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over the causeway if a 1:2 side slope is used. The choice of 

a 1:1.5 side slope will cause the formation of ice piling at 

the slope. It becomes important from an economics standpoint 

when one realizes that the choice of a 1:1.5 slope will decrease 

the total causeway volume by 25% relative to a 1:2 side slope. 

Steepening the side slopes will require an increase in the size 

of the largest individual armor stones, however, from 7.25 tons 

to 8.3 tons. The economic impact of the need for larger armor 

rock is not presently known. In addition, the steeper side 

slope will have an effect on wave overtopping during severe wave 

events., The final design decisions for the causeway will rely 

on adequate wave and water level data as well as the results of 

small-scale hydrodynamic testing that will seek to minimize 

project costs while properly dealing with expected wave and ice 

forces.



4 . 2  OFFSHORE TERMINAL DESIGN

4.2.1 Vessel Traffic

At the present time, the City of None is visited by a number 

of vessel types that are serviced by the existing harbor 

facility. Those vessels with drafts in excess of five feet 

are normally unable to enter the port and must be serviced 

by "lightering" barges operated'by Arctic Lighterage, a Divi­

sion of Crowley Maritime, Inc. The expected vessel traffic 

that is anticipated at the Port of Nome is briefly discussed 

below.

Ocean-going Barge

The largest vessel type that currently visits Nome is the 

major cargo-carrying barge that arrives throughout the summer 

period. These vessels are normally towed by ocean-going 

tugs and the containerized cargos that they carry are off­

loaded to shallow-draft lighterage barges for the transfer 

to the Nome city dock. The dimensions of the ocean-going 

barges are approximately as follows:

Length: 400 Feet

Beam: 100 Feet

D^aft: 22 Feet
(Loaded)

Because many of these barges make stops at Bethel and/or 

Dillingham prior to arrival at Nome, a fully loaded barge 

having a 22-foot draft is relatively rare at Nome. However, 

for the sake of conservatism and acknowledging the future 

status of the Port of Nome as the major maritime transport 

center of northwestern Alaska, the 22-foot draft value has 

been chosen for design purposes.



These large barges would be berthed at an offshore facility 

using a small fleet of tugs working in conjunction with the 

barge's towing vessel.

Ocean-going Tugb ts

These tugs are large capacity towing vessels that supply the 

means of propulsion for the ccean-going barges. The dimensions 

of these vessels are as follows:

Length: 160 Feet •

Beam: 30 Feet

Draft: 18-20 Feet
(Loaded)

These vessels are very powerful and can be used to maneuver the 

large barges into and out of berthing spaces.

Utility Tugboats

Smaller tugboats owned, maintained, and operated by private 

interests would be used for many tasks at the Port of Nome.

They would be required to assist in the berthing of all barge 

traffic. Also, certain large vessels having their own pro­

pulsion systems may require berthing assistance occasionally. 

Disabled craft will also require the use of these smaller tugs. 

The dimensions of this vessel type are as follows:

Length: 50-90 Feet

Beam: 10-15 Feet

Draft: 8-12 Feet
(Loaded)

Oil Industry Workboats

In 1979, Arco Petroleum initiated field work that sought to 

determine the extent of the petroleum wealth of Norton Sound.
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The first phase of exploratory drilling will begin in 1980.

If oil is discovered in exploitable quantities in the Norton 

Basin/Chukchi Sea Region, workboats employed by the oil indus­

try will call at the Port of Nome to transfer personnel, equip­

ment, and to provide general logistics services. The dimensions 

of these vessels are as follows:

Length: 150 Feet

Beam: 30 Feet

Draft: 10-15 Feet
(Loaded)

Fishing Craft

Various fisniny vessels are expected to call at the Port of 

Nome to transfer their catch ashore, replenish food, water, 

fuel, and equipment supplies, and to undertake vessel or 

equipment repairs. These vessels vary in size from large 

inter-ocean craft to small boats used principally by the 

local residents to fish the waters of Norton Sound. Maximum 

draft of the fishing fleet that will utilize Nome as a port 

of call is assume ;> be 2 0 feet.

4.2.2 The De; Vessel

At the present me, the largest vessel that calls at Nome 

is the ocean-go_ng cargo barge having a loaded draft of 2 2  
feet. In order to allow for adequate water depths at all 

times alongside the proposed pier facility, it is recommended 

that the offshore docking terminal be located at the 30-foot 

bottom contour. Figure 4.4 illustrates the position of the 

design vessel when docked at this location for both the 

high-water and low-water extremes. The extreme low water 

level will occur when offshore winds drive the surface water 

to the south. During these periods, the still water level can 

fall as much as five feet (NOAA, 1977). For design purposes,
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a four foot water level fall has been chosen. At this level, 

the hull of the fully-laden barge will be 4 feet above the 

seabed. This additional depth below the keel is considered 

adequate to ensure vessel safety.

Conversely, during intense onshore wind episodes, the nearshore 

still water levels can experience increases of as much as 14 

feet (NOAA, 1977). An increase of 10 feet has been chosen 

for the design of the terminal deck shown in Figure 4.4.

During this high water'period, the barge keel lies 18 feet 

above the sea bottom. In both cases of the high and low water 

extremes, the deck height as shown in Figure 4.4 is considered 

adequate for safe cargo transfer operations. Each ocean-going 

barge carries a crane for transferring its cargo. The height 

differential that exists between the barge and terminal decks 

is considered to be well within operational limits of the 

transfer equipment.

4 .2.3 Offshore Terminal

The offshore berthing terminal will be connected to the on­

shore port facility by a 3400-foot long causeway. Five offshore 

terminal alternatives were developed for consideration in Sec­

tion 4.0 of this report. A refined version of Alternative III 

was chosen to best serve the proposed Port of Nome. Figure 

4.5 presents a plan view of the anticipated terminal layout. 

Protection from incoming wave energy will be provided by the 

southern armorstone slope. Berthing facilities for various 

vessel types are provided. The large (100* x 400') ocean-going 

barge is the largest vessel that can be accommodated at the 

port. A freight transfer area exists on the terminal's south­

west corner where trucks from the city will load/unload their 

cargos. This area is designed such that the trucks can make a 

single sweeping turn to pick up the cargo and return to the 

onshore facility. The berthing docks will have vertical walls



FIGURE 4 .5  OFFSHORE TERMINAL LAYOUT



using either parallel sheet pile walls or circular steel 

sheet pile cells.

The offshore terminal has been separated into three general 

zones: 1) The ocean-going barge facility (accommodating one

barge at a time, 22 foot design draft); 2) A utility barge, 

tugboat, and deep-draft vessel facility (designed to accom­

modate a wide range of vessels with maximum drafts of 2 2 feet); 
and 3) A small craft berthing area, to be utilized by fishing 

craft and other lighter-draft vessels (maximum draft = 2 0  feet).

Only mobile equipment will be utilized at the berthing terminal 

since the expected winter ice over-ride may damage any permanent 

facilities. Likewise, the utilities delivered to the piers 

(water, fuel, electricity, telephone) will be contained with­

in a buried utility corridor.

4.2.4 Phased Development

It may be necessary based on financial or logistical considera­

tions to construct the offshore facility in a number of distinct 

phases. An example of this means of development is presented in 

Figure 4.6, where three distinct stages of completion are shown. 

In Stage I, the south breakwater und cargo transfer area is 

complete to accommodate ocean-going barge traffic and the related 

tug fleet.

In Stage II, the primary ocean-going barge berthing facility is 

contained on the inshore pier structure. This allows a higher 

level of usage for a medium-draft tug and barge fleet between 

the breakwater and the newly constructed pier. As the third 

rtage of development, a small pier is constructed further in­

shore for the berthing of a small-craft/fishing fleet. If 

additional berthing space is required in the future, small piers 

similar to that added in Stage III can be constructed from the 

causeway further inshore.
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This phased development concept can be undertaken without 

disrupting existing port services since the Stage II and III 

construction sites do not directly impinge on the causeway 

traffic. Further, the causeway can be expanded in length 

if, in the future, the need for a deeper draft facility be­

comes apparent. During such expansion activities, the existing 

port should experience uninterrupted service as it is physically 

separated from the area of future expansion.



7 . 0  ECONOMICS

7.1 COST PROJECTIONS

The costs associated with the construction of the proposed port 

facility at Nome have been estimated using a variety of data 

sources. The large scale of this construction project and the 

remote location of Nome make a precise engineering cost estimate 

extremely difficult to achieve. • All estimates presented in this 

report are in 1980 dollars.

Due to the limited nature of Nome's historic growth and develop­

ment, cost estimates based on comparable construction projects 

are not possible. This makes it necessary to develop cost esti­

mates from limited past construction experiences with proper 

adjustment for both cost escalation and the economy associated 

with large scale acquisition of construction materials. The 

major raw material required for the proposed port construction 

is quarrystone in various sizes ranging from large armor rock to 

small cobbles and rock fragments that comprise the "quarry run" 

causeway core. Approximately 800,000 cubic yards of quarry rock 

are needed for the construction of the offshore facilities.

It is obvious that the unit cost of quarry rock will have a major 

influence on the economic feasibility of the port development.

For the purpose of determining the total project cost, unit costs 

for the various categories of quarry rock have been selected 

using prices quoted in the past escalated to 1980 price levels.

It is understood in this analysis process that there is a prac­

tical limit to the funding capacity of the state government 

beyond which a port development is not possible. Ir. a sense, 

the quarry rock unit costs are the controlling factor in the 

port construction feasibility and should be negotiated with this 

fact in mind.



The source of the quarry rock needed for the project is yet to 

be determined, however, potential quarry sites have been iden­

tified in close'proximity to Nome. The assumed unit costs of 

quarry rock used in the cost determination are as follows:

Armor Rock $25/cubic yard

Filter Rock $ 8 /cubic yard
Core (Quarry Run) $ 5/cubic yard

While more detailed design work may lead to a lowering of the 

total estimated costs, it seems reasonable to assume that the 

negotiated unit costs for quarrystone cannot increase signifi­

cantly above the stated levels without severely impacting ulti­

mate project feasibility.

The general philosophy used for the port design is to construct 

a simple, efficient, and cost-effective facility that will re­

quire a minimum of maintenance. For this reason, basic operating 

needs are filled without detailed and costly amenities. It is 

assumed, for example, that no road paving will be undertaken. 

Also, while the additional Phase B parcel of land should be pur­

chased initially, no improvements shall be placed on that land 

until bulk cargo facilities are required. The cost of land

acquisition is estimated to be $2000/acre. At the present time,

there is very little historic cost data upon which to base this 

figure. No comparable real estate sales have been undertaken 

in recent years to use as a basis for cost estimation. Nego­

tiations between the City of Nome and the present owner of the 

land will establish the final cost of the parcel required for 

the onshore facilities.

An attempt has been made to minimize the need for imported con­

struction materials due to the high cost of transportation to 

Nome. The major construction element that is not presently-

o.ailable at Nome is the steel sheetpile needed for the construc­

tion of the docking facility. The cost of supplying and driving
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the sheetpiie has been estimated based on prices presented in 

earlier reports (Gute and Nottingham, 1974; CH2M-Hill, .1976) 

and our own cosh index for remote area construction.

A tabulation of all costs associated with the Port of Nome con­

struction are presented in Table 9.

The total cost of construction of the Port complex is shown in 

Figure 7.1. The three stages of port development are compared 

in this figure with costs associated with each option.

The different costs associated with Stage IX and Stage II only 

refer to the additional berthing facilities for auxiliary barges 

and other medium draft, vessels and for the small pier that is 

associated with fishing vessels and other comparably sized 

smaller craft.

A summary of the primary cost items of the three phases of con­

struction are as follows:

PORT DESIGN TOTAL COST

Stage I

Barge Facility $20,409,300

Stage II

Barge Facility $20,409,300

Medium-Draft Dock 3,383,100

$23,792,400

Stage III

Barge Facility ‘ $20,409,300

Medium-Draft Dock 3,383,100

Fishing Vessel Dock 2,449,900

$ 2 6 , 2 4 2 , 3 0 0



C O N S T R U C T I O N  C O S T  E S T I M A T E

REFERENCE/PLAN NO.

TABLE 9.A-
■ u

LOCATION Port of Nome

JOB NAME Nome Port 
JOB NUMBER TC 3373

Of f^hnrp Facilities - Phase I PRELIMINARY 0  FINAL □
BY P- fiadd DATE 6-1-80 
CHECK_________ DATE______

LINE DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT
UNIT
PRICE . AMOUNT

* 3400-FOOT CAUSEWAY

1 Armor Rock CY S 25 $2,545,000
2 Filter Rock _v- .-jo CY (/> C

O oo00•VOm3̂*

3 Core Rock 130.300 CY $ 5 651.500

* OFFSHORE TERMINAL •

4 Armor Rock 2 1 1 , 2 0 0 CY $ 25 5,280,000

5 Filter Rock 75,700 CY </> 00 605,600

6 Core Rock 264,000 CY $ 5 1,320,000

* ROADWAY SUBGRADE AND SURFACE

7 Gravel 14,300 CY $ 4 57,200

* STEEL SHEETPILE (DOCK FACE)

8 Sheetpiles 64,000 LF $ 24 1,536,000

9 Pile Driving 533 EA $620 330,500

1 0 Tiebacks/Hardware : 800 LF $ 1 0 0 80,000

1 1 Backfill Compaction • 88,180 CY <r
>

C
O 705,400

1 2 Dock Fenders LS 32,000

13 Docking Hardware LS .55,000

14 Navigational Aids LS 15,000

SUBTOTAL 13,650,000
.

15 Contincrency (20$)' • 2,730,000

16 Engineering/Design (6 $) j 819 ,000

17 Supervision/Administration (6 $) 819,000

18 PHASE I OFFSHORE FACILITIES TOTAL: $ 18,018,000

14 7 CONSTRUCTinw nnc*-  ------------



C O N S T R U C T I O N  C O S T  E S T I M A T E TABLE 9 . B SB
REFERENCE/PLAN NO.

LOCATION Port of Nome
Onshore Facilities - Phase A + B

job name L o m s - P o r t __________

JOB NUMBER T O  1 1 1 2 ____________

PRELIMINARY 0  FINAL □
BY P. Gadd DATE 1~ 80 
CHECK_________ DATE______

I LINE DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT
UNIT
PRICE AMOUNT

* LAND ACQUISITION

19 Phase A 17 Acre ? 2 , 0 0 0 $ 34.000

2 0 Phase B 5 3 Acrp .SJL-Q n £> 1 06 . 0 0 0

2 1 Land Preparation 70 Acre $4,000 280,000
.

2 2 Road Construction 4,500 LF $ 40 180 , 0 0 0

* UTILITIES

23 Wafer LS 524,000
24 Fuel LS 329,000
25 Electricity/Telephone LS 105,100
26 Lighting 2 0 EA $1,500 30,000

27 Administration Building 1 , 0 0 0 SF 80 80,000
28 Restrooms 5 EA $1 0 , 0 0 0 50,000

29 Fencing (Phase A only) 2,500 LF 35 87,500

30 Signage LS 6 , 0 0 0

31 SUBTOTAL i 1,811,600

32 Contingency (20%) 362,300

33 Engineerina/Desiqn (6 %) 108,700
34 Supervision/Administration (6 %) 108,700

35 ONSHORE FACILITIES TOTAL: $2,391,300

14 8 CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE-SHEET NO. OF



C O N S T R U C T I O N  C O S T  E S T I M A T E TABLE 9 .  C 52
RF.FERENCE/PLAN NO. JOB NAME. Nome Port

LOCATION
JOB NUMBER TP. 11L3Port of Nome ;________________

Offshore Facilities - Phases II Dock PRELIMINARY [Xj FINAL LJ
_____________________________________ BY P . G ad d  DATE 6-1-80
_____________________________________  CHECK_________DATE______

LINE DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT
UNIT
PRICE . AMOUNT

★ DOCKING PIER AT 30 -FOOT CONTOUR

36 Core Rock 24.580 CY

in</> S_ 122,900

37 Sheetpile 76,800 T..F s . 1,843.200

38 Pile Driving 640 EA $ 620 396,800

39 Sheetpile Tiebacks 960 LF $ 1 0 0 96,000

40 Backfill Compaction 8 , 0 0 0 CY </> C
O 64 ,000

41 SUBTOTAL 2,522.900

42 Fenders LS 1 0 , 0 0 0
43 Docking Hardware LS 30,000

I 44 PHASE II DOCK: SUBTOTAL 2,562,900

45 Contingency (20%) 512.600

46 Enai ncering/Design (69.) ...L 5.3 j ilQJl

47 Supervision/Administration ( 6 1 ) 153, 800
'

48 ' PHASE II DOCK: TOTAL ?3,383,100

149 ’ CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATC-SHEET NO OF______I__________________ _



REFERENCE/PLAN NO----------------------

LOCATION  of Nome

C O N S T R U C T I O N  C O S T  E S T I M A T E TABLE 9 . D

J08 NAME.

csaor*

Nome Port

JOB NUMBER. TC 3373

Offshore Facilities - Phase TIT Dock PRELIMINARY 0  FINAL Q
______________________ BY P. Gadd DATE 6-1-80
______________________ CHECK_________DATE______

LINE DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT
UNIT
PRICE AMOUNT

* DOCKING PIER AT 26 -FOOT CONTOUR

49 Core Rock 16.870 CY

ID</> $ 84.350

50 Sheetpile 56,000 LF S 24 1.344.000

51 Pile Drivinq 467 EA S 620 289.550
52 Sheetpile Tiebacks 700 LF $ 1 0 0 . 70,000
53 Backfill Compaction 5,620 CY $ 8 45,000

54 SUBTOTAL 1,832,900

55 Fenders
i

LS 8 , 0 0 0
56 Dockinq Hardware LS 15,000

.

57 PHASE III DOCK: SUBTOTAL 1,855,900

58 Continqency (20%) 371,200

59 Enqineerina/Desiqn (6 %) 111,400

60 Supervision/Administration (6 %) 111,400

61 PHASE III DOCK TOTAL: $2,449,900
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C O N S T R U C T I O N  C O S T  E S T I M A T E

REFERENCE/PLAN NO.

TABLE 9 .E

J08 NAME, Nome Port

LOCATION Port of Nome
Facilities Cost Summary

.JOB NUMBER TC 3373______

PRELIMINARY 0  FINAL □
BY P. G a d d  DATE 6 - 1 - 8 0  

C H E C K ____________ D A T E _________

LINE DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT
UNIT
PRICE AMOUNT

* PHASE I DEVELOPMENT

1 8 Of fshorn Foci lit?a s $1 8 , 0 1 8 . 0 0 0

39 Onshore Facilities 2 . 3 9 1 . 3 0 0

* PHASE I TOTAL: 2 0 , 4 0 9 , 3 0 0

.

4 8 PHASE II DOCK TOTAL: 3 , 3 3 3 , 1 0 0

* PHASE I + PHASE II TOTAL: 2 3 , 7 9 2 , 4 0 0

•

6 1 PHASE III DOCK TOTAL: 2 , 4 4 9 , 9 0 0

* PHASE I + II 4- III TOTAL: . 26.,.2A2.,..3.QO.

•

•
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Regardless of the specific offshore terminal design, the on­

shore facility configuration remains the same. Basic cost items 

included for development of the onshore facilities are as follows

o Land Acquisition 

o Land Preparation 

o Road Construction 

o Utilities

* Water

* Fuel

* Electricity/Telephone

* Lighting

o Buildings

* Administration
* Restrooms

o Fencing 

o Signage

The cost estimate presented he'ein assumes development of only 

the 35 acre onshore facility shown in Figure 5.1.

In order for the port facility to be totally self-supporting, 

annual port income would have to exceed the yearly cpsts of 

operations, maintenance, the initial construction costs, and the 

costs associated with the debt service on the initial costs.

Port costs can be annualized as follows:

A. Capital Recovery 
(50 Years @ 8 ?)

$2,145,000

B. Operations/Maintenance 

Maintenance 

Staff Salaries

$ 260,000

35.000

10.000 

10,000

Equipment Maintenance 

Administrative Costs

$ 3 1 5 , 0 0 0

TOTAL: $ 2 , 4 6 0 , 0 0 0



The level of economic activity in the Nome region is not currently 

sufficient to generate the income needed to offset the projected 

$2,460,000 annual costs.

An analysis has been undertaken, however, to determine the extent 

to which the port projected revenues can offset the city's costs 

in operating and maintaining the facility.

7.2 REVENUE PROJECTIONS

In order to develop anticipated revenues which might be derived 

from the usage of port facilities in Nome, the rate structures 

of several other ports in Alaska were examined. In addition, the 

actual cargo transported through the Nome Harbor in 1979, amount­

ing to a total of 33,100 tons (refer to Table 6 ), was applied 
against these rate structures. Nome cargo, if transported through 

the harbors at Anchorage, Homer, and Dillingham, would be as 

follows:

General
Cargo Petroleum Total

Total tonnage through 
Nome in 1979 (refer
to Table 6 ) 8,100 25,000 33,100

Charges by the port 
if processed through 
the port at:

($ in thousands)

Anchorage $ 20 $ 2 $ 22

Homer $ 35 $ 35 $ 70

Dillingham $111 $305 $416

Establishing Anchorage rates as the base for comparison, the 

ports would rank as follows:

Port Charges as a 
Port Multiple of Anchorage

Anchorage 1.0

Homer 3.2



The present service area of the Nome Port is generally that area 

encompassed by the Nome 'Census Division. Although villages out­

side the Division may receive goods transshipped through Nome, 

it is likely that over 90 percent of incoming general cargo and 

petroleum products is destined for residents or users within the 

Division. A study of growth in the Division by the Corps of 

Engineers (1974A) projects a population of about 9,500 persons by 

1985 and 15,800 persons by the year 2000, compared to a population 

in 1978 estimated at between 6,700 and 7,200 (refer to Section

In the period from 1969 to 1979, the average cargo tonnage through 

the Nome Port amounted to between 4.6 and 4.9 tons per person per 

year, with no meaningful trends of increase or decrease in evi­

dence. Therefore, using a figure of 4.75 tons per person per year, 

the following cargo projections resulted:

* Compares with actual of 33,100 tons (refer to Table 6 )

Utilizing a rate structure equivalent to 15.0 times the Anchorage 

rates results in annual revenues for the Nome Port as follows:

2 .8 .1 ).

Year

Projected Service Total Incoming General 
Area Population Cargo and Petroleum

(Nome Census Div.) Products through Nome

Base Year (1979) 

1985 

2 0 0 0

7,000

9,500

15,800

33,250*

45,125

75,050

Year

Total Incoming 
General Cargo £. 

Petroleum Products

Annual Revenues 
Rec1d from Port 
Charges & Fees

Base Year (1979) 

1985 

2 0 0 0

33, 2.-,0 

45,125 

75,050

$331,250 

$450,000 

$750,000

This amounts to an average rate of $10.00 per ton or about $0.50 

per 1 0 0  pounds of cargo.



In addition, other port revenues will accrue from sources which 

cannot, at this time, be adequately quantified. These include:

1. Docking of workboats related to petroleum exploration, 

development, and production, primarily for the purpose 

of securing provisions and supplies, and transporting

. work crews and equipment.

2. Docking of fishing vessels operating in Norton Sound

and nearby fisheries, primarily for the purpose of

securing provisions and supplies.

3. Docking of vessels for the purpose of receiving minerals 

mined in northwest Alaska for transport to Japan or the 

"lower 48".

4. Docking of vessels and transshipment of cargo related to

petroleum development activities on the Beaufort and 

Chukchi Seas. This may include export of quarrystone 

for oil drilling island construction in these areas.

5. Leasing of land within the port complex to private firms 

for the purpose of constructing and utilizing operations 

and storage buildings, fuel facilities, repair facilities, 

and similar structures, as well as for open land for 

container storage and other types of storage.

The above revenue items could add significantly to the revenue 

projections derived from incoming general cargo and petroleum 

products. The complex and speculative nature of this income re­

quires that an accurate determination of this element of potential 

income must await further study in Phase B of the planning effort.

156



7 . 3 ECONOMIC CONCLUSIONS

It is anticipated that the annual cost of debt service, operation 

and maintenance activities of the port of Nome will exceed the 

income generated by the Port. This conclusion is somewhat specu­

lative in part due to the inability of accurate forecasting of 

the extent and magnitude of developments in the petroleum, mining, 

coal and fishing industries. It does seem clear, however, that 

the income generated from port operations will exceed the cost of 

port operations and maintenance. Given the rather conservative 

port income scenario that anticipates income from the projected 

population growth only, the income roughly equals the yearly cost 

of port operations and maintenance. If other more optimistic 

scenarios develop that would increase port traffic, income levels 

would rise accordingly. The highly speculative nature of economic 

forecasting for Nome dictates that it be limited to those elements 

that seem most plausible. This has been our objective ard it is 

upon this premise that our preliminary economic evaluation is 

based.



9 . 0 CONCLUSIONS

The planning, engineering and economic analyses undertaken in 

this report conclude that construction and operation of a deep- 

draft port facility in Nome, Alaska, is feasible from a function­

al, operational, and environmental standpoint. This conclusion 

is based solely on the expected growth rate of the city and region 

although additional growth-inducing factors are considered 

{petroleum, mineral, fisheries development), these rather specula­

ting elements are not judged to be necessary for the port to 

succeed. It has been determined that port income will roughly equal 

the expected port operation and maintenance costs. A primary re­

quirement for the economic viability of the port project is the 

ability of the State of Alaska to finance the initial costs of land 

acquisition, engineering design, and construction of the port 

facilities. The level of income generated by the port is not an­

ticipated to absorb the toLal construction costs assuming even the 

most optimistic regional growth scenarios.

The port complex will be composed of onshore cargo storage/handling 

facilities connected to the offshore terminal by a 3600-foot long 

rubblemound causeway, as shown in Figure 9.1. The port facility 

will accomodate vessels with maximum drafts of 22 feet. At the 

offshore terminal, general and containerized cargo will be handled 

by vessel-fixed cranes as well as a dock-based mobile crane. Fuel, 

water, electricity and telephone services will be provided at dock- 

side .

The site selected for the location of the onshore terminal is on 

an elevated plateau just west of the Snake River. This site is 

convenient to the city and city services and will lead to reduced 

dredging requirements at the present harbor due to the sand block­

ing effect of the causeway.

Onshore area requirements for the cargo storage/handling activities
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t r a n s f e r  s y s t e m  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .

The existing harbor at Nome (in the Snake River) is envisioned 

as a small craft harbor with an anticipated vessel capacity of 

80-100 boats. It is believed that the presently authorized depth 

of eight feet will not be required for the Snake .River and that 

small craft traffic within the present harbor will be limited to 

vessels drawing four feet or less. ;

Environmental concerns that have been identified appear hot to 

be of the nature or degree that would prevent port construction 

or operation. These concerns include:

o Longshore Sediment Transport;

o Ice Movement and Forces;

o Salmon Spawning;

o Crab Fisheries;

o Expected Regional Growth;

o Structural Foundation Support;

o Cultural, Archeological Concerns.

Permitting requirements for the Port of Nome have been identified 

and include the U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers, Alaska Department 

of Transportation, Alaska Department of Fish and Wildlife, as 

well as other state and federal agencies. The total time to pro­

cess all permit applications is 12-18 months, however, if opposi­

tion to the project is slight it is conceivable that this time 

requirement would be reduced.

9-l RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings of this report, it is recommended that the 

City of Nome initiate the following tasks in order to expedite 

the construction of the Port of Nome:
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1) Obtain specific data at the proposed port site to 

properly describe site geology, offshore bathymetry 

and onshore topography.

2) Undertake negotiations to procure onshore land from 

present owner.

3) Conduct tidelands survey to allow State to grant

ownership to the City of Nome for the offshore lands

existing between the city limits and a line located 

two miles offshore.

4) Conduct refined economic assessment to bitter quantify 

the expected port income given various development 

scenarios.

5) Organize a citizens committee and assign specific

responsibilities to establish the means to obtain

financial support from the State for the port facility.

6 ) Provide site and contract specific guidance to Tetra 

Tech in order to proceed with development of Port of 

Nome Master Plan (Phase B of ongoing study).
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Introduced: 4/19/82
Referred: Transportation

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 52 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

Establishing the Alaska Railroad 

Personnel Advisory Committee.

HE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the United States government has expressed it9 determination to 

discontinue federal operation of the Alaska Railroad at the earliest ,'ossible 

date; and

WHEREAS at this time there is no realistic possibility of private 

acquisition and operation of the railroad; and

WHEREAS continued operation of the railroad is possible only if the 

state acquires the railroad from the federal government and provides for 

operation of the railroad; and

WHEREAS continued operation and development: of the Alaska Railroad is 

essential to the long-term economic growth and development of the state and 

its natural resources and will serve an important public purpose; and 

WHEREAS continued operation of the Alaska Railroad will promote the 

general welfare of the people of the state by providing important freight 

and passenger service to residents of the state, to businesses of the state, 

and to nonresidents visiting or doing business in the state; and

WHEREAS the service capacity of the Alaska Railroad is positively 

affected by the contributions of the Alasku Railroad personnel; and

WHEREAS the expeditious transfer of the Alaska Railroad to the State of 

Alaska hinges in part on resolution of personnel issues that arise in con­

junction with the transfer;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Ala.-ka State Legislature that an Alaska Railroad 

Personnel Advisory Committee is established to examine the personnel , collec-

SCR 52

IN THE SENATE BY THE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
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t i v e  ba rga in ing ,  and employee b e n e f i t  i s sues  posed by the t r a n s f e r  o f  the
Alaska Railroad; and he it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska Railroad Personnel Advisory Committee j 

is composed of two members of the senate appointed by the president of the - 

senate; two members of the house of representatives appointed by the speaker ' 

of the house; two members appointed by the governor; a person designated by 

the general manager of the Alaska Railroad; and a representative of each
*

labor organization representing employees of the Alaska Railroad elected by • 

the membership of that organization; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska Railroad Personnel Advisory Committee 

elect a presiding officer from among its membership, meet to examine the 

personnel. collective bargaining, and employee benefit issues posed by the 

transfer of the Alaska Railroad, and report its findings and recommendations 

to the legislature by January 30, 1983; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska Railroad Personnel Advisory Committee 

is terminated January 30, 198.3.

2 .  / W ^ -
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Introduced: 6/20/81
Referred: Transportation

IN THE SENATE BY FERGUSON 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 53 am(title)
I **

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

Requesting the National Park Service 

to improve an old mining road through 

the north addition to Denaii National 

Park and Preserve and to extend the

road to the Denali Park Road at

Wonder Lake-Kantishna.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS an old mine road, constructed by the state to provide access

between the Alaska Railroad to Healy and the Toklat River valley to obtain
/ * *
access to the Stampede Mine antimony deposits that were worked during World 

War II, has fallen into disrepair: and

WHEREAS the road now falls within portions of the Denali National Park 

and Preserve, as established by the 1980 Alaska National Interest Lands Act 

(P.L. 96-487); and

WHF.REAS these additions to the Denali National Park and Preserve were 

established, according to the Congressional report issued with the 1980

federal Act, "to support populations of moose, wolf, and caribou as part of

an integral ecosystem [so that] public enjoyment of these outstanding wild­

life values would thus continue to be assured": and

WHEREAS the old mine road ends at the Stampede Mine in the Toklat River 

valley, but could be extended along the watershed of that river to the 

vicinity of Kantishna and Wonder Lake, providing a road loop within the 

Denali National Park and Preserve; and

WHEREAS the Kantishna Hills-Dunkle Mine area of the park and preserve 

have been identified by the Alaska National Interest Lands Act as worthy of

- 1 -  SJR 53 a m ( t i t l e )



special evaluation and study for, among other reasons, the potential value 

of wildlife and mineral resources! and

WHEREAS the tragic accident that recently occurred within Denali j , 

National Park underscores the need for improved transportation facilities! 

within the park; and |

• WHEREAS the reconstruction and extension of the north addition road 

would provide a transportation facility that would benefit visitors to

i
Denali National Park and Preserve and serve as an alternative road for 

further mineral evaluation and development work;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the National Park

•4- uf>2"'9
Service is respectfully requested to prepare plans for reconstruction of the 

old Stampede Mine read through the north addition to Denali National Park 

and Preserve and its extension to the vicinity of Wonder Lake and Kantishna.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable James G. Watt, 

Secretary of the Interior; to Mr. Ray Arnett, Assistant Secretary of the 

Department of the Interior for Parks and Wildlife; and to the Honorable Ted 

Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U. S. Senators, und the Honorable 

Don Young, II. S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in 

Congress.

- 2 - SJR 53 a m ( t i t l e )
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SJR 6 6  - Coast Guard User Fees

The United States Department of Transportation has proposed 

the imposition of Coast Guard User Fees on boat owners.

i

The intent is to recover from boat owners part of the 

operating expense for Coast Guard services such as search 

and rescue, navigation aids, etc.

These would be straight yearly cnarges to all boat owners 

including recreational and commercial fishing vessels and 

tugs.

The proposed rate schedule charges fishing vessels from 

$1,350 to $40,000 depending on size.

My biggest problem with this is that their smallest category 

is boats under 1 0 0  gross tons at a yearly fee of $1,350.

This is enough to put many of Alaska's small boat fishermen 

out of business. And with our current crisis in the salmon 

industry these fees will be devastating to our fishermen.

Also many boats classed as "recreational" are more than that 

to Alaskans. They are basic transportation or used for 

subsistence hunting and fishing. Each of these would be 

charged from $50 to $600.



user

fees for such basic and appropriate government services as 

search and rescue and aids to navigation.

The "whereas" clauses of SJR 6 6  express some more concerns 

with the proposed fees.

The federal government is moving ahead right now with the 

Coast Guard fees. The Congress has a committee meeting 

scheduled in March to consider the proposal.

As a state full of people dependent on our boats, it is 

imperative that we express our concerns and opposition to 

the Coast Guard fee proposal to the federal government right 

away.
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DEPART WENT-OF TRANSPORTATION 

U N I T E D  S T A T E S  C O A S T  G U A R D
MAILING ADDRCSS: * / J 
U.S COAST GUARD tTCMj 
WASHINGTON. O.C. J0SS1 
PHONL:

iUA

0 3  2 3 1 9 8 1

p c x

(To 158 adressees)
i

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 indicated 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. . >. •

The comments received at the meetings and subsequently were thorough, i-'4

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.

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

mation, a conceptual legislative proposal is being developed along with 

demonstration fee schedule revisions. Of necessity, both the illus­

trated budget level 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 -■ w

areas will be made to reflect the changes.

• v

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 coramenters expressed concern on some very'basic philoso­

phical and practical points. while all of these could not be accommo­

dated, they were given 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 deroonstation 

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.



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 vert ion 

Please review the enclosure and make any comments that you feel are ; ; 

appropriate. ,

Thank you for your cooperation.

Enclosures

Sincerely,

J. W. KIME 

Captain, U. S. Coast Guard 

Deputy Chief, Office of Marine 

Environment and Systems 

By direction of the Commandant

• 1 .1
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--i: j.-/.New d e m o n s t r a t i o n  f e e  s c h e d u le s  h a v e  b e e n  d e v e lo p e d  c a s e d  cn  t h e  c o n s e n t s  
e n c  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  m e e t in g s  h e ld  i n  S e p te m b e r  e n d  w r i t t e n  . . 
com m en ts and  re c o m m e n d a tio n s  r e c e i v e d  s u b s e q u e n t l y .  A l l  c o n s e n t s  w e re  
g i v e n  c a r e f u l ' r e v i e w .  The b u d g e t a r y  f i g u r e s  u se d  p r e v i o u s l y  a n d  t h e  
h u n d re d  p e r c e n t  r e c o v e r y  l e v e l  h a s  b e e n  c o n t in u e d .  I t  i s  r e c o g n i z e d  ! 
t h a t  t h e  c o s t  f i g u r e s  w i l l  n e e d  to  b e  r e v i s e d  to  r e f l e c t  t h e  p r o g r a m  i;! |! :i 
c o s t s  a t  th e  t im e  o f  im p le m e n ta t io n ,  . ■

Sum m ary o f  C h a n c e s  i n  F e e  S c h e d u le s

1 . Recreational Boats

- Added internal boats (5 to 8 million)

- Divided into three groups: Internal, Inland, and Coastal ;i! .v
■r • •••;>*

- All recreational boating SAR costs distributed to coastal 
group. Pop tlation and other appropriate costs distributed •'
75-25% between inland end coastal ; • . r. j, v‘

■ •. •**,. .

,v.C- !-•:■ * .1:• *. • :* -
2. Inland Uninspected Vessels • • V^V'.T

- Number of tcwboats has been refined to reflect a more
accurate number using inland waters 

>

- Classes of horsepower ratings have been changed from A to 3
■» • »

- Barges have been grouped into two sizes breaking at 1600 
gross tons in lieu of 1 0 0 0  gross tons

3. Fishing Vessels

- Separated into domestic and foreign fleet .I*-*'
,  . •'« i \

. : |
Fee is identical for each class of vessel, whether foreign 

„ or domestic to provide fair and equal treatment
! >.

• . ■ i. ;•

Commercial-Domes tic and International If; [*

- Numbers of tugboats have been refined to reflect more i) •
accurate number using coastal waters T V s '

: I'-

- Three groups for tugboats used. Horsepower ratings used 
to group (similar for coastal ar.d inland fees) !

to

- Barges have been grouped into two .siteV breaking at 1600 
gross tons with fees similar to like inland barges

- A separate fee schedule established for Mobile Offshore 
• Drilling Onits (MCDU's)

, r- 
!



-  A l l  f e e s  s i m i l a r  t o  sam e t y p e s  o f  c o m m e rc ia l v e s s e l s  i n  
in l a n d  o r  c o a s t a l  a r e a s
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+  P o r t  S a f e t y  a n d  S e c u r i t y ................

+ Marina Environ rental Protection
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CG operational services (e.g., SARs aids to navigation)’ 

and therefore should not be charged for then.
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B. Demonstration Fee Schedule

irnal Waters - Annual Pees

Number Pee Amount(OOP's)

Recreational Scats 6,000,000 

2. Inland Area - Annual Pee 

Class
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Less then 16 feet 
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1. One hundred percent (ICO") of allocable coses 
viII be recovered.

2. Continued use of the fuel tax is proposed (P.L. 
95-502). The current Ac/gallon fuel tax applied 
to less then the total inland tcvboat fleet is 
recovering approximately $20 million. Therefore, 
it is estimated that an additional 6c/galion on 
the whole fleet would yield approximately 536 
million.

• 3. The numbers of towboats 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.

A. 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.

Assum p : i o n s

Demonstration Fee Schedules

1 . Annual Fee 

Class Number Annual Fee

•X

.Amount (000

Towboets - Less than 1000H? 2,520 §2 , 0 0 0 $5,040
- 1000 to 4999H? 1,500 5,000 7,500
- 5000H? and Over 150 1 0 , 0 0 0 1,600

Subcotal A, 180 • $14,140

Barges Less than 1600C-T 2 0 , 0 0 0 800 $16,000
- 1500GT ana Over A, 0 0 0 1,600 5,400

• Subtotal 2 A , 0 0 0 522,400

TOTAL $36,540
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1. Domestic Fishing Vessels
■ •

— .Annual Fees

Class Hunber Annual j

Less than 1 0 C C 7 1 2 0 , 0 0 0 1 , 3 5 0

1 0 0  t o  1 9 9 C 7 5 , 0 0 0 1 , 8 0 0
2 0 0  t o  2 9 9 C T 3 , 8 0 0 2 , 0 0 0

3 0 0  t o  1 5 9 9 G 7 5 0 0 2 0 , 0 0 0

1 6 0 0 G 7  a n d  Over 1 0 0 A 0 , 0 0 0
S u b t o t a l s 1 2 9 , A 0 0

Ancuut (0 0 0 's)

£ 1 6 2 , 0 0 0  
9 , 0 0 0  
7 , 6 0 0  

1 0 , 0 0 0  
A , 0 0 0  

£ 1 9 2 , 6 0 0

F o r e i g n  F i s h i n g  V e s s e l s  -  A n n u a l  F e e s

C l a s s  . .  J i u n b c r  A n n u a l  F e e  A n o u n t C 0 0 0 1 s )

J

L e s s  t h a n  1 0 0 C T  0  **' £  1 , 3 5 0  £  0

1 0 0  t o  1 9 9 G 7  * 0  1 , 8 0 0  0

2 0 0  t o  2 S 9 G 7  A 5 0  2 , 0 0 0  9 0 0

3 0 0  t o  1 5 9 9 G 7  A 5 0  2 0 , 0 0 0  * 9 , 0 0 0

1 6 0 0 0 7  A n d  O v e r  _A50  A 0 , 0 0 0  1 8 , 0 0 0

S u b t o t a l s  1 , 3 5 0  • £ 2 7 , 9 0 0

TOTALS 1 3 0 , 7 5 0  £ 2 2 0 , 5 0 0



vesse
A tonnage fee on gross registered 
be used end collected by Customs

tons **0 . 11

2. Vessels in domestic coastal trade:
An annual fee will be used. Sane classes and 
charges as commercial fishing vessels.

3. Towboats/tugs:
Class sizes by horsepower reflect different 
levels of use of Coast Guard programs. The 
same classes and fees apply as to inland tcw- 
ooats and tugs.

5. Demonstration Fee Schedule

1. International Trade - (See Nora (1))

Net Registered Tons

Tor.nase x ee 500,000,000

ee

0.24

2 . Domestic Coastal Trade (Excludes listings 
Annual Fee - (See Note (2))

Amount (0001 s') 

5120,000 

under 3, 4 and 5)

Class

less than 100GT 
100 to 199GT 
200 to 299GT 
300 to 1599GT 
1600GT and Over 

Subtotals

3. Tug/Towboats

Class

Less than 1000K? 
1 0 0 0  to 4999d? 
500CEP and Over 

Subtotal

Number

0
0

4,000
2 0 0
500

4,700

Annual Fee

Number

1,890
860
1 2 0

Annual Fee Amount(000* s)

SI,350 
1,800 

'2 , 0 0 0  
2 0 , 0 0 0  
40,000

5 0
0

S ,0 0 0 '
4,000

2 0 , 0 0 0
532,000

Annual Fee Amount(0001s)

5 2 , 0 0 0  
5,000 

1 0 , 0 0 0
2 , 8 7 0

4. Barges - Annual Fee (5ee Note (2)) 

Class

53,780 
• 4/300 

1 , 2 0 0  
S9,2S0

Number Annual Fee Amount(OOP's)



"  -MODU 5 3 0  SI, 0 0 0  S 5 S 0

TOT.iL $ 1 6 7 , 1 4 0

K O T I :  (1) T o n n a g e  f e e  s i m i l a r  to l i m i t a t i o n s  of c u r r e n t  t o n n a g e  t a x

a d m i n i s t e r e d  b y  C u s t o m s .

(2) V e s s e l s  a n d  b a r g e s  s a i l i n g  i n  b o t h  d o m e s t i c  a n d  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  

t r a d e  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  g r e a t e r  of the a n n u a l  f e e  o r  t h e  t o n n a g e  

f ee .

C l a s s  K u c h e r  An r .n a l  T ee  A m ount (O O P 's )
t

\
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February 9, 1982

s* •■ . »
Captain William Riedel
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters (G - WS/11)
Washington D.C.,. 20593

Dear Captain Riedel, .

Thank you for the information you provided m y  staff member 
Mary Levan by telephone and for the additional information 
you sent by mail. At your suggestion I 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 is 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 m a y  make $20,000 
or more. This is especially unreasonable when the user fee 
proposed xs 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, I don't believe most 
boat owners would object as much to higher charges 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 w e  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. F.very resident of coastal areas is dependent upon 
marine transportation/ ferries# and barges to get virtually 
all of their supplies. This makes each of these people 
indirect users of navigational aids, ice 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 in 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 more concerns are outlined in the attached resolution. 
These should be self-explanatory. As the resolved clause 
states, we request a review of the user fee proposal. I 
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, is an entity, m u c h  
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 
•see that they are administered justly and equitably and are 
not an unbearable burden to the people served.

yours,

State Senator 
District B

cc: .Admiral John* B. Hayes 
Captain J.W. Kime


