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MEMORANDUM

T0: Senator Bill Ray, Chairman /)
Senate Transportation Comiitta”;

FROM: Senator Dick Eliason fJ/S/&'

RE: SJR 66 Regarding Coastguard User Fees

This morning 1| introduced SJR 66 regarding the high user
fees which the U.S. Coast Guard proposes to charge all boat
owners. This is a matter of utmost importance to Alaskan
boat owners. According to my calculations the proposed fees
would cost the fishermen of Alaska well over $24 million in
direct charges per year. The proposed rate structure could
effectively put many small fishermen out of business as the
lowest fee proposed is $1350 per boat.

As I understand, the U.S. Coast Guard is now in the process
of drafting the user fee proposal into bill form which, once
approved by the Secretary of Transportation, will be submitted
to the Office of Management and Budget and the President for
introduction to Congress. This is happening right now and
so it is important that the Alaskan Legislature take a stand
on the matter through SJR 66 and get this message to the
President immediately. 1 hope that you will be able to
schedule an early hearing of this resolution in the Senate
Transportation Committee and get it moving towards Senate
passage as soon as possible.

I am attaching for the Committee"s review, information the
Coast Guard has printed about the user fee proposal 1including
rates to be charged, and a copy of a letter which 1 have
written to the Coast Guard with my concerns about the proposal.
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Due to an oversight in drafting one ‘"whereas'"™ clause which
is not in the resolution, but which ought to be added would
be:

"Whereas Coast Guard services are almost entirely
unavailable in many of the remote areas of Alaska, it
is inequitable to charge owners in those areas the same
fee as vessel owners in areas well serviced by the
Coast Guard;"

The committee may want to amend the resolution to include
this.

Your scheduling and passage of SJR 66 would be very much
appreciated by me and by vessel owners throughout the State.
IT I can provide any further back-up information, please let
me know.
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(To 158 adressees)

Dear

Following the series of meetings held in September on the concept of
establishing user fees for certain Coast Guard services, the comments
received have been carefully reviewed. It was 1indicated at the meetings
that an attempt would be made to inform all the interested groups and.

individuals of the results of this review and provide an update of the...
conceptual proposal. fo

The comments received at the meetings and subsequently were thorough, -
informative, and responsive. In addition to being responsive to the

requests for information in nearly all areas, a number of suggestions

were made concerning both the general philosophy of user fees as well as

details of the demonstration fee schedule.

light of the comments and recomendations received, and other infor—

In

mation, a conceptual legislative proposal is being developed along with /
demonstration fee schedule revisions. 0Of necessity, both the illus—
trated budget 1level and the hundred percent recovery level used in the
demonstration fee schedules have remained unchanged. As new budget
figures and program distributions are developed, revisions in all the
areas will be made to reflect the changes.

The enclosure includes a summary of a number of revisions to the demon—

stration fee schedules and the revised demonstration fee schedules.

A number of corairenters expressed concern on some very"basic philoso—

phical and practical points. While all of these could not be accommo—
dated, chey were g”~ven very serious consideration. Many expressed
concern over equity among marine users as well as among the various
transportation modes. It is believed that the enclosed deraonstation
fee schedules reflect equity among the user groups. The need for user
group input into setting the level of service to be provided was a
common concern. It is clear that the services provided should reflect
the needs of the users. This may be accomplished by incorporating the
views of the users at both the national and local level.

BICLOS[JBE(



As indicated, the comments received to date have been very helpful and
responsive. The review process is continuing. The information included
in the enclosure should be viewed as an “update™ and not a final version
Please review the “enclosure and make any comments that you feel are

appropriate.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

J. W. KIME

Captain, U. S. Coast Guard
Deputy Chief, Office of Marine
Environment and Systems

By direction of the Commandant

Enclosures
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Introduction
°r

New* demonstration fee schedules have been developed based cn the comments
and responses to the public meetings held in September and written .
comments and recommendations received subsequently. All comments were
given careful "review. The budgetary figures used previously 2nd the
hundred percent r”povery level has been continued. It is recognized ,1!
that the cost figures will need to be revised to reflect the program < ié
costs at the time of imoleaentation.

Summary of Changes in Fee Schedules 1111
j‘ |
1. Recreational Boats g,
Z ‘w
~ Added internal boats (G to 8 million) J--': ixXx-VF* i
° 1"f(!-
R SN LA
- Divided into three grouos: Internal, Inland, and Coastal 1
- All recreational boating SaR costs distributed to coastal [ b
group. Population and other appropriate costs distributed B *
75-25% between inland and coastal - -
. .om7e 7'y
"ii-.
2. Inland Uninspected Vessels - _ -V

- Number of tcvbcats has been refined to reflect a more

accurate number using inland waters
> *

- Classes cf horsepower ratings have been changed from A to 3
T

- Bathes have been grouped into two sizes breaking at 1600 * .5
grcss tons in lieu of 1000 gross tons .

3. Fishing Vessels i
1

- Separatee into domestic and foreign fleet

-"Fee 1is identical for each class of vessel, whether foreign ftf'ég
__or domestic to provide fair and equal treatment h

. »
4. Commercial-Domestic ar.d International W'JP!
e I I;"1
- Numbers of tugboats have been refined to reflect mere i -1l |
accurate number using coastal waters T bl V

- Three groups for tugboats used. Horsepower ratings used—l’ -

to group (similar for coastal ar.d inland fees)

- Barges have beer, grouped into two .sires®” breaking at 1600
gross tons with fees similar to like inland barges

- A separate fee schedule established for Mobile Offshore
" Drilling Units (MCDU’s)
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U. S. COAST GUARD
(0 in Thousands)

ESTIMATED REOOVERADLE COAST GUARD OPERATING EXPENSE EXPENDITURES FOR FY 1902

mOosri feezviim tiz (iy iNO\eecr cib™ i * 12o0atiWe6,
WS GINT NN IN.EVicie 0 e s s

| . 1 Totals Internal Inland Coastal

b Search and RESCUE..mmfu s $152,655 - $152 655
+ GIxjrt Range Aids to Navigation ... 4,505 - $ 3,300 1,125
+ Radionavigatlonal AidS...m s 366 @ - 366
’ 1,000 : 750 250

+ Recreatlorial Boating Safety.. . - 49,794 24,000 19,345 6,49
+ Port Safety and SECUTITY e 291, m 216 75
+ Marina Environrental Protection ... .. 4,075 - 3,055 . 1,020

ubtotals
TOTAL
50N I erCrrr?: "
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A. Discussion

1. 100% of all

allocated costs recovered.

2. Three groups of recreational bearers established:

a. Those using onlv internal vaters of scares
; 4

b. *Those using only inland navigab!e vaters

c. Those using only ccastl areas -\dm
o ) . WMAE,
3. Those using internal vaters only do not benefit jfrom qﬂ_
L IR
CG operational services (e.g., SAR,.aids to navigation) '{ jatirni
dJ_F& M. if]
and therefore should not be charged for t i
£he3- r; <% i p
4. ?racwic2|ly all search and rescue. activity takes placeN:,J=¥_ M.
. v V. Tdad
* -] o ee
in coastal areas. Therefore is aore ecul p'.zF7
- .
cha-rge higher fees for beats which use those . '3_ _
u .y,
than those which restrict their activities to inland i* . -y
vaters. I-iH Yy ol
| a

Demonstration Tee St/p.edule

1. Internal Zvaters - Annual
Kunber
Recreational Beats 6,000,000
2. Inland A.rea - Annual Fee
Class Number
less than lo feet 2,600,000
15 to 26 feet 1,650,000
27 to £0 feet 37,000
41 to 65 feet
More than ®5 feet
4,307,000

Tees

ree

-ee

O

15
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Amount(OO_P%s) FEJI}I )
___________ BT Lk t$4|
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$24.000 j g it
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Amount (000* s) =z
510,400 i |
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Class

Less than 15 feet

16 to 25 feet

27 to 4Q feet

41 to 6" feet

More than 65 feet
Total

TOTALS

Kunber

400.000
750.000
200.000
45,000
3.000
1,395,000

Tee

? 30
110
200
400
600

Amount (0001

§20,000
82,500 -
40,000
18,000.

1,500;
§162,300:
1 j
§212,4051
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Istimitd nrxnvcnAnu: coast oilaiu) oi "iawrnc expitwj; Fxi"ODn\Jiie5 foa n 1902 0]

3<y>rdi r\nl iVjitoto...

Uiort Annijo Altin To ?InvL<jrtLl.on

AMUxvtvlyntlovtl Mdo

ArliVyo AiVnlinlotinklon

Dcmentle Irvbrt'flkinrj,
. b/o
Pork DftCoty Kjul 50curlly

MtVInvo Pjivimiwnitnl Protection....

TVibnln

Cosri &KGnt&?2Afot

Tokr.lo

'S1D,004

214,003
35,239
5,050
12,530
33,147
4 A,U30

$450,511

Inimvl

- 3W»htn
- Doryoo

24,069

5,050

0
2,466
4,343

$36,720

IrSrsirZFer cHaetrpi -

rinhliyi 1" pg”

- Demontie
- Forolyn

$ 92,304
99,027

29,900

z
$221,243

-Iv [ .
4isHMB

Canroccln

Demeotle t Jntorrwpgnnl

Forolyn U U.S. innixjckexl
Demontic (Inopcchexl aikl
UNIvi(cctit(y))
T\*j/no-4yy\t

Dutyo (Jivjpoctod and
\inlJ>achd)

- MAX

$ 17,750 .
74,330
4,627
0
3,791
20,946

30,200

$167,732 .

Grant _MVco

$ 3,550
15,769

712

0.047
1,730
22 0

$32,000



INLAND UNINSPECTED VESSELS

A. A.ssumo cions

One hundred percent (1007 of allocable costs
will be recovered.

Continued use of the fuel tax is proposed (P.L.

2.
95-1?02) . The current Ac/gallon fuel tax applied
to less than the total inland tcvboat fleet is
recovering approximately $20 million. Therefore,
it is estimated that an additional 6c/gal2on on
the whole fleet would yield approximately S36
million.

mG. The numbers of.touboats listed below includes
boats using inland waters. Horsepower ratings
generally reflect varying levels of use of
applicable Coast Guard programs. Similar horse—
power ratings are also used for tugboats and
towboats in the domestic coastal trade.

4. Barges have been grouped into two sizes. In
addition to the-annual fee for indirect services,
inspected barges will also be subject to any
applicable direct charge.

B. Demonstration Fee Schedules

1. Annual Fee

Class Number Annual Fee Amount(000\s)
Tovhoats - Lass than 1000H? 2,520 $2,000 $5,040
- 1000 to 4999HP 1,500 5,000 7,500
- 5000K? and Over 160 10,000 1, 600
Subtotal 4,180 . $14,140
Barges - Less than 1600C-T 20,000 300 $15,000
2500G6? and Cver 4,000 1,600 5,400

Subtotal 24,000 "$22,400

TOTAL $36,540

" t_



scktdutte b*, firrpoSitk <U\o.\*A. <Vl ia
Ecvu.ej-h't b prtvC/.£ ‘zcMjuudl [valthg
Hake—up of foreign category essdtiriatsd frcza pe_st
fishing parrrit Issuance ana Indicates the aggregate
nccber of vessels iIn operation bet cces rot dcoble -
cocnt where core than ere permit is issx»>ec to a
stncle vessel.
Dsrmstraticn ree checcl- Fishing Fleets pcsestic/Fcxeicn)
1. jDc”estic Fishing Vessels — Annual Fees
Class Number Annual Fee  Accuse(0001s)
L-ess than 100G7 120,000 1,350 / $162,000
100 to 199CT 5,000 1,800 ( 9,000
200 to 299CT 3,800 2,000 / 7,600
300 to 139907 500 20,000 10,000
160007 end Over 100 40,000 j 4,000
Subtocals 129,400 $192,600
2. Fcreisr. Fishing Vessels - Annual Fees
Class Jiunbcr Annual Fee Amount (*G001s)
L-e-cr than 10007 0 - $ 1,350 $ 0
100 to 199G7 0 1,800 0
200 to 2S9C7 450 2,000 500
300 to 159907 450 20,000 9,000
160007 and Over 450 40,000 18,000
Subtotals 1,350 - $27,900
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Assumptions

1. Vessels in international trade;
A tonnage fee on. gross registered tons -ill
be used end collected by Customs

2. Vessels in domestic coastal trade:
annual fee will be used. Sane classes and

charges as coarjarcial fishing vessels.

3. Tow-boats/tugs:
Class sizes bv horseocuer reflect different

levels of use of Coast Guard programs. The
same classes and fees apply as to inland tow-

boats and tugs.

Demonstration Fee:Schedule

1. International Trace - (See Note (1))
Net A~gistered Tons Fee Amount (00P*s)
Tonnage Fee 500,000,000 0.24 « $120,000
2. Domestic Coastal Trade (Excludes listings under 3, 4 and 5)
Annual Fee - (See Note (2))
Class S Number Annual Fee Amount(000*"s)
Less than 100C-T 0 ?1,350 8 0
100 to 199GT < 0 1,800 0
200 to 29<GT 4,000 *2,000 S,000°"
300 to 9GT 200 20,000 4,000
1600C-T Over 500 40,000 20,000
Jtals 4,700 532,000
3. g/Towboats - Annual Fee
Class Number Annual Fee Amount(0001s)
Less than 1000E? 1,890 S 2,000 $3,780
1000 to 4999HP 860 5,000 14,7300
500CEP and Over 120 10,000 1,200
Subtotal 2,870 $9,2S0

4. Barges - Annual Fee (See Note (2))

Class Number Annual Fee Amount(000%s)
Less than 1600GI * 1,800 $ 800 S1,44D-« j'm
icO0OGl and Over 2.4Q0 1,600 $

Subtotal 4,201 S$5,250



5. JiCOU® - Amuel Fee

r o e

Cl2SS Number Amr.ual Fas Ancunr (000* s)
.MODU 580 51,000 S5S0
TOTAL 8167,140
NOTE: (1) Tonnage: fee similar to limitations of current tcnmage tax

administered by Customs.

(2) Vessels end barges sa ling in both domestic and international
trade subject to the greater of tbs annual fee or the tonnage
fee.
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February 9, 1982

Captain VJilliam Riedel
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters (G - WS/11)

Washington D.C., 20593

Dear Captain Riedel,

<€

Thank you for the information you provided my staff member
Mary Levan by telephone and for the additional information
you sent by mail. At your suggestion | am writing to express
several of my specific concerns about the "user fees™ which
the federal government proposes to impose on boat owners.

I am enclosing for your review a draft copy of the resolu—
tion which I am introducing in the Alaska State Legislature.
It touches on many of my concerns about the user fees.

The particularly important point to consider 1is the high fee

proposed for fishing vessels under 100 gross tons. Most
fishing vessels in Alaska fit into this category, but many
of these are small, ranging from 16 to 40 feet. Using

statistics from the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission on
gross weights reported for Commercial Fishing Vessel Licenses,
I have figured out that of those which fall under the 100
gross ton category, over 83% are under 25 gross tons. And
many of those are considerably smaller than 25 gross tons.

It is discriminatory and inequitable to charge the same fee
to a 20" foot handtroller whose net income is often about one
thousand dollars and a 58 foot seiner who may make $20,000

or more. This 1is especially unreasonable when the user fee
proposed is so high that it would put many small boat fisher—
men out of business and even be a" hardship for- many larger
boat owners. Many of these fishermen have no alternative
means of making a living.

If extra revenue must be collected, | don"t believe most
boat owners would object as much to higher ch .rges for such
direct services as vessel documentation, safety inspections,
and special occasions when the Coast Guard patrols and
stands-by such as salmon derbies and regattas.
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The proposed fees seem inconsistent with President Reagan®s
philosophy of maintaining taxation on luxury items while
providing incentives to encourage private enterprise. In
the proposal we see fairly low fees for pleasure craft and
exorbitantly high fees for even the very small commercial
fisherman. Many of Alaska®"s fishermen are struggling right
now financially and.any fees imposed must be in line with
their ability to pay this added expense. I suggest a rate
-structure based on length or weight of vessels beginning
with very small boats at a very low rate and adding a small
amount for each additional unit of weight.

I am also concerned about the fact that Alaska is dealt with
in the proposal exactly as other coastal states are. Alaska
has unique circumstances and problems and has special
dependence on the Coast Guard.. Boat owners are only one of
the user groups for Coast Guard Services here. Great dis—
tances between towns and the lack®"of other medical and
emergency services make all Alaskans dependent on the Coast
Guard. Every resident of coastal areas 1is dependent upon
marina transportation, ferries, and barges to get virtually
all of their supplies. This makes each of these people
indirect users of navigational aids, 1ice breaking.services,
and so on. The aviation industry also makes constant use of
marine navigational aids. It is, of course, nearly impos—
sible to collect specific user fees from all of the people
dependent on the Coast Guard services, but it is unfair to
hit boat owners alone with the burden of support.

Furthermore, there are vast areas in Western Alaska where

there are almost no available Coast Guard services - no
stations, no navigation aids, and emergency help is so far
away as to be of little help in a real emergency. Boat

owners 1in these areas can hardly be expected to pay the same
fee as those who live in areas where Coast Guard services

are constantly available and used.

Several mere concerns are outlined ir. the attached resolution.
These should be self-explanatory. As the resolved clause
states, we request a review of the user fee proposal. [
seriously question the very concept of imposing user fees

for such a basic government service. Government has gotten
into many areas over the last few years which are better
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left to private enterprise or for which specific users ought
to be charged, The Coast Guard, however, 1is an entity, much
like the military or the National Guard, an entity to provide
basic security functions for the people, services which are
appropriate for a democratic government, to provide. If
however, the user fees are indeed imposed, we implore you to
esee that they are administered justly and equitably and are
not an unbearable burden to the people served.

State Senator
District B

cc : <Admiral John®"B. Hayes
“eee Captain J.W. Kime
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