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Federal Waterway User Charges
Effects on Smaller Ports

Robert C Petersen, IVlanager
Port of Ilwaco

While the concept of direct users of waterways paying a fee for the
use of navigation proJects is relatively new, there has been a Joint
venture between public and private interests in the development of
waterways since 1820. In that year the Federal government assumed
responsibility for keeping waterways navigable. Since that time
there has been a sort of unofficial Joint venturei in that every
dollar the Federal government has invested in waterway maintenance
and construction has been matched many times over by construction
of harbor facilities by local port districts and related waterfront
facilities built by private capital. For instance, in the case of
the Port of Ilwaco the Corps has made capital improvements over the
years totaling about $1 million. As a result of the Federal invest-
ment the Port has spent about $3+ million on facilities. Private
investors have spent about g$ million on plants etc., plus some
$10 to $15 million in fishing vessels. I m sure most ports could
quote similar statistics.

The beneficiaries of this Joint venture have not been Just the direct
users, but, due to the far flung waterways system, the benefits con-
tribute to the wealth and economic progress of every section of the
nation.

Funding for the Corps of Engineers to carry out the Federal share of
this Joint venture comes by way of appropriations approved by Congress.
The arguraent has been made that part of the revenue generated by
import duties assessed against cargoes that were able to be imported
due to the improved waterways, was the money that was subsequently
appropriated to the Corps. This was apparently never clearly earmarked
though, and now that Nr. Stockman is engaged in the very laudable
process of bringing Federal spending under control, the Corps budget
appears to be fair game,
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Actually the direct waterway user fees precede the present administra-
tion. A f'ew years ago there was a great push to get lock and dam @6
on the Mississippi River built. As a trade oi'f for this authoriza-
tion, all inland towboat operators were required to pay a fuel tax.
This started out at a few cents a gallon and has been increased at
regular intervals since then.

The Administration's goal is to have the direct users pay l~ of the
costs of all operations, maintenance and new construction af waterway
projects. In order to carry this out they introduced two bills. S.810
covers inland waterways and would recover Federal costs by a combina-
tion of the following five methods: charges based on ton-miles over
a given segment; lockage fees; congestion f'ees; and charges based an
capacity of cargo vessels over various segments of the inland waterway
system.

"Inland waterways" are defined to include all inland and intracoastal
waterways oi the U.s. with an authorized depth of' 14 feet or less, and
used for commercial transportation.

The i'ees would be paid directly to the Federal government by any
vessel; In the business of' transpo ting persons or property for comp-
ensation or hire; or in transporting property in the business of the
owner lessee or operator of the vessel.

At the same time a companion bill, S.809 covering deep draft waterways,
was introduced. Deep draft waterways are defined to mean channels of
an authorized depth of more than 14 feet. Federal costs would be
recovered on a port - by - port basis with an appropriate share of
entrance and connecting channel costs allocated to each port. Each
port would be authorized to collect fees fram the vessels using the
channels allocated to it.

In my estimation the administration's definition of "Inland waterways"
should not apply to our coastal and Puget Sound channels of 14 feet or
less. They are not, "Inland waterways" in the sense that Mississippi
and upper Columbia Rivers, are. Our shallow - draft channels carry
ocean going vessels, not inland tugs and barges, but in answer ta an
inquiry directed to the office of Management and Rudget their inten-
tion is to include all waterways in one category or another.

My job today is to explain what the impact of waterway user fees would
be on smaller po ts. Actually, the implications are mi,nd boggling and
due to the vagueness in the bills it is impossible to forecast very
precisely what tbe impacts would be. Simply stated thaugh, if your
port happens to be located on a waterway with greater than 14 feet
authorized depth it would be obligated ta pay all of' the operation
and maintenance costs to tbe Corps and would have to set up a system
of tolls or fees that it would then collect i'ram the users. Yau all
know how hard it is to collect transient moorage fees, so you can
imagine the effort it would take, and how much the administrative
costs would be, if you had to collect a toll from each vessel that
used your segment of the waterway.

If your waterway happens to be 14 f'eet or less yau would not be obligat-
ed to collect tbe fee yourself, but any commercial users would have to
pay to the Federal government one or more of the five possible fees
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outlined previously. Probably the most common commercial users of the
shallow - draft coastal and Puget Sound ports are fishing vessels.
If the condition of the fishing industry in your ports is anything like
it is at my port, they Just cannot stand the additional costs that the
user fees would impose. The fees would result in an increase in the
cost of the fish landed.

These costs would have to be passed along to the consumers. The
effects would be to make American caught fish less competitive with
imported fish on the domestic market, and make it tougher for American
fish to compete in world markets.

If the fees were imposed on a segment by segment basis, as the admin-
istration proposes, ports that happen to be located on channels that
require periodic mai,ntenance dredging would find themselves at a
competitive disadvantage with those located on deep water. The boats
would naturally gravitate towards the ports with the lower fees and
would overtax the facilities there. There would be a demand for add-
itional capital investment in facilities at these ports, while at the
same time facilities would go underutilized at the ports with the
higher user fees. As the boats gradually move away from the high fee
ports there would get to be fewer and fewer boats to split the costs
among so the cost per boat would get higher and higher until the point
is reached that, whole port areas would have to be abandoned. This
would result in bankrupcies of private processors and support business-
es, default on port revenue bonds, local unemployment and greater
demands on welfare services.

Hot a pleasant prospect, and not what the Administration really wants.

Many of the coastal ports at strategic locations were improved by the
Corps oi' Engineers to serve as harbors of refuge. Subsequently, fish
processing plants and other industries built up at these harbors. It
hardly seems Justifiable to close them down if they don't develop
enough revenue to support the whole navigation proJect.

Each port has its own unique situation and with a little bit of
thought you wiD. be able to see what problems this legislation would
create for you.

Since the Administration introduced their proposals last spring there
have been at least eight additional bills considered which are i,n-
tended to generate some revenue to offset maintenance and construction
costs.

A concept that has received a lot of support is the one proposed by
Senator Hatfield of Oregon. His bill S.1586 combines deep draft and
inland waterways into one interconnected system. Revenue would be
generated by assessing a tonnage charge on all cargo that enters and
leaves the United States. This money ~ould go into a Waterways Trust
Fund and the Corps would draw on that fund for construction and main-
tenance. There is some question of the legality of the tonnage
assessments, but if it is found t be an appropriate method it would
accomplish tne desired generation of new revenue and avoid the economic
dislocations that the Administrations proposal would likely bring about.
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The only flaw in this bill as far as the smaller ports are concerned,
is that even though its definitions do not include the shallow draft
coastal ports in with the inland waterways, the definition of ocean
channels still includes only those with authorized depths of more
than 14 feet. That means coastal ports with channels of 14 feet or
less would not be eligible to draw on monies in the Waterways Trust
Fund for construction and maintenance. Theoretically the status � quo
would exist and tue Corps would cuntinue to do the work as presently
authorized. The Corps is dependent upon Congress for appropriation of
funds though, and when the bulk of their money is coming from the
Waterways Trust Fund I can forsee great difficulties in getting a
separate appropriation through Congress just for the coastal ports
with channels of 14 feet or less. The simple answer is to remove the
14. foot delineation from the bill and 1st the Trust Fund cover all
the waterways of the U.S. If you agree with me, letters to Senator
Hatfield expressing this concern would be very much appreciated,

I must say though that the Hatfield bill is not universally supported
by all of the ports in the nation. Fourteen of the major ports that
either are on deep water, or have a volume of shipping sufi'icient to
absorb the local user fees, have gone on record as being opposed to
any universally applied user fee. Fifty - one other ports have adopted
a position of being opposed to any user fees that are keyed to each
port,

There does, seem to be an increasing a~areness amongst the legislators
that the user - charge principle was put forward almost entirely as a
budget -slashing device, with little or no real thought given to the
disruptive impact it could have on the nation's port system and the
businesses that have grown up around those ports.

The administration's original goal was to have the inland user fees
in place as of the first of October~ 1981. They obviously have not
acheived that target date. The word I get from Washington is that it
is unlikely that any such legislat'on will pass this year. There is
no reason for complacency though because the Administration has not
given up on it, and they have gotten just about everything they have
asked for so far.

What can you do about it2 Contact your legislators. Express your
concerns. The wider range of people they hear from the more they will
be obligated to make sure that some reasonable legislation is finally
passed.

In the interests of time I have not gone into much detail on the various
bills. I do have the complete texts here with me though and I will be
happy to answer any questions.
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I I 9 North Commercial
Bell ingham, WA 98225

Jim Thompson
Admiralty of Seattle
I 220 Westlake Ave. N.
Seattle, WA 98I09

Larry Ulm
Sailboats Unl imited
2046 Westlake Ave. N.
Seattle, WA 98 I 09

Jack Verhelst
8623 Tracyton Blvd. N.W.
Brerner ton, WA 983 I 0

Don Walker
Sandy Point Marina
4038 Mayne Lane
Ferndale, WA 98248

Karl A. Woll in
Port of Grays Harbor
P.O. Box 660
Aberdeen, WA 98520

Brendan J. Walter
Port of Bellingham
P.O. Box I 737
Bel I ingham, W A 98227

Nat W. Washington
Washington State Shoreline

Hearings Board
4224 � 6th ave. S. E., Bldg. 2
Lacey, WA 98504

Yedrowe Watkins
The Bryant Corp.
P,O. Box 389
Woodinvil I e, W A 98072

Dick Whitehead
The Anchorage lnc.
l670 Marine View Dr.
Tacoma, WA 98422

Steven W. Whiton
Hood Canol Marina
P.O. Box 86
Union, WA 98592

Wal ter Will iamson
C ig Harbor Marino
P.O. Box 387
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Fred W inningham
Dept. of Natural Resources
2 I I Sightl y Road
Toutle, WA 98649
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Barbara Wise
Mamco Manufacturing
1930 Shenandoah Dr. E.
Seattle, WA 98112

Oonald Wise
Laguna Marine Associates Inc.
31601 Pacific Coast Highway
South Laguna, CA 92677

Russ Wohlers
Ray's Boathouse
6049 Seaview Ave. N. W.
Seat tie, WA 98107

James Wright
Par t of Ol ympi a
P.O, Box 827
Olympia, WA 98507

George B. Yount
Port of Port Townsend
2539 Washington St.
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Michael Zittel
Zi t tel's Mar ina
9144 Gallea St. N. E.
Olympia, WA 98506




