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W E S H O R E  MAlAGEWdT FEL STUDY 
EXECUTIVE S U m Y  

INTRODUCTION 

The increased cost  of administering the Lakeshore Manag~uent Zrogram and 
the nmina l  fees  for permits, which have remained unchanged s ince 1974, have 
been identifiecj a s  s ign i f ican t  issues. To audress these issues,  a study w d s  
conducted t o  re-evaluate fees charged for  pr ivate  exclusive lakeshore use 
permits ard to  assess tne impact of these charges on the public, the perz i t t ee  
and the Federal Goverment. The purpose of the  study is to; (1) estimate the 
annual administrative cos t ,  including overhad ,  for  issuing pr ivate  l a ~ e s h u r c  
use permits unjer the  Lakeshore Management Program and (2) t o  es tab l i sh  a 
value of the a c t i v i t y  to the permittee based on information obtainec3 fro.:: 
various sources. 

While many sources of infomation were reviewed, the  Corps m t u r a l  
Resource Management Systen (NRMS) was the  prinary source of da ta  used to  
ident i fy  where lakeshore use permits exist-. Other public agencies a m  
private  e n t i t i e s  were surveyed to  determine i f  they allowed such pr ivate  
f a c i l i t i e s  or a c t i v i t i e s  and tile basis  eac.1 used when establlshiny tees. 
On-site project  reviews and interviews of Corps managers were conducted to  
a s s i s t  in iden t i f ica t ion  of potent ia l  problems a d  t o  assess linpacs of any 
fee  increases. A questionnaire was developed and sent t o  a l l  Corps projects  
where lakeshore use pennits a r e  i s s u e d .  The questiormaire gathered 
information on permit s t a tu s ,  types of a c t i v i t i e s  pers i t t ed ,  administrative 
act ions  required, costs ,  revenues a d  fees  a t  camerc ia l  f a c i l i t i e s .  ',he 
Corps' Waterways Experiment Stat ion i n  Vicksburg, Mississippi, a s s imi l a~ed  
data  a id  acted in  a resource support capacity. 

FINDINGS 

No defendable data were avai lable  from other puulic agencies or  pr ivate  
e n t i t i e s  for use i n  determining fees. Lakeshore use pern i t s  a r e  being issued 
a t  10U Corps projects.  There a r e  current ly  38,523 la.,eshore use perLLli ts  with 
an average te rn  of 3.81 years. The  current  annual revznue from lakeshore use 
permits is $244,558 and the t o t a l  annual cos t  of administering the program is 
approximately $3,600,000. Average fees  for  various categories of moorage a t  
cannercia1 nar inas  on Corps projects  were a l so  o b ~ a i n d .  



ALTERLdATI VES 

The following al ternat ives for lakeshore use  per-xit fees were exL;lined. 

a. Continue the current fee of $30 for a f ive year perniit. 
b. Increase iees to recover a l l  administrative costs  whicLi would r e s u l ~  

in  a fee of $48U.00 for a f ive  year permit. 
c. Increase fees to recover essential ly a l l  adninistrative costs. 
d. Charge only a f a i r  market value fee. - 
e. Increase fees to recover a l l  aclministrative costs based on a f a i r  

market value fee. 
- 

c0NCLUS10NS 

a. Current revenues from lakeshore u s e  pernits are  not suff icient  to 
recover the cost of adninistering t h e  program. 

b. Information obtained in response to the questionnaire and froit the 
NEWS, were the most appropriate sources of data available for u s e  in 
e s t a~ l i sh ing  fees. 

c. Fees should be increased to essential ly cover the cost o i  
adninistering the program. 

d. Eke increases should be deferrdable and equitable. 
e. I f  a f a i r  market value to the permittee is established, it should be 

based on a reasonable proxy to the fees a t  camercial  marinas fur 
floating f a c i l i t i e s  of similar size. 

f. A staggered phase-in of the program would best be acca,;pllshe. by 
assessing new fees upon the expiration of exlsting permits. 

RECOMMENDAT IONS 

a. Fees for a l l  floating f a c i l i t i e s  shuuld be $430 for a f ive year 
permit. Fees for vegetation modification should be $2r0 f x  a f ive - 
year permit. Sixty percent of t h e  cost would be f i r s t  year coat for 
permit issuance and 40% for subsequent inspections. (Alternative c). 

b. Fees for permit mdif ica t ions  that proviuie for any horizontal 
, expansion to fac i l i t ies /ac t iv i t ies  or increase the nunber of - 

fac i l  i t ies/ac t i v i  ties, should be assessej an a. .dl t ional 5b2 oL the 
to ta l  permit fee. (Alternative c) . 

c. Fees should be increased upon e ~ p i r a t i o n  o i  exlstinq pemi t s  or w,len - 
issuing new permits. 

d. No fees should be assessed based on fa i r  market valut . ( A 1  LerLlatives - 

d and e) . 
- 



LAKESHORE MANAGEMENT PEE STUDY 
CUMMITTEE REPORT 

DEEMBEd 1986 

This repor t  d iscusses  currerrt e f f o r t s  t o  re-evaluate f e e s  fo r  p r i va t e  
exclus ive  lakeshore use permits and t h e  impact of these  charges on t h e  
permittee, t he  publ ic  and the  federa l  gwernnent.  The repor t  a l s o  out1,nes 
t h e  r a t i ona l e  f o r  es tab l i sh ing  a f e e  schedule t o  recover a l l  a t fn inis t ra t ive  
cos t s ,  determine a value t o  t he  p e r n i t t e e  and d i scusses  procedures fo r  
c o l l e c t i o h  of these fees. 

B. BACKGROUND 

In 1969, nationwide guidance was issued which addressed t he  au thor i ty  f o r  
c e r t a i n  p r i va t e  f l oa t i ng  recreat ion f a c i l i t i e s  on C iv i l  Works projects .  This 
guldance s t ressed  securing rnaximm storage of boats  a d  re ldted eyuipnent a t  
cannercia l  concessions and es tabl ished condit ions fo r  issuance of lakeshore 
use penni ts  wiihout a fee.  

In  1974,'Corps of Engineers guidance was extend@.\ to include minor ldnd  an^, 

vegetat ion modificat ion a c t i v i t i e s .  This pol icy  required Lakeshore Management 
Plans f o r  p ro j ec t s  with ex i s t i ng  p r i va t e  lakeshore use pern i t s ,  c o n t i n u ~ d  t o  
encouragk moorage a t  cannercia l  marinas and encouraged t h e  use of camiunity 
docks. In addi t ion to  re-establ  ishing guide1 ines  fo r  issuing permits, the  
regula t ion a l s o  required a f e e  of  $10 fo r  i n i t i a l  issuance of a perinit and b5 
,oer year,  t he r ea f t e r ,  f o r  inspections. - 
The f e e  •’or p r i va t e  exclusive l akes io re  use p e r n i t s  drd not  meet the  Off ice OL 

Managenent: and Budget (OMB) objec t ive  of  recovering adminis t ra t ive  c o s t s  
associatkd with granting such s p c i a l  pr iv i leges .  

C. PURPOSE 

The pur&se of t h i s  study is t o  es t imate  annual a m i n i s t r a t i v e  cos t s ,  
including an appropr ia te  share  of  over head, fo r  issuing pr i va t e  lakeshore use 
p e r m i t s - W e r  the Lakeshore Management Program a s  i den t i f i ed  i n  ER 113U-~-%06 
(AppendiX A) and t o  es t imate  a value  of t h e  f a c i l i t y / a c t i v i t y  t o  t he  
permittee. . + 

.-. 
-w. 

The oble6tive is t o  develop a lakeshore manayenent f e e  sc,r&ule t h a t  recovers 
b t a l  a&, inis t ra t ive  cos t s ,  overhead cos t s ,  and e s t a b l i s h  the value  of t i=  
permitted f a c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  t o  t he  pern i t t ee .  Yhe study scope of work is 
i n c l d e d '  i n  Appendix B. 

-P 
.L 



E. 

use 

DEFINITIONS 

1. Administrative Cost - Cost t o  the  government of inanaging the lakeshore 
permit progran. 

2. Camunity Dock - A pr iva te  boat usually haviny more than one slip 
authorized for use by more than one person or  family for  which only one penit 
-is issued. 

3. Consolidated Permit - A s i n g l e  lakeshore use pe rn i t  which covers nure  
than one land and/or water-based f a c i l i t y  and/or ac t iv i ty .  

4. Duck Blind - A tanporary camouflaged s t ruc ture  used while hunting 
water fowl on pub1 ic 1 and ard water. 

5. Erosion Control Structure  - A s t ruc tu re  c;r material us- t o  control  
shore1 ine erosion on public lard.  

Float  - A small f loat in9 platform typ ica l ly  used fo r  shimming o r  6. - 
sunbathing. 

7. Foot Path - A minimally improved peclestrian access path leaa,ny f r m  
pr iva te  property t h a t  follows a meardering route, prevents erosion ard avoids 
the need for  t r e e  ranoval on public lard.  These paths norinally do not exceed 
four f e e t  i n  width. 

8. Land-based Facil i ty/Activity - A f a c i L i t ~ / a c t i v i t y  locat- i n  public 
land t h a t  is permitted urder the Lakeshore Management P r q r a n .  

9. Mooring Buoy - A f loa t ing  buoy used for  moorin9 a boat. 

1 .  Mooring Post - A post  locate, on shore t o  which a boat can L e  rnoore~. 

11. Mowing - Maintenance of vegetative materials d c c ~ r ~ p l ~ s h a ,  by rout ine 
cut t ing on publ ic  land normally with motorized o r  power equipnent. 

1 L .  Permitted F a c i l i t i e s / A c t i v i t x  - F a c i A i t i e s  o r  a c ~ i v i t i e s  perait te- .  
through the  lakeshore use pennit process. Tkse f a c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  incluce 
pr ivate  water-based f a c i l i t i e s  and cer ta in  pr iva te  lard-based f a c i l l  ties ard 
a c t i v i t i e s .  Permitted f d c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  do not include a c t i v i t i e s  or 
f a c i l i t i e s  granted through easement s t a t u t e s  by t h e  Real E s t a t e  1 icerising 
program. 1; div is ions  where the Resource ~ a n a c e r  is authorized to  acsninkter 
these rea l  e s t a t e  instruments they a r e  included with t he  lakeshore use p e m i t ,  
but fees  a r e  chargecl separately. Also, permitted f a c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  do not 
include those authorized urder S c t i o n  10 of the  Rivers & Harbor A c t  of lU99 
(33 U.S.C. 403) ard Section 404 of t h e  Clean Waters A c t  (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

13. Plantings/Landscapinq - Modification of public lanus through 
placement of addi t ional  vegetative o r  decorative materials.  

14. Region - A pro jec t  o r  group of projects  i n  near proximity to  one 
another a s  ident i f ied by the  d i s t r i c t  in  which the  pro jec t s  a r e  located. 



15. Single-owner Dock - An inclividually owned pr iva te  boac dock. 

16. Ski Course - An area marked on the water with buoys bet-wen which 
water skiers maneuver. 

17. Ski Jump - A s t ruc tu re  •’ran which water skiers junp. 

18. Underbrushinq - Cutting and control  of vegetative growch on public 
lard.  

19. Value Fee - A f e e  based on the caxnercial value of a lakeshore use 
a c t i v i t y  or  f ac i l i t y .  

20. Vegetation Modification - Alterat ion of vegetation on public land. 

21. Water-based F a c i l i t y  - A f a c i l i t y  10cdted on the water t ha t  is 
permitted urder the Lakeshore Managanent Plan. 

I?. STUDY PROCEDURES 

1. The C m i t t e e  

A camittee was established i n  June 1986 consist ing of representatives •’;-a:; 
d ivis ions  where s ign i f ican t  lakeshore management a c t i v i t i e s  and f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  
permitted. Committee mankrs  included persons f ro s  the  tl,UdACE, uivision,  
District and Project  levels .  A list of C m i t t e e  members is incllded a s  
Appedix C. 

2. Review of Existing Data 

Existing da ta  e r e  reviewed to determine a t  whicn pro jec t s  lakeshore use 
permits a r e  issued'and how many f loat ing and land-based permits were managed. 
a t  each project. The Naturdl Resource Managanent System ( I i R L )  was tne 
pr irnary da t a  source. 

3. , Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was sen t  to  Resource Managers a t  t h e  1 U O  projects  ident i f ied 
i n  the  NRMS where lakeshore use pennits a r e  issued. The questionnaire was 
designed so tha t  responses coulcl be used to  estimate current  aclministrative 
costs.  I t  a l so  established a consis tent  bas i s  for  detemining a value t o  the 
permittee for  the various permitteu a c t i v i t i e s  and f a c i l i t i e s .  Gne hurdreu 
percent of t he  questionnaires were returned and the  da ta  were canputerized for 
analysis. A copy of the questionnaire and a list of projcxts surveyed a re  
i n c l d e d  a s  Appendix D. 

4. On-Site Reviews & interviews 

Three on-site reviews and interview sessions vere conduct& u u i n q  t h e  study. 
The canni t tee  m e t  in  Atlanta, Georgia, Beaver Lake, Arkansas ard ~ a k e  
Sakakawea, North Dakota. Prolect  am d i s t r i c t  o f f i c e  p r sonne l  i rm ,  the jouth 
Atlant ic  and Sou thes t e rn  Division were interviewed concerning s he lakeshore 
permit fee  study. Throughout t'he study, eaci1 camittee mmber sollcita.1 input 
and feedback •’ran h i s  respective division.  



5. Public Agency & Private  Ent i ty  Fees for  S i i i l a r  F a c i l i t i e s  & 
Act iv i t ies  

Several public agencies and nunerous pr ivate  e n t i  ties were surveyed to  
determine what bas i s  each used in  es tabl ishing fees for similar f a c i l i t i e s  a d  - 
ac t iv i t i e s .  The only information avai lable  concerne~ f ees  ciargeci for 
f loating f a c i l i t i e s .  No other agencies or  pr iva te  e n t i t i e s  charge fees for 
the types of f a c i l i t i e s  and a c t i v i t i e s  a t  Corps projects.  - 
A var ie ty  of fee  es tabl ishing methods ex is t .  Sane public agencies and pr ivate  
e n t i t i e s  assess  a one t ime  i n i t i a l  fee,  sme an annual fee,  anci others  an 
annual fee  based on square footage of the dock or a canbination on an annual - 
fee  up to  a ce r t a in  s i z e  and then assess an additional f ee  b a w l  on square 
feet .  Mosst assess  fees only t o  p a r t i a l l y  recover achninistrative cos ts  
associated with authorizing the f a c i l i t y .  - 

After rwiewing the  input f r m  the public agencies ard pr iva te  e n t i t i e s ,  the 
canmittee concluded tna t  there was no uniform met'nod or  bas i s  for  establishing 
fees  t h a t  could be applied to  Corps projects. Howwer, t he  majority of fees 
e r e  related tc, a square foot o r  s i z e  basis.  

Fees charged for boat moorage a t  a l l  c m e r c i a l  concession mar inas, located on - 
projects  where ldkeshore use permits a r e  i s s u e d ,  were included as  pa r t  uf the  
questionnaire. 

- Appendix E contains a list of public agencies and pr ivate  e n t i t i e s  t h a t  bere 
surveyed for information. 

6 .  Field Review of Draft Fee Study Report - 

Copies of t h e  Draft Fee Study Report were rwiewed a t  each division, d i s t r i c t  
and project  where lakeshore managenent prograins a r e  unplenented. 'ihe cwunents - 
received during t h i s  review have been incorporated, a s  appropriate, i n  t h i s  
report. The review carunents a r e  included a s  Appendlx F. 

G. THE LAKESHORE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

1. The Permitting Process 

To es tab l i sh  a bas i s  for determining a ~ m i n i s t r a t i v e  costs ,  a general 
chronology of events i n  the pennit process was ident i f ied a s  follows: 

(a) Phone, letter o r  walk-in inquiry by a potent ia l  applicant. 

(b)  Investigation - Records, f i l e s  and maps a re  searched a t  t h e  
project o f f i ce  to  determine the  approximate location where the permit is 
requested and any special  cordi t ions tha t  should be considered. 

(c) Schedule Appintment - for project  personnel to  meet on-site with - 
the  pennit applicant. 



(d) ket on-si te  - A t  t h i s  meeting with the appl icant ,  lakeshore 
des ignat ion i s confirmed t o  insure  t h e  requested a c t i v i t y / f a c i l i  t y  can be  
approved. The site loca t ion  and c o d i t i o n s  a r e  evaluated. Regulations a r e  
explained a d  the  app l i can t  is given a permit appl ica t ion.  

(e) Receive and review the  app l i ca t ion ,  p lans  a~ s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  - 
Check o r  money order is received. Plans a d  app l i ca t ion  a r e  reviewed. 

( f )  Letter t o  app l i can t  - Letter is s e n t  t o  app l i can t  iden t i fy ing  
add i t iona l  information required,  g iv ing no t i ce  t o  proceed i f  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  
i n f o m a t i o n  is canple te ,  o r  the  app l i ca t ion  is denied. 

(g)  Post  inspect ion - .When the  f a c i l i t y / a c t i v i t y  is canpleted by the 
appl icant ,  i t  is inspected fo r  canpl iance  by p r o j e c t  personnel. I f  n o t  i n  
canpliance,  changes a r e  requested and a re inspect ion is scheduled. 

(h) Approve and mail permit. 

( i )  Place permit t ag  on f a c i l i t y .  

(j) Perform inspect ions  - The f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  r o u t i n e l y  
inspected throughout the  term of  the  permit. 

(k) Renew/cancel/reissue permit. 

2. Current  Program S t a t u s  
sc 

(a)  Lakeshore use p e m i  ts a r e  issued a t  100 projec ts .  pF bWfl 
(b) Nunber of  permits: 

- 'F loat ing f a c i l i t y  permits --- 12,223 
Land-based permits  ---------- 0,701 

(c) L i s t  of  permitted a c t i v i t i e s  and f a c i l i t i e s :  
L > 

WATER-BASED LAND-BkStD 
s ing leowner  dock - 
camwnity  dock - 
mooring buoy - 
mooring post  
sk i  junp - 
s k i  course 
swim f l o a t  
duck b l i r d  

(d) Average permit tern - 4.29 years  

underbrushing 
mowing 
planting/landscaping 
foo t  path  
erosion con t ro l  

(e) In an average year, 67% of a l l  permits requ i re  sane type of  
managenent o r  adminis t ra t ive  ac t ion.  



H. SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

During the study severa l  s i g n i f i c a n t  i s s u e s  were consiuered. Each is 
discussed an3 conclusions given below. 

BASIS FOR PERMIT FEE 

a. Base For Administrat ive and Overhead Costs  

A ques t ionnaire  was mailed t o  a l l  p r o j e c t s  where lakeshore use p e m i t s  a r e  
issued. P a r t  o f  the ques t ionnaire  requested d a t a  t h a t  i d e n t i f i e d  the  Corps 
resources devoted t o  managing an3 adn in i s t e r  ing the Lakeshore Managenent 
Program. 

Guidelines were es tab l i shed  t o  determine those items t o  be included a s  
adminis t ra t ive  cos ts .  Adninis t ra t  ive  c o s t s  a r e  c o s t s  d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  
managing and administering the  Lakeshore Use Perinit Program. Tihese c o s t s  
include labor ,  equipnent, m a t e r i a l s  an3 supplies.  

(1) Labor 

Labor c o s t s  f o r  managing and adninisterlncj t n e  a i i e shore  
Managenent P r q r a n  a r e  $1,952,WO per year. This  r e f l e c ~ s  tile - 
base labor  c o s t  devote d i r e c t l y  t o  Lak3shore Managenent. "nly 
d i r e c t  c o s t s  a r e  inclucled i n  t h i s  mount. Lio overhead o r  
e f f e c t i v e  ( f r i n g e  b e n e f i t )  r a t e s  a r e  includ- i n  t h i s  amount. 
Park ~ a n g e r s ,  Park Technicians, Cler v t y p i s t s ,  Sec re ta r i e s ,  - 
Resource Phnagers an3 Ass i s t an t  Resource Phnagcrs a r e  iden t i f i ed  
a s  performing work f o r  the Lakeshore Permit P r q r a n .  Base labor 
hourly r a t e s  were used t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  labor  c o s t  per year. - 

CONCLUSION: Labor c o s t s  should be included when determining tile 
p rogrm adminis t ra t ive  cos t s .  - 

(2)  Ef fec t ive  Rate 

Ef fec t ive  Rate, smetimes c a l l a  t h e  f r i n g e  b e n e f i t  r a t e ,  is a 
r a t e  appl ied  t o  base  l abor  c o s t s  t o  account fo r  C i v i l  Service 
ret irement and d i s a b i l i t y ,  healLh and l i f e  insurance, medicare, 
worker d i s a b i l i t y ,  unenployment, bonuses an3 awards. The  
e f f e c t i v e  r a t e  d i f f e r s  i n  each c i i s t r i c t  and ranges •’ran 306 t o  
37%. Off ice of Managenent an3 Budget (OMB) has es tab l i shed  a 
standard e f f e c t i v e  r a t e  f o r  a l l  Eeuleral agencies. This r a t e  was 
es tab l i shed  on August 16, 1985, fo r  FY-86 l abor  c o s t s  a t  35.&5%. 
This r a t e  is c u r r e n t l y  being revised by CMB. The c u r r e n t  rdte 
i ncl  ujes : 



Civi l  Service Retirement & Disabi l i ty  
Health and Life Insurance 
Med icare  
Other (Worker d i sab i l i t y ,  unmployment, bonuses and 
awards, etc.) 
Total 

COtCLUSiON: The e f f ec t ive  r a t e  a s  ident i f ied by OMB should be 
applied to  the  base labor cos t s  when determining the program 
administrative costs .  This cos t  is $699,722 per year. 

(3) Overhead Rate 

Overhead ra t e  is a r a t e  applied to  base labor cos t s  t o  account for  
continuing operation and maintenance cos t s  of dn off ice .  I t  
includes u t i l i t y  costs ,  and cost  of e f f o r t s  frorr~ support eienents 
a t  the  project,  d i s t r i c t  and divis ion off ices .  The overhead r a t e  
d i f f e r s  i n  each d i s t r i c t .  tiowever, the average overhead rdte for  
Operations Division a t  Civ i l  Works projects  is 10%. 

CObCLUS~ON: A 1 U %  overheau r a t e  should be added to  the base labor 
cos t  when determining the  progran administrative c-ost. This cos t  
is $l95,2uO per year. 

( 4 )  Equipnent 

The primary equipnent used when performing lakeshore management 
a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  vehicles and boats. Vehicles a r e  driven 
approximately 1,540,000 miles each year and boats a r e  o p r a t e c  
approximately 8,767 hours each year i n  the performance of 
lakeshore management a c t i v i t i e s  and cos ts  amount t o  $456,100 per 
year. . 
WLCLUSIOW; Equipnent cos t s  should 'be included when determining 
program adninis t ra t ive costs .  

(5) Materials & Supplies 

The basic mater ia ls  and supplies useu in perfwining lakeshore 
management a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l d e  film, permit tags, postage, and 
miscellaneous o f f i ce  supplies. These cos t s  a r e  $302,738 each 
year. 

CONCLUSIOLJ: Material 6 supply cos ts~should  be incluieu when 
determining program adnin is t ra t ive  -costs. 

(6) Application Fee 

An application fee is a fee  chdrged when a person appl ies  for  a 
lakeshore use permit. This fee  was considered since there a re  a 
s ign i f icant  nmber of applications m a d e  each year tha t  a r e  denim 
because of location or  special  site c o d i t i o n s .  However, t o  



evaluate the application,  a site v i s i t  and meeting with the 
appl icant  is of ten  necessary. Since cos t s  a r e  i n c u r r d ,  the 
camittee consider& assessing an application f ee  to  recover the= 
costs .  

COLCLUSI~N: A separate  application fee  should n o t  be assessell, 
s ince these c o s t s  a r e  already accounted for  urrler t'ne t o t a l  
program cos t  re t r ieved from the questionnaire. They a r e  not 
defendable a s  a separate fee. 

(7) Coordination Fee  

Project  personnel spend s ign i f ican t  t i m e  coordinating with 
c m e r c i a l  developers and dock building contractors  reviewing 
plans and providing ,guidance. A review was comiucted to  deternine 
i f  a defendable method was available t o  assess  a fee  for such 
a c t i v i t i e s  and to  analyze the potent ia l  fo r  public acceptance of 
such a charge. 

CONCLUSION: I t  is benefic ia l  to  the goverment t o  have developers 
o r  contractors  work with our pro jec t  off ices .  This coordination 
and carnnunication channel helps reduce potent ia l  problans, 
enhances cons is ten t  design of f a c i l i t i e s  an3 ensures canplidnce of 
f a c i l i t i e s  with the lakeshore managgnent plans a m  regulations. 
Therefore, a separate coordination fee should not be assesstd. 

(8) Permit Modification Fee 

Signi f ican t  t l m e  is spent by pro jec t  pers-nnel x d i f y i n g  ex is t ing  
permits t o  allow changes t o  permitted f ac i l i t i e s /dc t iv i  ties or a o ~  
addit ional f d c i l i t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  t o  the pzrmit. In an average 
year sixty-seven percent of a l l  pennits requife sane type of 
managbent or  administrative action. Many of these act ions  
involve permit modifications t ha t  provide for  dock expansions, 
increasing the l i m i t s  of vegetation modification, o r  adding to  the 
nunber or  types of ac t iv i t i e s .  Penni t modi f icat ions  generdlly 
require the act ions  ident i f ied in The 2emi t t i ng  Process sect ion,  
page 5, itgns G.1. (a)  through G.1. (g) t o  again k performed. 

CONCLUSION: 5'0 recover the  cos t  of permit modifications and to 
provide incentive for  w e l l  thought ou t  a& properly planned 
lakeshore management a c t i v i t i e s  and f a c i l  ities, a perinit 
modification fee should be assessed. Any horizontal expansion t o  
f a c i l  i t i es /ac t iv  ities o r  increases in  the nunber of 
f a c i l i  t i e s / a c t i v i t i e s  should have an addi t ional  50% of the  cotal 
permit fee  assessed. This addit ional 50s fee  should not be 
assessed when a permit modification occurs in  conjunction with 
renewal of an ex is t ing  permit. 



(9) Reinspection Fee 

Significant tune is spent reinspecting f a c i l i t i e s  and ac t iv i t i e s  
of " p r ~ b l e n ~ ~  permittees and permittees who per form unauthorized 
work. The Carunittee attempted to  determine i f  there was a method 
upon which to assess a reinspection fee on these ty+s of permits. 

CONCLUSION: The cost of re inspct ion  is already included in data 
received on questionnaires. Therefore, no fee should be assessed 
for reinspection of f ac i l i t i e s .  

Reassignment Pee 

P e r m i t s  a re  not transferrable, howver, when a permit holder s e l l s  
o r  transfers property, the permit may be reassigned to the new 
property owner. A signif icant  amount of t i m e  is spent reassigrling 
permits. The cmit tee  considered a method of assessing a fee far  
reassigmerlt. 

CONCLL~SLON. These  costs a r e  considered to be includeu in the 
f i r s t  year cos t  of issuing a permit. Therefore, a reassigment 
fee snould not be assesse!!. ~ssuance  of a perni t  to the new 
property owner is for an ent i re ly  new permit and a l l  costs  apply. 

b. Computation of Administrative Costs 

Achinistrative costs  i n c l d e  base labor, effect ive rate ,  overhead rate,  
equipnent, materials and supplies. f:o o t k r  factors are  included in 
calculating the administrative cost. The formula used to calculate 
dn in i s t r a t i ve  costs is: 

Base labor costs  
+ effect ive ra te  costs  (35.85% of base labor) 
+ overhead ra te  cos ts  (10% of base labor) 
+ eqquipnent costs  
+ Materials and Supply costs 

= Ahinis t ra t ive  costs  

When actual costs are  used in t h i s  calculation, the following results: 

When the total  

(base labor) 
(effective ra te)  
(overhead) 
(eq'ipnent) 
(materials and suppl ies) 

( to ta l  annual administrative costs) 

administrative cost is divided by the nunber of Lakeshore u s e  
permits, a permit cost per year is established. 



$3,605,760 divided by 38,523 = $93.60 per year 

The average term of a permit is 4.29 years ,  rounded up t o  5 years.  

$93.60 x 5 = $468.00 ( c o s t  of pennit fo r  t he  average tern of  a permit 
5 years.) 

Fran d a t a  received on the  quest ionnaire  and t h e  cmi t t ee  review of  t i e  
permitt ing process it was establishes t h a t  f i r s t  year c o s t s  account f o r  60% of 
t h e  adn in i s t r a t i ve  cost. The remaining 40% o f  t h e  c o s t  is fo r  inspection 
a f t e r  the  f i r s t  year. Therefore, t he  following schxiule is recanmend- fo r  
recovering adn in i s t r a t i ve  c o s t s  : 

.6u x $468.00 = $280.80 - Rounded down to  $280.00 (1st Year) 

.40 x $468.00 = $187.20 - Remaining term o r  $46.80 per year - Rourded t o  
550 per year 

(1) Administrat ive Fee Schedule 

Based on the  a b w e  ca lcu la t ions ,  t h e  following fee  sciledule w i l l  
recover 100% of  the  adn in i s t r a t i ve  c o s t s  of  t he  Lakeshore 
Managanent Progran. Each pemi t, regard less  of what a c t i v i t i e s  
and/or f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  included on the  permit,  c o s t  t h e  same f u r  
permits with t he  same term. Pennits  issued for  periods more ~ h a n  
f i v e  years  w i l l  be assessed a f e e  of  $50.00 f o r  each aad i t iona l  
year 

Term of P e r a i t  
(Years) 

(2) Modified Administrat ive Fee Schedule 

The scope of  work fo r  t h i s  s t u i y  requ i res  developnent of  a fee 
schedule t h a t  is equ i t au l e  to the  perinittee a m  tk govrrrment. 
Further,  the  schedule should allow f o r  considera t ion of  regional 
d i f ferences .  The concensus from the f i e l d  review was t h a t  84b0 
was excessive fo r  a five-year pennit  issued fo r  only  vegeta t ion 
modification. 

Ninety-four and four-tenths percent  (94.4%) of a l l  permits include 
water-based f a c i l i t i e s .  Five and s ix- tenths  percent  (5.6%) of the  
permits a r e  issued fo r  vegeta t ion modificat ion only. 

The modified adn in i s t r a t i ve  f ee  schedule, below, was developed i n  
considera t ion of t he  concern o f  t h e  vegeta t ion modificat ion fee .  
This f e e  schedule recovers 91% of  the a a i n i s t r a t i v e  costs .  



* 
-* Year 

:-. Facility/Activity 
3-  A 

1 2 3 4 5 Total 

c.. Value Basis 
a' . 

0 ther Public Agency and Private Entity Fees 

A s  discussed in paragraph F. 5. of t h i s  report, other public 
agencies and private en t i t i e s  were surveyed to determine i f  there 

r: was stardard method for establishing a fee basis for various 
; ac t iv i t i e s  and fac i l i t i e s .  This survey revealed that  the only 

basis available was a t  our c m e r c i a l  marinas for boat dock s l i p  
rental. This is discussed as  a separate issue in paragraph 
H.c. (8) . 
(2) Land Value 

The caninittee researched the possibi l i ty of basing the perinit fee 
. on the increased private property value that  is associated with 

issuance of a lakeshore use permit.  and values are  subject to 
several variables, only one of which is the issuance of a permit. 
Office of Counsel indicates tha t  fees, based on land value, 
assessed in permitting a fac i l i ty  would require canpensatlon to 
the permit holder i f  the permit were terminated or cancelleu. 
Determining land values, measuring the effeccs of dock permits 
against* these values and maintaining data would be extremely 

, cost ly and tune consuning. 

- ' CONCLUSION: This method of establishing a perinit fee was not 
considered viable or  deferdable ard should not be used in -- establishing a basis for the pernit  fee. 

(3)  Social and Privilege Value 

A certain mount of social and privilege values a r e  attained by 
permit holders. They obtain a convenience and social s ta tus  not - ' afforded to non-permit holders. These social and privilege values 

" are  intangible, with no deferdable means of establishing a basis 
. -  . fran which to assess a fee. In addition, certain values a re  
* - reduced o r  offse t  when canpared to carmercial rates ,  because of 

capital  uevelopent, maintenance anu secur i ty  costs. 

CONCLUSION: There is no deferdable basis for establishing a 
-, 

social or privilege value and it should not be corisldered when 
* -  , ' establishing a permit fee. 



( 4 )  Local Tax Assessment Value 

Sane c o u n t i e s  a s s e s s  personal  proper ty  t ax ,  o f  whicn p r i v a t e l y  
owned b o a t  docks a r e  i n c l d e d .  The cmi t tee  reviewed the  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of  basing a p e r m i t  f e e  on t h i s  tax  assessment value. 
Upon reviewing the p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  it was found t h a t  t h e r e  is no 
consis tency •’ran county t o  county and s t a t e  t o  s t a t e  i n  assess ing  
a t a x  value.  

CONCLUS LON: Because no c o n s i s t e n t  deferluable bas1 s could be 
i d e n t i f i e d ,  t h e  l o c a l  tax  as sessnen t  r a t e s  should not  b e  
considered when determining the  permit fee .  

Loss t o  t h e  Pub l i c  Value 

There is a c e r t a i n  l o s s  t o  the publ ic  when continuing p r i v a t e  
exclus ive  use f a c i l i t i e s  and a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  allowed t o  be  plctced 
on pub l i c  land. U n i n h i b i t d  publ ic  access  along t h e  s h o r e ~ l n e  is 
nega t ive ly  a f fec ted .  F i sh  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  l o s s e s  t o  sane 
degree a r e  experienced. The cmit tee  explored the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o t  
r e l a t i n g  t h e  permit f ee  t o  t h i s  l o s s  t o  t h e  public .  

COLiCLUSiON: There is no reasonable and defenddble means a v a i l a b l e  
t o  neasure  access  and eco log ica l  loss .  Therefore, t h i s  va lue  
should no t  b e  u s 4  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a b a s i s  f o r  the  permit  fee.  

(6)  Willingness t o  Pay Value 

Although wi l l ingness  t o  pay could be e s t a b l i s h ,  i t  would r e q u i r e  
an in-depth s t d y  o f  adjacent  proper ty  owners t o  determine what 
these  rdtes a r e .  Moorage c o s t  a t  n a r i n a s  is the  only  i n f o m a t i o n  
a v a i l a b l e  t o  measure wi l l ingness  t o  pay and t h i s  is v a l i d  only  . 
when t i=  mar i n a s  a r e  f u l l .  

CONCLUSION: i J i l l ingness  t o  pay should not  b e  considered in  
determining the permit f e e  because o f  the time and expense 
necessary t o  conduct t h e  surveys and e s t a b l i s h  a ~ d  n a i n t a i n  a 
r e l i a b l e  d a t a  base. 

( 7 )  Land-Based A c t i v i t i e s  

There dre no h i s t o r i c a l  d a t a  o r  defendable means •’ran which t o  
e s t a b l i s h  a permit fee based on va lue  f o r  land-based a c t i v i t i e s .  

COLCLUSION: Only t h e  admin i s t r a t ive  f e e  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  
modified a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  f e e  schedule on page 12  should b e  
assessed.  

( 8 )  Options f o r  Assessing Permit  Fees Based on Value 

There a r e  f i v e  v i a b l e  op t ions  f o r  determining a base  •’ran which t o  
e s t a b l i s h  va lues  f o r  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s :  



(a )  By the f ac i l i t y .  
(b) By the  s l i p .  
(c) By the  exact square f ee t  (outside dimensions of a f loat ing 

f a c i l i t y ,  excluiing walkways t o  the  facility). 
(dl By a range of square f e e t  - measured a s  in i t e n  (c) , above. 

These ranges a r e  l i s t e d  below with the  current  nmber of 
f a c i l i t i e s  permitted ident i f ied in parenthesis. 
- Less than 200 square f e e t  (12,399) 
- 2U1 t o  500 square f ee t  (5,767) 
- 501 t o  700 square f e e t  (6,921) 
- 701 to  1,000 square f e e t  (2,595) 
- Greater than 1,000 square fee t  (1,154) 

(e) By the average fees  charged by ccmmercial marinas for  s l l p  
ren ta l  canparable to the s i z e  ranges l i s t e d  in iten (d) . 

The most equitable and f lex ib le  base frcxn which EO es tabl ish 
values is by a range of square f ee t  o r  by using the average fees 
charged by ccmmercial marinas, a s  ident i f ied in options (d) and (d) 
above. 

Several options a r e  available for  establishing the value of a 
permit i f  ranges of square f ee t  and/or t h e  fees  charged by c m e r c i a l  
marinas for  comparable f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  used as  a base. Sow of these 
options allow for establishing a fee  schedule that recovers t h e  Corps 
administrative cost  plus assesses an additional fee  baseu on value. 
Other options a r e  based on value related to the  s i z e  of t h e  f a c i l i t y  
and a re  formulated to recover only administrative costs.  Eacn of 
these options a& the i r  associated fee schedule a re  presented below. 

1. Permit Fees Based on the Average Fee Charged by C m e r c i a l  
Mar inas 

Data gathered on the questionnaire identifiecl the range of charg& 
a t  c m e r c i a l  mar inas for  various moorage s i zes  a t  Corps projects  
where lakeshore use permits a r e  issued. An average canmercial ra te  
for the  various s i z e s  of moorage f a c i l i t i e s  a t  each projects  was 
established. By reviewing each project  separately o r  in regional 
y roups, the  r a t e s  charged by c m e r c i a l  marinas take into account 
local fac tors  such a s  length of the boating season, supply, denand and 
willingness of the pub1 ic to  pay. The average fee charged by 
c m e r c i a l  marinas for  various s i z e s  of boat dock s l i p s  is then useu 
t o  determine tk fee each project w i l l  assess  for each s i z e  category 
of f loat ing f a c i l i t y .  This w i l l  regionalize fees  based on local 
conditions. 

Fees col lect& under t h i s  option w i l l  recover more than 100% of t h e  - 

adninis t ra t ive costs.  

Exmple: A permit with a 5 year terili for a l6'x2O ' (320 sq. f t .) 
floating f a c i l i t y  is issued. The average marina r a t e  a t  t h i s  project  
for  mooring a boat t ~ t  f i t s  into a 20' s l i p  is $50O.U0 per year, o r  
$2,500.00 for 5 years. 



The fee  schedule for  t h i s  5 year permit is: 

YEAR 

1 2 3 4 5 Tota l  

2. Permit Fees Based on Percentage Increases  Between S i z e  Range - 
Categor ies  a t  C m e r c i a l  Marinas 

Data gathered on the quest ionnairs  i den t i f i ed  tne  ptcentacje  - 
increases  i n  f e e s  a t  cannercia l  marinas associa ted with lncredses i n  
boat  s l i p  s i z e ,  Through da t a  gathered by telephone survey, t he  n m h r  
of  permitted facilities in  each s i z e  range category was ident i f ied .  - Fran these da t a  we a r e  able to  apply t h e  same average percentage 
increases  charged a t  c m e r c i a l  mar i na s  t o  permi t fees  fo r  f loa t ing  
f a c i l i t i e s  of  canparable s i ze .  Usincj 100% recovery o f  adminis t ra t ive  
c o s t s  a s  t h e  object ive ,  a base is es tab l i shed  •’ran which tkse - 
percentage increases  a r e  applied t o  e s t ab l i sh  the following f ee  
schedule. 

YEAR 
1 2 3 4 5  - - - - Tota l  

- Water-Based F a c i l i t i e s  

* Less Than Sq. Ft.------- $270-$42--$45--$45-$45---$450 

* Greater  than 1 O O O  Sq. Ft.$585--$1G0-$1~0-$100-$;10~--$985 
L 

-Land-Based Activities----- $120--$20-$20--$20--$2O---$200 

3. P e r m i t  Fees Based on Recovery of Administrative Cost  by 
Assigning Fees For Each S i z e  of Float ing F a c i l i t y  

- 

Fran d a t a  gathered by telephone survey, t h e  nunber of f loa t ing  
f a c i l i t i e s  i l l  each s i z e  range ws establ ished.  '20 recover 
a a i n i s t r a t i v e  cos t s ,  a base fee  is es tab l i sned  •’ran which incremental - 
increases  i n  permit f ee s  a r e  assigned fo r  each s i z e  range of  f loa t ing  
f a c i l i t y .  The r e su l t i ng  fee  schedule recovers 100% o f  t h e  
adminis t ra t ive  cos t s .  - 



YEAR 

1 2  - - - 3 4 5  - - Total  

- Water-Based F a c i l i t i e s  

* L e s s  than 200 Sq. ~t.--$210--$35-835-$35--$35---$350 

* Greater than 
1000 Sq. Ft.---------- $915--$915-$915-$915-$515---5 

- Land-Based A c t  i v i  ties---$120--$20-$20--$20-$20----$2UO 

d. Recmendat ion on Permit Fees 

The Canmittee r e c m e n d s  t h a t  the  modified actministrative fee  schedule 
on page 11 be implmented. Implanentation of t h i s  fee  schedule w i l l  
recover 91% of the  administrative c o s t s  of the  Lakeshore Management 
Progran. This fee schedule s a t i s f i e s  t h e  concerns raised on the  
vegetation modification fee. The schedule is defendable and f a i r .  
Each permittee w i l l  pay for  only t h e  governnent e f f o r t  devoted 
d i r e c t l y  t o  administration of his/her permit. Implementation of t h i s  
schedule provides for t h e  l e a s t  mount of  adverse public react ion 
canpared to  other schedule options. 

The fee  schedules based on value a r e  not equitable t o  a l l  permittees. 
These schedules require  sane permittees t o  bear t i l e  cos t  of 

. actninistering permits other than their om. 

The goverments cos t  t o  administer a permit for a 10'x20•‹ f loating 
f a c i l i t y  is the  sane a s  for a permit for 20•‹x40' f loat ing f ac i l i t y .  A 
fee  schedule based on tk size  of  a f loat ing f a c i l i t y  cannot be 
d e f e d e d  . 

2. COLDEN AGE/ACCESS DISCOUNT 

The carunittee considered allowing discounts t o  older o r  handicappeci 
individuals who cur ren t ly  qualifyy for  discounted use fees  a t  federal ly  
operated recreation areas. Since the Golden Age a d  Access discounts 
apply only t o  entrance and use fees,  these discounts do not apply t o  
fees for  lakeshore use permits. The public r e l a t i ons  benef i t s  t o  be 
derived fran such a discount were carefu l ly  considered. An increase 
in  f r a d u l e n t  appl icat ions  would l i k e l y  occur in  order t o  receive a 
discounted ra te .  The Corps administrative c o s t s  would increase. 



CONCLUSION: The Public Laws establishing tk Golden Age and golden 
Access Prograns a r e  not applicable t o  t h i s  type of fee  and w e  can 
expect an increased potent ia l  for  fraudulant applications.  No 
discounts should be provided under the Golden Age/Access Prcgran. 

Refunds fo r  unused portions of  permits w i l l  becane a concern to per.r,it 
holders. Although refunds w i l l  increase administrative costs ,  t o  be - 
f a i r  and equitable,  the Corps should make provisions fo r  refunds. The 
carmittee reviewed several  options on providing refunds such a s  
quarter,  by month, by year, and pro-rated by the  day. 

* 

CONZLUSION: A refund should be provided when permits a r e  terminated 
by t i e  applicant before the term has e x p i r d .   he refund formula 
needs t o  be  c l ea r ,  defendable, and equitable. Based on these - 
c r i t e r i a ;  

(a) Refunds should be approved and pro-rated by the year, e.,cept that :  
(b)  No refunds should be approved for f i r s t  year costs ,  
(c) NO applications for  refunds should be taken o r  approved during 
l a s t  calender year of the permit. 

(d) Refunds should be made for  the whole nunber of years rmaininq on 
the permit. 

4. UP-FRONT PAYMENTS - DISCOUNTS 

The cannittee considered allowing discounts on pern i t  fees  when the 
fee for the  e n t i r e  term of the permit is paid up-front. Up-front, - 
one-tlrne payments w i l l  reduce administrative costs.  Payments made on 
an annual bas i s  w i l l  increase administrative costs.  I f  fees a re  paid 
on an annual bas i s  s ign i f icant  e f f o r t  w i l l  be required to  c o l l e c t  
fees. The 'cannittee conferred with Office of Counsel on t h i s  issue. - 

COIICLUS~ON: U p -  f ront ,  one-time payment of perni t fees  should qua1 i f  y 
for a discount, s ince administrative e f f o r t  is reduced when canpared - 
t o  co l lec t ing  fees  on an annual basis. Therefore a ten percent 
discount should be applied t o  multi-year permits t h a t  a re  paid 
up-front for  the e n t i r e  term of the permit. - 

5. LATE FEES 

The carunittee cunsidered assessing a l a t e  fee  fo r  payments not  - 
received when d e .  Administrative cos t s  t o  co l l ec t  unpaid d&ts  w i l l  
increase i f  higher permit fees a r e  assessed. The d i f f i c u l t y  t o  
co l l ec t  fees w i l l  increase. The carmittee conferred with the Office - 
of Counsel on t h i s  isse. 

COdLUSION: ate payment fees  should be asses- on a l l  permit 
payments not  received within t h i r t y  days a f t e r  the payment is due. 
Late fees  should be prorated by the  month to  equal 10% of the amount 
d e .  



6. PHASING 

Several  phase-in opt ions  of  the recanmended f ee  scrredule *re 
considered, A b a s i c  prenise  of  a l l  op t ions  is that t h e  new r a t e s  
s h a l l  not  apply t o  ex i s t ing  permittees ~ l t i i  the exp i ra t ion  of  t h e i r  
cur ren t  pennit, s ince  an ex i s t i ng  penni t c o n s t i t u t e s  a wri t ten  
agreenent b e t w e n  the penni t tee  and the gwerrment. 

OPTION 1 - Imnediate implementation of t h e  new f e e  schedule f o r  new 
permits and p h a s e i n  ex i s t i ng  permits  a s  they exp i re  and a r e  renewed. 
Since sane penni ts  a r e  issued for  a five-year t e rn ,  t h i s  option would 
r e s u l t  i n  a-maximun of a five-year phase-in period befvre  the new f e e  
schedule is f u l l y  implanented. 

OFTION 2 - Incremental Phase In .  A d a t e  is es tab l i shed  fo r  phasing in  
t h e  new fees. For the f i r s t  year of phase-in, 25% o f  the  ul t imate  
permit f e e  is asses&. During the secord year 50% t h i r d  year 759 
and fourth year 100%. This opt ion increases  adn in i s t r a t i ve  cos t s ,  
extends t he  phase-in and is confusing. 

OPTlON 3 - Grace Period Phase In .  The  public would be inform- t h a t  
i n  four w a r s  a l l  lakeshore use permits w i l l  c o s t  $400 for  a 5 year 
term permit. Until t h a t  tune, &rroits would continue t o  be isskd 
based on t h e  cur ren t  systan. Pennits  that c a r r y  over a f t e r  t h e  d a t e  

would be assessed the f u l l  value of  t h e  perinit fee.  For example, i f  a 
permit is issued 2 years pr ior  t o  t he  targeted da t e ,  t h e  pennittee 
would p y  the new f e e  fo r  p a r s  3, 4 and 5 fo r  a five-year permit. 
T h i s  option would c r e a t e  an inf lux of  requests  fo r  lakeshore use 
permits  dny may encourage unauthorized aevelopnent. 

CONCLUSION: Option 1 is t h e  e a s i e s t  t o  urders tard ,  adninis ter  a d  
implenent.. This opt ion allows a phase-in f o r  ex i s t i ng  pemits and 
spreads the  a h i n i s t r a t i v e  workload over a f i v e  year pericd. I t  is 
a l s o  f a i r ,  equ i tab le ,  and defendable. 

7. COMFIJNITY DOCKS 

Several  opt ions  wre considered fo r  developing a f e e  sc~lectule for  
c m u n i  t y  docks. 

OPTiON 1 - Administrative f ee  only. 
OPTION 2 - Actninistrative f ee  p lu s  a 50% addi t iona l  for  each 
add i t iona l  s l i p  o r  moorage area.  
OPTION 3 - Fee based on square footage. 

CONCLUSION: Option 1 should be used fo r  cmnuni ty  docks i f  the 
modified adn in i s t r a t i ve  f ee  schedule is implenented. I f  a fee  based 
on value is  implemented, opt ion 3 should be used. 



8. FEES FOR EROSION CONTROL s'!lXKTuRES- 

These f a c i l i t i e s  include r iprapping,  walls, gabions or  other methods 
to  - stabil ize the shore1 ine*? These fac i l  ities a r e  mutually benefic la1 
to the permittee , the genera.& pub1 ic and the federal governnent . 
Erosion is minimized thus iiaprwirq water quality,  reducing s i l t a t ion  
and encroachnent on to private- land-, 

q* . u 

CONZUSION: Since there arg nunerous benefi ts  received •’ran these 
structures,  no fee should be.-assessei. P e r m i t s  should, however, be 
issued to provide a controlling mechanisn. 

* d ~ 

9. F"oES FOR TEMPORARY DUCK BLINDS 

Duck blinds a r e  tenporary canouflagd structures used while hunting 
mterfowl. These  s t ructures a r e  very temporary and only used during 
waterfowl hunting season.'- k n y  states require permits for duck 
blirds; Sane charge a pe-&ifz f e e  others simply issue a pennit to 
licensed hunters a t  no fee,,,. *. 

CONCLbSiON: Because of ' t h e  tanporary nature of these structures,  
short  duration of use ard gince no. site v i s i t  or  inspection is 
required, no permit fee 'should be assessed. 

r., 

I. OVERALL COMTTEE ~OMMENDATIONS, 

1. No fees  based on value should. be addressed. 
-. 

2. A permit modification fee should be assessed. Any horizontal 
expansion to f ac i l i t i e s / ac t iv i t i e s  or  increases in the nunber of 
f a c i l i  t ies/act ivi  ties should have an additional 50% of the ta  t a l  .,.. -. pemi t fee assessed. . . 

- . .. 
3. The fee schedule a s  presentk& in Appendix G be approved. 

4. Discounts for upfront paynkits on multi-year pennits should be 
prov id-. . . 

A +, &? 

5.  ate fees should be asses&- for payment of p e r m i t  fees. 
. 

m' 

J. ADDITIONAL COMKLTTEE RECOMNDATLONS 
'<"  * 
ri. - 

1. Collection of Fees - Fr-nc$ o-b c,ollection should be l o f t  up t o  each 
d i s t r i c t .  However, the  ~armittee-~'i:+~nds tha t  p e m i t  fees be collected 
up-front for  the tern of the p e r i r ~ i ; ~ ~  T h i s  w i l l  reduce administrative costs  
and provide discounts for pemi t 

_._ -- - 
2. mlic Relations - ~ r i b r  "&-iinplheirting the reca-r~mendeu fee ri-ule,  

a strong public relat ions canpaigri. a& a l l  C.O.E. must be established to 
congressional representatives, permit holders and members of the general 
public have a clear urderstarding'-be the f e e s  and the i r  purpose. 

. ~ 

d.* . 
_ . C .  - . -,*- 

.-F&W". 
' -  -r-.<'-<$- 18 .. - , -- ' 

I 

ri%".l 



3. Real E s t a t e  License Fees - Pr io r  t o  implanenting t h e  recarrnerded 
lakeshore f e e  % M u l e ,  R e a l  Es ta te  e l a n e n t s  should evaluate  and revise ,  i f  
necessary, t h e  f e e s  associa ted  with land-based l i c e n s e  f e e s  granted through 
easenent s t a t u t e s  by Real Es ta te  Division. This w i l l  provicle fo r  a o n e t i m e  
increase i n  fees. 

4. Cost Accounting & Tracking System - To e s t a b l i s h  and maintain records  
on a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  f o r  managing t h e  lakeshore  managenent p r g r a n ,  a 
s p e c i f i c  work c d e  should be es tab l i shed  with the  CUEMIS f inance  and 
accounting systan.  This w i l l  a l low fo r  e a s i e r  r ev i s ion  o f  t h e  a d n i n i s t r a t i v e  
fee  a s  admin i s t ra t ive  c o s t s  change. 

5. Revision o f  Fees - The adminis t ra t ive  c o s t s  t o  manage the l a k s h ~ r e  
managanent prcgran should b e  reviewed v i a  t h e  method described above every 
f i v e  yea rs  and revised a s  necessary. 

6. Permit Consolidation - Lakeshore use permits  should be consoliuated a s  
soon a s  possible.  This w i l l  s t r e a n l i n e  the  permit process, reduce 
admin i s t ra t ive  c o s t s ,  and reduce the c o s t  t o  the permit holder. 

7. Changes i n  Lakeshore Managenent Regulation - The following a reas  
should be addressed i n  the  revised regulat ion:  

a. Maximm s i z e  o f  f loa t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  and genera l  s t a r d a r d s  of 
design should be es tabl ished.  

b. Maximm s i z e  o f  canmunity docks should be addressed i n  
considera t ion o f  canpet i  t i o n  t o  cannerc ia l  mar inas. 

c. h i s t i n g  f ixed p i e r s  should be grandfat'nered. 
d. Es tab l i sh  pennit  termination procedures when permit f ees  a r e  not 

paid i n  a timely manner. 
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1. Puruose;  he purpose of t h i s  r egu la t ion  i s  t o  provide po l i cy  a& guidance r - 
the p ro tec t ion  of d e s i r a b l e  environmental c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of C i v i l  works 
lake p ro jec t8  qgd r e s t o r a t i o n  of s h o r e l i n e s  where degradat ion has . 
occurred through p r i v a t e  exclus ive  use - 

2. Appl icabi l i ty .  This  r egu la t ion  i s  app l i cab le  t o  a l l  f i e l d  opera t ing  
agencies wi th  C i v i l  Works r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  This r e g u l a t i o n  is  no t  - 
app l icab le  t o  lake  p r o j e c t  land8 when such app l i ca t ion  would r e s u l t  i n  an 
impingement upon e x i s t i n g  Indian r igh t s .  

3. References. 

a. Sect ion 4,  1944 Flood Control Act, a s  amcnded, 

b. The Act of 31 August 1951 (31 USC 483a). 

c. The National Environmental Pol icy  Act of 1969, 

d. The Federal  Water Po l lu t ion  Control  Act of 1972 (FUPCA). 

e. T i t l e  36, Chapter 111, P a r t  327, Code of Federa l  Regulat ionr,  - 
"Ruler and Regulation8 Governing Public Use of Water Rerource Developmsnt 
P r o j e c t s  Administered by t h e  Chief of Engineers," 

f. Executive o rder  11752. 

g. 33 CFR 209.120, "Permits f o r  Work i n  Navigable Water8 o r  Ocean 
. . Waters." 

a. It i s  the  po l i cy  of t h e  Chief of Engineer8 t o  manage and p r o t e c t  
t h e  shore l ines  of a l l  l akes  under i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  proper ly  e s t a b l i s h  
and maintain acceptable  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  a e s t h e t i c  q u a l i t y  and - 
n a t u r a l  environmental condi t ions  and t o  promote the  s a f e  and h e a l t h f u l  
use of  these  shore l ines  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  purposes by a l l  of t h e  American 
people. Ready access  t o  and e x i t  from these  s h o r e l i n e s  of. the  genera l  - 
public s h a l l  be provided i n  accordance wi th  reference  3a. For p r o j e c t s  
where Corps r e a l  e s t a t e  i n t e r e s t  i s  l imi ted  t o  easement t i t l e  only,  manage- 
ment a c t i o n  w i l l  be appropr ia te  t o  assure  the s a f e t y  of t h e  pub l ic  who 
use the  lake waters. It is t h e  ob jec t ive  of the  Corps t o  manage p r i v a t e  .- 

e x c l u r i v e  uae of pub l i c  p r o p e r t y . t o  the  degree necessary t o  gain  maximum 
b e n e f i t s  t o  the  genera l  public. Such a c t i o n  w i l l  cons ider  a l l  forms of 
b e n e f i t s  such as: r ec rea t ion ,  a e s t h e t i c s  and f i s h  and w i l d l i f e .  - 

b. It is t h e  po l i cy  of t h e  Chief of Engineers t h a t  p r i v a t e  exclus ive  
use w i l l  not  be permitted on new lakes  o r  on l akes  where no p r i v a t e  f a c i l -  - 

Such use w i l l  be 
been made. 

i t i e s  o r  uses  e x i s t  a s  of the  d a t e  of t h i r  regula t ion.  
permit ted only t o  honor any p a s t  commitments which have 
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c. A Lakerhore Mnagement Plan, a8 described b e l w ,  w i l l  be prepared 
f o r  each Corpr lake project  where pr iva te  recreat ion f a c i l i t i e r  e x i r t  a8 
of the da t e  of t h i r  regulation. Discretion w i l l  be ured Ln preparation of 
those planr t o  provide f o r  protect ion of public landr a d  pr ivate  invest-  
mentoland honor any pa r t  comitmcnts which might have been made. For 
pro)actr  where two o r  more agencier have ju r i sd ic t ion ,  the plan w i l l  be 
cooperatively prepared with the Corpr arruning tha ro le  of coordinator. 
Public par t ic ipa t ion  w i l l  be encouraged t o  the f u l l e r t  extent in prepara- 
t ion  a d  implementation of the Lakerhore Managemant Planr. A Lakerhore 
Managemant Plan w i l l  not be required for  new laker  o r  a t  completed pro jec t s  
whem no pr ivate  f a c i l i t i e s  e x i s t  a r  of the da t e  of thin  regulation. 
Howaver, a rtatemant of policy w i l l  be furnirhed by the D i r t r i c t  Engineer 
t o  the Division Englneer t o  prerent the lake pro jec t  managamant condition. 

d. Boat ovnarr w i l l  be encouraged to  moot t h e i r  boatr  a t  c o m r c i a l  
mrrinrr ,  u t i l i z e  dry rtorage f a c i l i t i e r  off  project  landr o r  t r a i l e r  
t h e i r  boatr  t o  public launching ranpa which a re  provided by the Corps 
a t  no charge. 

e. When pr iva te  f l oa t ing  boat moorage f a c i l i t i e r  a r e  der i red ,  community , 

mooring f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be encouraged i n , a n  e f f o r t  t o  reduce the pro l i fe ra -  
t i on  of . individual f a c i l i t i e r ,  It i r  the policy t o  i r rue  only one permit 
f o r  a coamrnity boat mooring f a c i l i t y  with ona perron derignated a8 .the 
permittee a d  rerponrible f o r  a l l  moorage spacer of the f a c i l i t y .  I f ,  
f o r  extenuating circunmtances, t h i s  approach i r  not  f ea r ib l e  tha D i s t r i c t  
Engineer i r  authorized t o  grant individual permit8 f o r  individual moorage 
s e c t i m r  of tha comasnity moorage f a c i l i t y .  The l a t t e r  mathod-ir strongly - 

dincouraged, - - - - - - - - .  - 

5. Lakerhora ELnagement Plan, 

a. General. The pol ic iee  outl ined i n  par,agraph 4 w i l l  be Lmplemented 
by preparation of Lakerhore Mnagement Plane a r  dercribed be lw .  

b. P re~a ra t ion .  For each project  having l imited development areas  a 
Lakeshore Management Plan w i l l  be prepared a s  Appendix F t o  the Master 
Plan. Lakeshore Management Planr w i l l  be prepared ar  roan ae practicable 
and, l i k e  the other Appendixes t o  the Master Plan, w i l l  be working, 
menagemcnt tools,  Upon announcement of i n i t i a t i o n  of each spec i f ic  
Lakeshore Management Plan the D i s t r i c t  Engineer w i l l  declare  a mora- 
torium on accepting appl icat ionr  for  permits u n t i l  the plan i r  completed. 
Conrideration rhould be given to 'preparing Lakerhore Management Plans 
during the period of l e a s t  recreat ion a c t i v i t y  and maxinarm e f f o r t  w i l l  
be devoted to  ear ly  co.pletion of the Lakeshore Management Plan, once the 
e f f o r t  ha8 begun. The object ives  a re  t o  be ab le  t o  inform individuals of 
decis.ions regarding lakeshore management a t  an ear ly  da te  and not create  
an undue hardship on pr iva te  industr ies  dependent upon pr iva te  recreation 
f a c i l i t i e s .  Approval of t h i s  Appendix r e s t s  with the Division Engfneer. 
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After  approval, two copies of the  Lakeshore Menagewnt Plan w i l l  be 
forwarded t o  HQDA (DAEN-CWO-R) WASH DC 20314. 

c. s ~ o ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~  Format. The Plan w i l l  c ons i s t  of an a r e s  a l l o c a t i o n  
map, r e l a  tad r u l e s  and regu la t ions ,  a time-phase d e f i n i t i v e  ob j ec t i ve  - 
plan f o r  managing the  lakeshore,  de sc r i p t i ons  of  r e c r ea t i ona l  waste 
mnagewn t  systems and s a n i t a r y  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and o ther  information pe r t i nen t  
t o  the e f f e c t i v e  management of the  lakeshore. A c t i v i t i e s  on land a r ea s  - 
which a f f e c t  t he  lakeshore,  a s  w e l l  a s  a c t i v i t i e s  on t h e  water  a reas  
w i l l  be addressed i n  t he  Lakeshore Management Plan. 

- 
d. Lakeshore Allocation.  A s  p a r t  of the  Lakeshore Managewnt Plan,  

t h e  e n t i r e  lakeshore of t he  p ro j ec t  w i l l  be a l l oca t ed  w i th in  the  a l l o -  
ca t ion  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  below and depic ted on a map. In  add i t ion  t o  the  
a l l o c a t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  described below, District Engineers a r e  - 
authorized t o  add s p e c i f i c  cons t r a in t s  and i d e n t i f y  a r e a r  having unique 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  no t  i d e n t i f i e d  herein. 

- 
(1) Limited Develoumcnt Arear. Limited developumnt a reas  a r e  those 

a r ea s  where p r i v a t e  exclur iva  use p r i v i l e g e r  and f a c i l i t i e r  may be 
permitted con r i s t en t  wi th  Appendix A and paragraph 8 o f  t h i r  rea t ion.  .- 
When vege ta t ion  modificat ion on these  lands  i r  accomplirhed by chemical 
meanr t h e  program w i l l  be cons i s t en t  wi th  t he  cu r r en t  Federal  r egu la t ions  
a s  t o  he rb ic ide  r e g i s t r a t i o n  and app l ica t ion  r a t e r .  

- 

(2) Publ ic  Recreation Arear. On sho re l i ne r  w i th in  o r  proximate t o  
der ignated o r  developed r ec r ea t i on  a rea r ,  p r i v a t e  f l o a t i n g  rec rea t ion  
facilities a r e  not  permitted. The ex t en t  of the  term, proximate, w i l l  - 

depend on the  t e r r a i n ,  road syste,m and s im i l a r  f a c to r s .  Conmarcia1 con- 
c e s s iona i r e  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  permitted i n  these  arear .  An adequate bu f f e r  
area  w i th in  t h i s  a l l o c a t i o n  type w i l l  be es tab l i shed  t o  p ro t ec t  the  con- - 
cess ion  opera t ion  from invasion by p r i va t e  exc lus ive  use f a c i l i t i e s .  
Modificat ion of land form o r  vege ta t ive  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  is  no t  permitted 
by ind iv idua l s  i n  these  areas.  - 

- 

(3) Protected Lakeshore Areas. Protected lakeshore a reas  a r e  des ig-  
nated pr imar i ly  t o  p r o t e c t  a e s the t i c ,  env i ronwn ta l ,  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  
values  i n  accordance wi th  the  p o l i c i e s  of  t he  National  Environmental - 
Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190). Lakeshores may a l s o  be designated i n  
t h i s  category f o r  physical  p ro tec t ion  reasons,  such a s  heavy s i l t a t i o n ,  
rapid  dewatering o r  exposure t o  high winds and cur ren t s .  Land access - 
and boat ing a r e  permitted along these  lakeshores,  provided a e s t h e t i c ,  
environmentai and na tu r a l  resource values a r e  not  damaged o r  destroyed,  
bu t  no p r i v a t e  f l o a t i n g  rec rea t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  may be moored i n  these 
areas.  Modification of land form o r  vege ta t ive  communities by ind iv idua l s  - 
i n  Protected Lakeshore Areas w i l l  be permitted only  a f t e r  due considera t ion 
of the  e f f e c t s  of such ac t i on  on environmental and physical  charac te r i s -  
t i c s  of the  area. 



(4) Prohibited Accerr Arear. These lakerhore aream are  a l loca ted  
f o r  brotect ion of ecoryrtemr o r  the  phymical ra fe ty  of the recreat ion - - c - - - -  

v i s i t o r r ;  f o r  exaaple,-unique f i r h  spawning bed#, ce r t a in  hazardous 
locations, and a reer  located near dam# o r  spil lwayr,  b o r i n g  of p r i -  
vate f loa t inn  recreat ion f a c i l i t i e r  and modif i c a t i on  of land form and 
vegetat ive  c ~ m m ~ ~ n i t i e r  a r e  not permitted i n  there  arear ,  

h, Public Par t ic ipat ion,  D i a t r i c t  Engineera w i l l  i n rure  t h a t  t h e  
public pa r t i c ipa t e s  t o  the mrxiuum pract icable  extent  i n  the foruulat ion 
and preparation of Iakeshore Management Plans and any submequent major 
reviaiona. When master plan updates and preparation of the  Lakeshore 
bnagaaunt  Plana a r e  concurrent, the public meeting8 ahould be combined 
and. coxudder a l l  aspecta, including the lakeshore a l l oca t ion  c l a r a i f i c a -  
tionr. Maximum use w i l l  be nude of news re leasea,  public notice*,  con- 
g r e s r i o m l  l i a i s o n  and public me t ing8  t o  encourage f u l l  publ ic  par t i c ipa-  
t ion,  Spacial  c a m  w i l l  be taken t o  adviae l oca l  c i t i z e n  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  
conrarvatioa organiza t ionr  , Federal, S t a t e  and loca l  na tura l  reaource 
munagemant agencies and other  concerned bodier a r  w e l l  a r  adjacent  land- 
cmmerr dur ing the  fornulation of Lakeahore b h ~ g . l a r n t  Plma. Publirhed 
no t i ce r  r h a l l  be required on several  mucceraiwe week8 p r io r  t o  h b l i c  
maetingr t o  aarure  mrxinum public par t i c ipa t ion ,  Ample ti- r h a l l  be 
p e r d t t e d  f o r  review and conmeat by concerned organizationr and Fndividurlr ,  , 

Public no t ice r  s h a l l  be iarued by the  D i a t r i c t  E q i n e e r  a l l a r i n ~  a minimm 
of 30 dayr f o r  rece ip t  of public comarat in regard t o  the  propored Lake- 
rhore b ~ g e ~ a n t  P l m  o r  an9 major rev i r ion  thereto,  

6. for Pr ivate  wi+m b. .Cr i te r ia -  uaad-to determine the  - 

- typi  o f .  inatrunrat t o  be ur-ad f o r  p r i v a t e  .excluriya use f a c i f  ities- o r  - 
. . 

dewlopmanta a r e  a8 f o l h u r :  - 

a, Lakerhore  re Permit, Lakeshore Use P e r d t r  a r e  issued and 
enforced i n  accordance with ptowirionm of Section 327.19, Chapter 111, 
T i t l e  36, W e  of Federal Regulationm, f o r  p r iva te  f l o a t i n g  recrea t ion  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  Lakerhore Uae Permitr are- is rued f o r  f l o a t i q  mtructures 
of any k i d  i n  waters of resource p ro j ec t r  whether o r  not such waters a r e  
deeamd navigable and where ruch waters a r e  under the  primary j u r i rd i c -  
t ion- of the Secretary of the Army and under the mmagemnt of a Corpm 
of Engineers Rcsource Manager. On waters deemcd non-navinable, Lake- 
shore Use Permits w i l l  be issued f o r  non-floating s t ruc tu re s  when such 
waters a r e  under management of a Corps Resource Manager. Lakeshore Use 
Permits a r e  isrued f o r  vegetative modification a c t i v i t i e s  on the  land 
which do not involve i n  any way a d i sn tp t ion  t o  o r  a change i n  land form, 
S i tua t ions  which require a Real Esta te  instrument a r e  covered i n  6c, below. 
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b. &artment of  t h e  Amy Permits.  A c t i v i t i e s  such a s  dredging, 
const ruct ion o f  f  i x d  r t r u c  t u r e r  , inc luding f i l l s  and combinat ion f ixed- 
f l o a t i n g  r t ruc€ure r  and t h e  d i scharge  of  dredged o r  f i l l  m t a ; i a l  i n  
navigat ion waters w i l l  be permitted under condi t ions  spec i f  ied i n  permits  

- 

issued under a u t h o r i t y  of  Sect ion 10, River and Harbor Act of  3 March 
1899 (33 USC 403) and Sect ion 404 of  t h e  Federal  Water Po l lu t ion  Control  
Act (33 USC 1344) i n  accordance wi th  reference  3g. Lakerhore Use Permits ,  -- 

paragraph a above, w i l l  not be used under t h e r e  c l r c m a t a n c e r .  

c. Real E s t a t e  Instruments. A l l  caamcrcial  development act ivi t ies  - 
and a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  by ind iv idua l s  which are not  covered above and involve 
grade, cu te ,  f i l l s ,  o t h e r  changes i n  land form o r  a p p r o p r i a t e  land-baaed 
support f a c i l i t i e s  required  f o r  p r i v a t e  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be covered 
by a lease, l i c e n s e  o r  o t h e r  l e g a l  g r a n t  issued by t h e  Real E s t a t e  D i r e c t o r a t e . -  

7. Transfer  o f  Permits.  A l l  Lakeshore Use Permits a r e  non-transferrable.  
Upon sale o r  o t h e r  t r a n s f e r  of t h e  permitted f a c i l i t y  or t h e  death  of  t h e  
pbrmit tee  t h e  permit  is n u l l  and void. The voided pernit r i te  i f  
located  i n  a Limited Development Area may become a v a i l a b l e  f o r  permit 
a p p l i c a t i o n  by a11 mcmberr o f  t h e  pub l ic  f o r  i ssuance  in a n  i m p a r t i a l  - 

mnrtnar i f  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  Lakeshore Mauagement Plan. 

8. Ex i s t inn  F a c i l i t i e s  Now Under Permit. The schedule  f o r  fmplanentat ion 
of  the .Lakerhore  Management Plan r h a l l  be d e v d o p d  i n  f u l l  conr ide ra t ion  
of  e x i s t i n g  permitted exc lus ive  use  f a c i l i t i e r ,  t h e i r  r e r i d u a l  va lue  and 
t h e  p r i o r  Corpr comnitment i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  i s ruance  o f  t h e  permitr.  Except 
under unusual circumatancer,  such f a c i l i t i e r  rhould i n  genera l  r m a i n  under - 

penni t  u n t i l  replacement is required ,  o r  u n t i l  dea th  o f  t h e  permit tee ,  o r  
u n t i l  s a l e  o r  c e s s a t i o n  of  use  o f  t h e  f a c i l i t y  by him. I n  t h e  i n r t a n c e  of  
m u l t i - s l i p ,  multi-owner permits  f o r  p r i v a t e  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  and - 
corporation-owned p r i v a t e  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s ,  t h e  s t r u c t u r d  must be  
located  i n  a r e a s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a l l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  Lakeshore Management Plan. 
When e x i s t i n g  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e $  o f  t h i r  type are l o c a t e d  i n  arear not  - 
approved f o r  l imi ted  development under t h e  lakeshore  management plan,  a  
g randfa the r  r i g h t s  p rov i s ion  w i l l  apply. Such p r w i s i o n  w i l l  extend f o r  
t h e  period of t ime t h a t  t h e  f a c i l i t y  w i l l  pass annual  inspec t ions  without 
major r e p a i r  by t h e  permit tee(s) .  A t  t h a t  t ime t h e  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t y  - 

w i l l  be removed o r  r epa i red  and re loca ted  t o  an  approved l o c a t i o n  by t h e  
owner under a new permit. 

9. Density of  Development. I'he d e n s i t y  of p r i v a t e  f l o a t i n g  r e c r e a t i o n  
f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be es tab l i shed  ' b y  t h e  D i s t r i c t  Engineer f o r  a l l  por t ions  
of Limited Development Use  rea as- i n  t h e  Lakeshore -~ana~ement  plan. The 
d e n s i t i e s  w i l l  be c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  eco log ica l  and a e s t h e t i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
In a l l  cases ,  t h e  d e n s i t y  o f  development s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  Lakeshore Manage- 
ment Plan w i l l  not  be  more t h a n  509. of t h a t  s h o r e l i n e  a l l o c a t e d  a s  
Limited Development Areas. In those  cases  where c u r r e n t  d e n s i t y  of develop- 
ment exceeds t h e  d e n s i t y  l e v e l  e s tab l i shed  i n  t h e  Lakeshore Management 
Plan, the  d e n s i t y  w i l l  be reduced g radua l ly  t o  t h e  p resc r ibed  l e v e l  by 
employing such gu ide l ines  necessary t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of  t h e  shore- 
l i n e  environment. 
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10, ~ h b i r t r r t i o n  Charfie, In accordance with the provision8 of re fe r -  
encer 3r m d  3b, r charge w i l l  be made f o r  Lakerhore Ure Permita 
t o  help dafray expenrer r r roc i r t ed  with iaaurnce and rdmini r t r r t ion  
of the permitr. A 8  permitr becomr e l i g i b l e  f o r  renewal a f t e r  1 July 1976 
a charge of $10 f o r  each new permit and r $5 annual f ee  f o r  inrpect ion 
of f loa t ing  f r c i l i t i e a  w i l l  be made. There w i l l  ba no rnuual inrpec- 
t ion  f ee  f o r  permits. f o r  vegetative modification on l rkerhore  a re r r .  

- In ill carer  the t o t a l  rdminir t r r t ion charge w i l l  be col lected i n i t i a l l y  
a t  th. tirr of permit i r rurnce  ra ther  than on r pieceamal annual ba r i r ,  

11, Compliante. h k e r h o r e  Mmnagearnt Plrna w i l l  be prepared f o r  a l l  
applicable Corpr of Engineerr laker r t  which pr iva te  exclurive recreat ion 
urea ex i r t .  The plan rhould be rubmitted within t h ree  yearr  a f t e r  the 
date  of t h i r  regulation,  

Pm THE CXIQ OP ENGINEERS: 

4 Appendixer : 
APP A - a i d r n c e  f o r  Granting oloael ,  Corpa of Engineera 

P e m i t r  f o r  Pr iva te  
Floating Roc F a c i l i t i e r  

APP B - Application f o r  - - 
- h k e r h o r e  Ure -Permit - - - - - 

APP C ;Lakerhore Ure Permit Coaditionr - -  
- 

APP D - Permit (Sa.mple) 



3. I)ccisLons rcgurding tho g r a n t i n g  of permits  f o r  p r i v a t e  f  l o o t i n g  
rcc rcn t ion  E n c i l i t i c s  must be mado i n  considcrcd r e l o t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  
0pcr;rt ing ob j c c t i v c s  nnd physicnl  c h a r n c t c r i s  t i c s  of  each p ro jec t .  In 
cvc ty case ,  Iiovcver, the  forcmost ob J c c t i v e  is t o  secure  maximum s t o r n c c  
of hon tr .  and r c l n  t c d  equipment a t  comn?rcinl concesr ion srear .  Through 
d i r e c t i o n  of tlic boat-owning pub l ic  t o  such :ireas, t h c  Corps s t r i v e s  t o  
minimize thc  number o f  s h o r c l i n e  dcvclopmenta which could prove 
, ~ e s t h c t i c a l l y  d i s t r a c t i n g ,  unrearonably i n j u r i o u s  to t h e  env i ronmnt  
o r  l i m i t  u s e  of  Fcdernl  p roper ty  by the  genera l  pub l i c ,  

b. Revocable permits  f o r  p r i v a t e  axc lus ive  use  f a c i l i t i e s  e i t h c r  
i n d i v i d u a l l y  o r  community-owned, w i l l  be granted i n  Limited Development 
Areas when t h e  sites a r c  r e w v c d  from cornorc io l  marine servi+s and t h e  
g r a n t i n g  o f  such permits  w i l l  n o t  d a r p o i l  t h e  s h o r e l i n e  n o r  i n h i b i t  t h e  
p u b l i c  u s e . o r  cnjoyncnt  the reof ,  District Engineerr  w i l l  i n r u r e  t h a t  
p r i v a t e  f 1 o a t i n g . r e c r e n t i o n  f a c i l i t i e r  w i l l  be  locrrtod i n  a r e a s  thn't do 
n o t  p r e s e n t l y  enjoy reasonable  a c c e s s  to coanarc in l  m r i n e  s e r v i c e s  and 
t h a t ,  i n s o f a r  a s  p r a c t i c a b l e ,  the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  .md use  o f  such f a c i l i t i e s  
w i l l  no t  be i n  c o n f l i c t  with t h e  p rcsc rvn t ion  of t h o  n a t u r a l  charac tc r -  
istics of t h e  l a k e  o r  shorc l ine ,  Rcsourcc Managcrr w i l l  continuously 
monitor the  number and n . i ture  of permits  wi th  a  view toward8 t imely 
, a s  tablishmct!t of : ~ d d i t i o n n l  commercial s t o r a g e  n reas  i n  l i e u  o f  per-  
m i t t i n 8  d i spersed  p r i v a t c  facilities. Adminis t ra t ive  charges w i l l  bc 
made f o r  Lakeshorc Use Permits i n  accordance wi th  paragraph (j) of  t h i s  
r egu la t ion .  

c. Revocoble permits  w i l l  be granted f o r  s k i  jumps, f l o a t s ,  boat  
moorfige f n c i l i t i e g  a l l  types  of duck b l i n d s ,  and o t h e r  p r i v a t e  f l o a t i n g  
r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s ,  wherc such f . i c i l i t i e s  w i l l  not  i n h i b i t  thc publ ic  
use  o r  enjoyment of the  p r o j e c t  waters  o r  shorc l inc .  A t  p r o j e c t s  wherc 
i c e  Fishing houses o r  duck b l i n d s  a r e  regulntcd  by S t a t c  program, a  
Corps permit  w i l l  not bc required.  Permits w i l l  not  bc grantcd f o r  
p r i v a t c  f l o a t i n g  recreation f a c i l i t i e s  ,?t o r  proximntc t o  e x i s t i n g  o r  
po ten t i21  pub l ic  cccreat ion i r c a s .  

d .  Pr ivn tc  f  1o:i tin!: r cc rca  t i o n  f . ~ c i l i t i c s  w i l l  bc permit ted only 
i n  a r c a s  of t h e  lolcesliore which havc been n1loc;ltcd a s  1.imited Devclop- 
mcnt Area8 i n  the Lakcshore Managcmcnt Plan. The d e n s i t y  of dcvclopmcnt 
i n  such a r e a s  w i l l  not  cxcccd 5WL. or Arcas allocated t o  such use. 



c .  Conmunity bont nuoriny, f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be cncournged where 
pr rc t icnblc  i n  an e f f o r t  t o  tcduce thc p ro l i f e r a t ion  of individual 
f n c i l i t i c r .  

2. Applications f o r  Lnkcmhore Use Permits. 

a. npp l i c j  t ions  fo r  any p r iva t e  waterfront  recrea t i on  f a c i l i t i e s  
made m D i s t r i c t  Ihginecrs  o r  t h e i r  dcsignated Rcaource Managers w i l l  
bc m v t d  with f u l l  considorntion of the po l ic ies  s e t  fo r th  i n  the 
prevloua p-msgrsplr , referenced regulat ions  , and tlrc Lakeshore Hanage- 
mant Plan. Applicants f o r  a permit s h a l l ,  p r io r  t o  the s t a r t  of con- 
s t ruc t ion ,  aubmit f o r  approval p lanr  :md tspecificationr of the  f a c i l i t y  
proposed, including; engineering d e t a i l s ,  s t r u c t u r a l  design, mchorage 
method, construction mteri.18, the type, s i z e ,  locat ion and oumrrh ip  
of t hc  f n c i l i t y ,  the expected d u r a t i m  of the use and an ind ica t ion  of 
wil l ingnear  t o  abide by the  Ruler and Regulationr nnd the c a n d i t h r  of 
the  parait. Spec i f ica t ioar  and plans which havc been c e r t i f i e d  by a l icensed 
Enghear  w i l l  he approved. Permit appl icat ions  s h a l l  a l r o  i den t i fy  and 
locxte  1,md-baaed support f a c i l i t i o r  which m y  requi re  a Rul Er t a t c  
i n s  -tarn t . 

b. Permits w i l l  be issued by thc D i s t r i c t  Engineer o r  h i r  authorized 
represen tn t ive  i n  accordance with ENC Form 42644 ,  Appendix B, f o r  pcr iodr  
of 1 t o  5 yearr ,  but a r e  revocable by the D i s t r i c t  Engineer wheuever he 
determines t ha t  the publ ic  i n t e r a r t  requires  such revocation o r  tha t  the  
permittee har f a i l e d  t o  comply with conditiono of the permit o r  of t h i s  
regulation.  Pe&ts . fo r  duck b l ind r  and i c e  f i rh ing  hourer w i l l  be issued 
f o r  one year m l y .  - Specif ied ac t8  permits w i l l  continue t o  be i r rued  
by the ditt-flc t En&wcr n s  neceraary , f o r  shor t  term, to- p r w w  f o r  
eorocct ive amamurea such a s  tree removal and erosion control .-  - 

c. Effect ive on thc t c c c i p t  of t h i s  regulation, the f o l l w i n g  w i l l  
guide the issuance of t h i s  type of permit: 

(1) The use of boat mooring f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be l imited t o  the mooring 
of boats and the .storage of plcar e s sen t i a l  t o  the operation of the  water- 
c r a f t .  

( 2 )  The i n a t a l l a t i o n  of s leeping acconmodations, cooking f a c i l i t i e s ,  
heat ing f . i c i l i t i e s ,  t o i l e t  and showcr f a c i l i t i c s ,  r e f r ige ra t ion ,  t a l e v i -  
s ion and o ther  items cunducivc t o  Irttrnm habi ta t  ion i n  priva tc recrca t ion 
f n c i l i t i e s  i s  prohibited. P r i v a t e .  f loat inl :  rccrcat ion f a c i l i t i e s  drall  
not!bc uscd f o r  human habi ta t ion.  

( 3 )  No pr iva tc  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t y  w i l l  exceed the minimum s i z e  required 
t o  noor the w n e r ' s  bo.it o r  boats  plus the  minimtm s ixc  requircd fo r  nn 
incloscd locker fo r  tllc s torage of oars ,  l i f c  preservers and o ther  items 
esscntinl t o  the operat ion of thc watercraft .  
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(4)  - ~ i 1  pr ivn tc  f l o a t i n g  r e c r e a t i o n  f n c i l i t i e r  w i l l  be conr t ructcd  
i n  ,~ccordonce v i  t h  plnns and s p e c i f i c n  t i o n r  approved by t h e  P i s t r i c t  
Engineer, h i s  a t ~ t h a r i a c d  r c p r c s e n t e t  ivc ,  o r  a s  c e r t i f i e d  by a l icenscd 
Engineer . 

( 5 )  The r i z a  o f  a l l  r t r u c t u r e r  w i l l  be kept t o  a minimum t o  l i m i t  
cncronchmcnt of the  water  rurfacc .  

(6) The procedurar set f o r t h  i n  t h i r  r egu la t ion  regardinn the  i s s u -  
anco of permits  f o r  ind iv idua l  f a c i l i t i e r  r h a l l  a l r o  apply t o  t h c  i ssuancc  
of permit r  f o r  non-comnercial community p i e r r .  

- 

(7 )  \acre f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  nnchorcd t o  t h e  rhore ,  they r h a l l  be 
securely anchored by meanr o f  mooringr which do n o t  o b r t r u c t  the  f r e e  UM! 

of ttrc r h o r e l i n e  o r  unduly damage vegetat ion.  

(8) Boat mooring buoyr a d  f l o t a t i o n  u n i t r  o f  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  
s h a l l  be conr t ruc tcd  of  m r t e r i a l  which w i l l  not  b e c o w  waterlogged o r  
s i n k  whcn punctured. 

( 9 )  The c o l o r  and marking of  a l l  boat  mooring buoyr w i l l  conform 
t o  t h e  Uniform S t a t e  Waterway khrking Syrtem, and t h e  t o p  of  t h e  buoy 
w i l l  be no l e e r  then e igh teen  incher above t h e  water l ine .  

- 

(10) A l l  p r i v a t e  Eloat ing r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e r  w i l l  be  placed ro 
a s  not  to i n t e r f e r e  wi th  navigation. 

(11) Permitr  f o r  p r i v a t e  boat  p i e r r  o r  boathourea and mooring f a c i l -  
i,t ies w i l l  be  i r r u e d  only  when t h e  w n o r  f i l ea  a permanent addrerr  and 
telcphono number wi th  thc  Resource Honnget a t  which he  may be reached i n  
c a s e  of  emrgency when Ira i r  no t  on r i  te. 

(12) The D i s t r i c t  Engineer o r  h i s  authorized r e p r e r e n t a t i v e  Fa 
author ized t o  p lace  s p e c i a l  condi t ions  i n  the  permit deemed naccssary. 
It may be d e s i r a b l e  i n  some l o c a t i o n s  t o  e s t a b l i r h  a mininum surveillance 
i n t e r v a l  t o  bc observed by the  f a c i l i t y  owner o r  h i s  r epre ren tn t ivc .  

1. Removal of  F a c i l i t i e s .  The f a c i l i t i e s  of pe rmi t t ees  which a r e  no t  
rcmovcd whcn specified i n  the  permit o r  when rcqucsted a f t e r  revocnrfon 
of thc permit  w i l l  bc t r e a t e d  n s  unauthorized s t r u c t u r e s  pursuant t o  
'Ti t le  36, Chapter 111, Par t  327.20, of the  Code of l ' cdcrs l  Rcgt~lotions.  

4 .  Posting of Pcrmit Numbcr. Each D i s t r i c t  w i l l  procure 5" x 8" pr inrcd 
pcrmit tq:s f o r  pos t ing on the  f l o a t i n g  facilities. The permit tags  w i l l  
Iw L'nhricatcd of e i t h e r  lCp,ht m t a l  o r  paper'. Mhere d i s p l a y  permits 31-c 
printvt l  on pnpcr, thcy w i l l  bc placcd i n  p l a s t i c  t o  make them weatherprooC 
rlf t e r  t110 pcrmit ni~mlwr rrnd the  exp i ra t ion  dnto 11nve been a f f  ixcd t.l~crc!on. 
~ h t !  o r i e i n : ~ l  of the completed app l ica t ion  -- pcrmit irr t o  be i n  the 
poascssion of thc permit tee .  Thc dtcplicatc aE t h i s  form w i l l  bc rctai111.d 



in tire Reaourcc ~nna8er'r office. The p@mit number8 w i l l  be connccutivc 
[or onclr project heainning with numhcr 0001. The Dirtrtct Gnginccr is 
i~~ehori::cd to inctudc lcttorr i n  the pormit tot further idantilicntion . 
3s an a i d  to tlrc project nunagomnt. Thc p@rdttee w i l l  be rcquiwcl to  
dirplny the prtntcd tag so that I t  cnn be vhurl ly  checkcd with case. 
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MANE OC ACCLICANT T E L E C W Y E A I ) I A C O O I W D M U M @ I R  

I 

TYCK OC CACILITV 0 @OATWUsr f * f rod )  0 @OAT ?111)f8)  @OAT M001WQ @UOT SKI JUMP 

DUCI~LIWO 0 CLOAT 0 0~nrnrg.r.11~) 0 LAND usr r.pa.rrl) . 
~ R I E C  OESCRIPTION oc LOCATION or CACILITY. CCRMIT w u ~ a e n ( n )  OF WAT on @OATS TO ae D o c a e o  IC r r s  APPLICATION 
IS POI A WAT m o n 1 n a  CACILITT on OEVILOPMENT IC tnls r r r r lc r t lo*  IS ron LAND use, 

I 

I UNOE~STWO AWO ACRII TO rnr catomors or rnr r r n w  ron ~ ~ a e w o n r  use. TWO COUCLITI 
SETS or T n c  CLANS ANO swarlcmows. I~CLUOIMQ SITE LOCATIOU w o  LAYOUT CLAN. wn tne 
CROCOSEO STRUCTUR~ AWO A m c n o n A a c  s r s T r r  ARE IMCLOSED. 

rnls PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT ANO'OR MAINTAIW ANO USE A CLOATIYO RECREATION CACILITT on OEVELOPNLN~ 
A S  SMOWM ON tnr A t t A c n r o  r u m s  sub~rc t  TO tnr RULES ANO REGULATIONS o r  tnr conrs or r m c l N e r n s  
OW WATERS U N D C ~  TMC CONTROL o r  rne u. s. Army, CORPS or EM~INKERS IS ncnrar GRAMTEO a r  DLLKGA- 
TIONOC t n e s c c n r ~ ~ n v o r t n e ~ n u r  u ~ o e n ~ u ~ n o n ~ ~ r  c o n r r n n r o o N n l u a r  t n r ~ c t o r c o n a n r u  
ACCROVID *I AUGUST I ~ S I  (u.s.c. I@). tnc renwltrer sn*u A O ~ E R E  TO tnr CO~OITIONS ron 
LAKESNORE USE. 

P t R N I I  NO. 

v 

LUG I :,q":, 4264-R LOITION or r r a  cc 1s O~SOLKTE. 

DATE l S w 8 0  CERMlT EXClRESlrbJw 



APPENDIX C 

1. f l t i r  permit is j:r.mtcd yolc lv  f o r  tlic plrporrc descr thad by tlic per-  
n i t t c o  on tlic oppos i t c  n ldc  of l l r l n  forn~. 

2. The permit tee  ;q;recs t o  and docs hereby rolcnwc and ngreu t o  rave nnd 
hold t h e  (;ovcrnmnt Ir;~rmlcna from ilny and n l l  causer of a c t i o n ,  s u i t r  ; c t  
1.m o r  e q u i t y ,  o r  c1:i Lms o r  ~ C I ~ ~ I I I J S  o r  from m y  1i:ibilLty of ;my nnturc  
whatsoever f o r  o r  on account oC :lny damn~cn l o  pcbraonr tjr property, 
inc lud ing  the pcrmictcd f n c i l l  t y ,  u r w i n g  ou t of t l ~ c  m c r r l i l p ,  conr t ruc-  
t i o n ,  opera t i a n  o r  ml in tcni~ncc I,y the  pcrmit t co  of thc  pcrmttted 
f n c i l i t i e r .  

3 The ownerrhip, c o n r t r u c t l o n ,  opera t ion o r  miintcnanca of the  permitted 
f a c i l i t y  . i r  r u b j e c t  to* Covcrnmnt ' r  navtgntion scrvi tudc .  

4. No a t t e n p t  rho11 bc nmdc by tlia permit tee  t o  fo rb id  thc  f u l l  and f r e e  
u r e  by t h e  pub l ic  of a l l  n a v i ~ n b l c  watcrr  a t  or ad jacen t  t o  the  permitted 
f a c i l i t y  o r  t o  unrcaronably i n t c r f c r c  w i  t lr  nnviun t i o n  i n  connection wi th  
the  ownerrhip, cons t ruc t ion ,  opera t ion o r  m:~intcnencc af tho permitted 
f n c i l i t y  . . . . , 

5. The permit tee  agrees  t h a t  i f  srrbsequcnt opcra t ionr  by thc Covcrnrncnt 
r e q u i r e  an a l t a r a t i o n  i n  thc  loca t ion  of the  permit ted  f a c i l i t y  o r  i f  i n  
t h e  o p i n i o q o f  the  District Englncc-r.tho pcrmtttcd f , i c i l i ty  a h n l l  caurc  - 

unreasonable obstq!ct ion to -  navig:~ t irm- or t h a t  the  pub l ic  l n t c r e n t  s o  .- - 

r e q u i r e 8  t h e - p e r m i t t e e  s h n l l  bc required ,  upon w r i t t e n  no t i ce  [tom i h c  
D i r t r i c t  ~ n g i n e c r  t o  r c m v c ,  . - l t c r ,  o r  r c l o c a t c  tho permitted f a c i l i t y ,  
w i  thotrt expense t o  t h c  Covcrnmcnt . 
6. The Governmnt s h n l l  t n  ne case bc l i n b l c  f o r  any damrgc o r  i n j u r y  t o  
the  permitted f a c i l i t y  which miy bc causcd by o r  r e s u l t  from subsequent 
o p e r a t i o n s  undertnkcn hy thc Cavcrnmcnt for  thc improvcmcnt of navigation 
o r  f o r  o t h e r  lawful  purposes, and no claims o r  r i g h t  t o  compensation 
s h a l l  accrue  from :lny such dnnulp, 

7. The ownership, c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  opcrntion and nki Lntcnnnce of thc  permitted 
f a c i l i t y  i 8  r u b j e c t  t o  :ill npp1Lc:iblc Fcdcra l ,  S t . i t c  itnd l o c a l  laws and 
regu la t ionr .  

8. T h i r  perinit does not convoy nny property r ip,hts  e i t h e r  in  r c a l  e s t a t e  
o r  mate r i a l ;  and docs not  au t lwr i  cc :my in ju ry  t o  p r i v a t c  property o r  
invas ion of p r iva t  c r i g h t s  o r  m y  hIr ingcmcnt  of' Fcdcrnl ,  S t n t c  o r  loca l  
laws o r  r egu ln t ions  nor doer i t  obvia te  tllc n c c c s s i t y  of obtaining S t n t e  
o r  l o c a l  a r r a n t  rcquircd  by law f o r  t l ~ c  constrctct ion,  opcrntion o r  
maintenance of the  permitted CncilLty. 



9 .  T l ~ e  p e r m i t t e e  s l iu l l  comply promptly w i t 1 1  any l awfu l  r e g u l a t  tons  o r  
i n r  t r u c t  ion8 -or  any I:r~tIcrnl, State o r  I O C ~  aRency o r  t h e  Covcrnment. 

10. The p e r m i t t a ~ n g r c c s  t h a t  h e  w i l l  c o n ~ p l e t c  t h e  l u c i . l i t y  con- - 
r t r u c t i o n  a c t i o n  w i t h i n  one  y e a r  of t h e  permi t  i r r u a n c e  d a t a .  The permi t  
r h a l l  became n u l l  and vofd i f  t h e  c o n s t r t ~ c t i o n  a c t i o n  is not  completed 
w i t h i n  t h a t  pe r iod .  F u r t h e r ,  hc  n1;rcos t h a t  he  w i l l  o p e r a t e  and m a i n t a i n  
t h e  p e r m i t t e d  f a c i l i t y  i n  a manner no ns t o  minimize any adve r se  impact -- 

on f i r h  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  n a t u r a l  emrironmrntrrl v a l u e r  and i n  a 
manner r o  am t o  minimize t h e  degradn t ion  of  water q u a l i t y .  

- 

11. A t  ouch time t h a t  t h e  p e n n i t t e e  c e a r e r  to o p e r a t e  and ma in ta in  t h e  
pe rmi t t ed  f a c i l i t y ,  upon e x p i r a t i o n  o f  t h i n  permi t ,  o r  upon r evoca t ion  of  
t h i r  p e t m i t ,  t h e  p e n n i t t e e  r h a l l  remove t h e  p e m i t t e d  f a c i l i t y  w i t h i n  - 

30 dayr ,  a t  h i r  expenre ,  and r e r t o r c  t h e  waterway and l a n d r  to  i t r  
formar cond i t ion .  l f  t h e  p e r m i t t e e  f a i l s  t o  rcmove and s o  r e s t o r e  t o  
t h e  r a t i r f a c t i o n  o f  t h e  D i r t r i c t  Engineer ,  t h e  D i r t r i c t  Engineer  m y  
d o  80 by c o n t r a c t  o r  o t h e r w i r e  and r ecove r  t h e  c o r t  t h e r e o f  from t h o  
p e n n i t  tee. 

12. No p i e r  or boathoure  i r  to  be ured f o r  h u m n  h a b i t a t i o n .  Hourahold . - 
f u r n i r h i n g a  are n o t  pe rmi t t ed  o n  boa t  p i e r r  o r  boathourem. 

13. No houruboat ,  c a b i n  c r u i s e r  o r  o t h e r  v e r r e l  r h e l l  b e  u r d  f o r  hunun 
h a b i t a t i o n  at  a f i x e d  o r  permanent moorin8 po in t .  

14. No c h a r g e  nuy be  made f o r  u r c  by o t h e r r  o f  t h e  p e r m i t t e d  f a c i l d t y  
n o r  conrclrci.1 a c t i v i t y  be engaged i n  thereon.  

15. The r im o f  a l l  r t r u c t u r e r  r h a l l  he  kept  t o  a  minimum to limit 
encroachment on  t h e  w a t e r  r u r f a c e .  

16. Boat mooring buoyr and f l o t a t i o n  u n i t r  of  f l o a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  r h a l l  
be  c o n r t r u c t e d  o f  n u t e r i a l r  which w i l l  no t  become water log8ed o r  r i n k  

,when punc t u r d .  

1 7 .  F l o a t i n g  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  p e r i o d i c  i n s p e c t i o n  by t h e  Corps 
r a n g e r r .  I f  an i n r p e c t i o n  r e v e a l s  c o n d i t i o n s  which make t h e  E a c i l i t y  
u n r a f e  i n  any way o r  c o n d i t i o n s  which d e v i a t e  from t h e  approved p lans ,  
such c o n d i t i o n s  w i l l  be  c o r r e c t e d  immediately hy t h e  owner upon recc-ipt  
of n o t i E i c a t i o n .  No d e v t a t i o n  o r  clinnges Erom approved p lans  w i l l  he 
pe rmi t t ed  wi thou t  p r i o r  w r i t t e n  approval  of  t h e  Hesource Monager. 

18.  loa at in'^ f a c i l i t i e s  s h a l l  be s e c u r e l y  anchored t o  t h e  s h o r e  i n  
accordance  wi th  t h e  approved p lans  by meanr o f  moori~if i r  which do  not  
o b s t r u c t  t h e  Free use  01- t h e  l akeahore .  

19.  That  t h e  d i n p l a y  permit  tag provided r h a l l  be  poetcd on t h e  f l o a t i n g  
f a c i l i t y  o r  on t h e  land  a r e a s  covcrctl hy t h e  penni t  s o  t h a t  i t  can h e  
v i r u a l l y  checked w i t h  ease i n  accordance  wi th  i n s t r u c t i u n ~  of t h e  
Rerource  Manager. 
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20. ~o vege ta t ion  o t h e r  than t h a t  p t e r c t i b e d  i n  t h e  permit may bc damaged, 
destroyed o r  removed. 

21. ~o change i n  land form ruch a r  grading,  excavat ion o r  f i l l i n g  may 
be done. 

22. No vege ta t ion  p lan t ing  of  any kind may be done, o t h e r  t h a t  t h a t  
r p e c i f i c a l l y  p re rc r ibad  i n  t h e  permit.  

23. Thir  permit i r  non- t ranrferable .  Upon t h e  r a l e  o r  o t h e r  t r a n r f e r  
of  t h e  p e r m i t t a d , f a c i l i t y  o r  t h e  dea th  of  t h e  pe rmi t t ee ,  t h i r  perinit , 

i a  n u l l  and void. 

24. By 30 dayr w r i t t e n  no t i ce ,  mailed t o  t h e  pe rmi t t ee  by r e g i r t e r e d  o r  
c e r t i f i a d  le t ter  t h e  Dirtrict Engineer may revoke t h i r  permit whenever 
he determiner t h a t  t h e  pub l ic  i n t e r e r t  n e c e r r i t a t e r  ruch revocat ion o r  
when h e  determiner t h a t  t h e  permit tee  h a r  f a i l e d  to  canply wi th  t h e  
c o n d i t i o n r  .of t h i r  permit.  The revocat ion n o t i c e  r h a l l  r p e c i f y  t h e  
reaaonr  f o r  ruch ac t ion.  I f  w i t h i n  t h e  30 day per iod,  t h e  penn t t t ee ,  
i n  w r i t i n g  r e q u e r t r  a hear ing,  t h e  District Engineer rlull g r a n t  ruch 
hear'ing a t  t h e  earliert oppor tuni ty .  I n  no w e n t  r tu l l  t h e  hea r ing  d a t e  
exceed 60 dayr from t h e  d a t e  of t h e  hea r ing  requer t .  A t  t h e  conclusion 
of ruch hear-in8 , t h e  D i s  t r ic t  Engineer r h a l l  render  a f i n a l  dec i r i o n - i n  

- - w r i t i n g  and mil ruch d e c i s i o n  t o  t h e  pe rmi t t ee  by r e g i r t e r *  cltcerti-  = -  - 
- 

- - -  - f fed letter. The pe rmi t t ee  may, with in  5 day9 o f  r e c e i p t  of  t h e  d e c i s i o n -  
o f  t h e  D i s  t c i c t  Engineer appeal  such d e c i r  ion  t o  t h e  Div i r  ion Engineer. 
The d e c i s i o n  of  t h e  Div i r ion  Engineer r h a l l  b e  rendered a8  exped i t ious ly  
a s  p o r a i b l e  and r h a l l  be  s e n t  t o  t h e  permit tee  by r e g i r t e r e d  o r  c e r t i f i e d  
letter.  The permit tee  may, wi th in  5 daya o f  r e c e i p t  o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n  of 
t h e  Divi r ion Engineer appeal  ruch d e c i r i o n  i n  w r i t i n g  t o  t h e  Chief of 
Engineerr.  The d e c i s i o n  of  t h e  Chief of  Engineera s h a l l  be f i n a l  from 
which no f u r t h e r  appeal  may be taken. 

2 5 .  Notwithatanding condi t ion  24 above i f ,  i n  t h e  opinion of t h e  
D i s t r i c t  Engineer, emergency circumat ances d i c t a t e  o the rwi re  t h e  
Dfs t r i c  t Engineer may e u m a r i l y  rcvoke t h i n  permit.  
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. .. 

- PERMIT 

EXPIRES 30 NOV. 1974- 
THIS PERMIT IS MOM-TRAMSFERRABLE 
AND MAY BE REVOKED AT ANY TIME 

- 

US. ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS- 



The w r k  to b performed oonsists of developing, separate from the Shoreline 
Management Regulation, a fee schedule that considers both progran administra- 
tive msts and the value of permitted activity to the private user and 
presenting the final product to HQUSACE and the ASA(CW). The work includes 
the necessary ooordination. 

The plrpose of this study is to eetimate the annual administrative oosts, 
including an appropriate share of overhead, for private shoreline use permits 
under the Shoreline Management Program as directed in the ASA(CW) memo 
contained in Annex A and to establish a value &'the activity to the permittee 
based an information obtained fran mrious sources. 

The abjective is to develop a shoreline mm&gen#nt fee schedule for recovering 
total adninistrative costs, overhead costs, and cansidering the value of the 
permitted activities oomnensurate to the benefits derived. It is our 
intentian to inplement the fee shcedule in 1987 with a four-year phase-in 
period. 

. 4.1 General ; 

4.1.1 South Atlantic Division (SAD) shall furnish all labor, 
materials, and equipnent and perform necessary travel as required in 
conjunction with the services to be provided. 

4.1.2 SAD shall record depsitim actim to review comnents and shall 
furnish oopies of this record with the subsequent submission of the document 
being prepared. 

4.1.3 Copies of any correspondence by SAD relating to this effort 
shall b furnished to HQUSACE, m: DAEN-R. 

4.1.4 SAD shall rake distribution of each submittal as required to the 
list of addressees shown in Annex B. 



4.2 mview Comnittee. SAD s h a l l  chair  a cornnittee and request a 
representative from M I D ,  HID, NCD, OWD, and SWD t o  serve as members of a 
review oomnittee. A representative f r an  D A E W X F f l  will a l s o  serve an the 
review aommittee. Additional review oomnittee members may be added with 
case-by-ase approval of DAEN-R 

4.3 Coordination. Assistance may be dstained &an and ooordination is 
required with districts and div is ions  having shorel ine manag~ment program 
responsibilities. Cootdimtian with other Federal, state and local agencies, 
o r  pr imte aoncessionaires providing similar serv ices  is authorized as 
required. Contact will be maintained with IQUSACE (DAB?-CWD-R) as the s tudy 
progresses. 

4.4 Study Preparation. SAD shall follow the following s i d e l i n e s  in 
conducting th i s  study. 

4.4.1 me fee formula rmst be clear and simple. 

4.4.2 The formula must be fair ard equitable to the Corps as well as 
t h e  permittee. 

4.4.3 The fomla mst a v e r  the full-range of shoreline a c t i v i t i e s .  

4.4.4 The formula must be st ructured tfi all- a progressive four-year 
phase-in period. 

4.4.5 The fomla  mst be f l e x i b l e  enough to allow the amsidera t ion  
for regional or loca l  costs and differences.  

4.4.6 The ra t iona le  for the formula mst be presented in detail and 
defendable f r a n  an economic and s o c i a l  point of view. 

Review oonferences, as needed, w i l l  be held for the prupose of discussing and 
resolving government comnents with represntat ivss  in charge of t h e  work. A 
Memorandum for Record documenting decisims reached &ring review conferences 
s h a l l  be prepared by SAD and d is t r ibu ted  t o  t he  cmi t t ee  menbets within 5 
working &ys after each oonference, including all oomments received with 
ac t i ans  noted. 

6.0 BRIEFINGS. 

With submission of the  f i n a l  report, SAD s h a l l  be prepard t o  present br ief ings  
for  t he  Director of Civi l  Works and the  Assistant Secretary of Army (Civ i l  
Works) as required. The exact schedule and location of the  br ief ings  w i l l  be 
de te mi ned and coordinated by HQUSACE ( DAE WCWO-R ) . 

8-2 



Work shall be submitted Sor review in accordance with the following schedule: 

!cAac - aOMPZETION DAm 

1. Start coordination, criteria marc% and analysis.--1 June 1986 

2. ahnit pcoposed plan of study. 1 July 1986 

3. Suhnit draft study report to DABS-CXM 
for review. 1 September 1986 

4. Submit draft study report t o  the f ie ld  for 
review and, oomnent . 1 October 1986 

5. Submit final report of study with recumendations 
toEQUSAa3 (DmW2m-R). 30 No-r 1986 



APPENDIX C 
COMMITTEE MaaaRs 

SOCrrtI ATLANTIC DMSION - (3MRMEN 

Gerald Rlrvis, Chief, Natural Resources Management Branch 
Brad Keshlear, Chief, Recreation h Programing Section 

Dave W%hus, Chief, Land Management Sectim 

LtMER MISSISSIPPI VALLm DIVISION 

Grafton Anding, Biologist, Vicksburg District 

MISSOURI RIVER DMSION 

my myder, Resource Minager, Lake Sakakawia 

OHIO RIVER DIVISICN 

Maurice Sinpscn, Fish C Wildlife Specialist, Nashville District 

Bob Anderson, EZlesource Manager, Beaver Iake  

Roger Hamilton, Chief, Resouroe Analysis Group 



APPENDIX D 
PROJECIS SOEZVEYEOEZVEYED 

QvEsrIONNAIRE 

Carlyle Iake 
-pello Lake 
w a y  Lake 

Harlan munty Lake 
Kanopolis Lake 
Perry Lake 
Pamona Iake 

L(MER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION 

m r a y i l l e  Iake 
Mississippi River Eool 

Lake Greason 
Sardis Lake 

MISSOURI RIVER DMSICN 

Stockton Lake Fort Randall Lake 
Tut t le  Creek Lake Gavins Point Project 
Wilson Lake Lake Oahe 
Fort Peck Project Lake Sakakama 
mmne De Terre Lake 

Baldhill  Lake 
H W Mississippi River 

DMSICN . 

Fern Ridge Lake 

Barren River. Lake 
Buckhorn Lake 
Cagle Mi11 lake 
Oecil M Harden Lake 
Green River Lake 
Huntington Lake 
Mississinewa Lake 
Lock & Dam 8 

Allatoona Iake 

a10 RIVER DMSICN 

Monroe Lake 
Nolin River Lake 
Rough River Lake 
Saiamonie Lake 
Barkley L & D 
Center H i l l  Lake 
Cheatham L & D 
Youghiogney River 

SOUTH ATLANTIC DMSION 

Cordell Hull  Lake 
Dale Hollow Lake 
Old Hickory Lake 
Wolf Creek Lake 
Berlin Kake 
Lock & Dam 7 
w g a r t  Iake 

~ o k r t  F Henry L & D W s t  m i n t  Lake 
Blackwarr ior & W i g b e e  Tennqom/Aber deen C l a r k s  H i l l  Lake 
Claiborne L & D Tenn-TbVAliceville Hartwell I a k e  
George W Andrews Lake Tenn-Tom/Canal John H Kerr 
J i m  modruff I a k e  ~enn-?lom/Columbus Philpott I a k e  
Lake Sidney Lanier Tenn-ToVGainsville W Kerr Scott 

Millers Ferry L & D 
D-1 



Conchas Lake 
Bardwell Lake 
Beslbrook Lake 
Grapevine Lake 
Lake af the Pines 
Lake Steinhagen 
Lavcn Lake 
Lewisvflle Lake 
Navarro Mills Lake 
Proctor Lake 
Wam Lake ' 
AWicks Lake 

DIVISION 

Barker We 
Beaver Lake 
Bull Shoals W e  
Dardanelle Uke 
Die rks  Lake 
Greers Ferry Lake 
Millmod Lake 
Murray L 6 D 
Norfork Lake 
Ozatk Lake 
Table Ebck Lake 

Toad Suck Ferry L & D 
W c i l  Grove Lake 
Denisan Lake 
Eufaula Lake 
Fall River Iake 

- 
Port G i b s ~ l  W e  
Hulah Lake 
Keystone Lake - 
Robert S Kerr 
Tenkiller Ferry Lake 
!Lbronto Lake 
Webbers Fal ls  L 6 D 



Appendix D 

. Division - . District Project 
1 2 3-22 

- 
Shoreline (~akeshore) Management 

Fee Study 
Questionnaire 

-- 

The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) has requested OCE to develop 
a new fee schedule for Shoreline (Lakeshore) Management permits. A field task 
force is currently engaged in this effort.; The task force is surveying all 

.- projects with shoreline amnagamurt permits to identify the scope of the 
program and collect consistent data for use in this effort. Your project has 
been identified as having shoreline amnagamant permits. Your assistance is 
valuable to the task force efforts. Please make sure all questions are 
answmred as accurately and completely as possible so that a defendable and 
equitable fee schedule can be proposed. The infomution you provide will ba 
used solely by the task force for this purpose and will not be released for 

- 

any other purpose. 

All questions pertain to your project only. No district support or overhead 
rates of any type should be includad. 

PART I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

1. So that we may fully identify the scope of shoreline amnaganent activities 
in the Corps, check on thm list below these activities permitted on your 
project. Do not includm real estate outgrants such as licenses for water or 
electric lines. For those activities that you checked, please indicate the 
length of time (term) for which a permit is normally granted. 

Permitted At Term Permitted At Term 
Your Project Water-based J yrs 1 Your Pro i ect Land-based (yrs) 

O single ovner docks - 2 0  O 
'* o docks - 3 0  360 
2s 0 Mooring buoys - 3 1  3 7 ~  

26 0 Floats - 3 2  

27  Ski course - 33  

2e0 ski jump - 34 
0 
0 

1 
0 

Underbushing - 3 8  

Mowing - 3 9  

Plantings - 4 0  

Other vegetative 
modification 
( specify) 



Permitted At , 

Your Profect Water-based 

Duck blind - 
Ice fish house 

Other ( specify) 

n 

Term Permitted At 
(yrs) Your Project 

Term 
Land-based 0. 

Landscaping - 5 1  

Erosion control1 5 2  - 
'Bank stabilization 

Foot -path - 5 3  - 

- 
Picnic table - I8 
Garden 

2. Do you iss~e permits for community dock at your project? 
- 

S7 yes 

O no (go to question 3) - 

A. What is the'basis for your community dock fees? (1f more than one box 
is checked. please explain in space on next page.) - 

Flat rate per dock 

Incremental size of dock (i .e. lengthlwidth limits) 

Linear 

Square 

Number 

feet of shoreline taken up by the dock 

footage of dock 

of slips 

Other (specify) 



Explain: 
- - 

3. I n  an average year, approximately what percent of your t o t a l  number of 
permits require  soma type of management o r  administrative act ion? 

4. During an average year, approximately w h a t  percent of shorel ine we 
permits a t  your pro jec t  are. (Total  w i l l  not necessar i ly  equal 100X.) 

A. New ,-, % 66-68 

B. Renewal X 69-71 

PART 11. MANAGEMENT C ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

The following questions a r e  t o  be answered using data  from your project  only. 
No d i s t r i c t  cos ts  o r  overhead cos t s  of any type should be included. Only 
include d i r e c t  cos t s  associated with management and administration of your 
pro jec t ' s  shorel ine management program; Answers should be based on an average 
year. However, do not use more than f i v e  years of da ta  i n  es tabl ishing t h i s  
average. 

1. How many years of da t a  a r e  being used t o  ca lcu la te  t he  averages reported 
i n  the  following questions? (Ci rc le  one) 



2. The following i n f o m t i o n  r e l a t e s  t o  shorel ine management only. you may 
have more than ose petson with the  Same job t i t l e  working on shorel ine - 

- 
managemant (e.g. two Rmgers). I n  Such a case, en te r  t he  t o t a l  hours per year 
and t o t a l  d i r e c t  cos ts  per year f o r  a l l  Personnel who perform shorel ine 
management a c t i v i t i e s .  Include d i r e c t  labor cos t s  (base r a t e )  only. Do not 
include overhead of any type. - 

Personnel 
Total  Hours 
per Year 

Total  Direct Labor 
Costs (Base Rate) - 

(neares t  1.000) 

- 
Rangers 6-10 $ ,000 41-43 

Park Technicians 11-16 $ ,000 44-46 
- 

Clerk/Typists 16-20 $ ,000 47-4@ 

Secre ta r ies  21-26 ' $ ,000 50-82 - 
- 

Assis tant  Managers 26-30 $ ,000 sa-aa 

$ 
- 

Managers 31-a6 ,000 so-80 

Other (specify ) 

Total Hours 
36-40 

Total  



3.  Please pmvide the following information relative to the use of equipment 
for direct support of your shoreline management activities. Cost per mile for 
different types of equipment should be averaged, i . e., average the costs of a 
4 x 4 and sedan &livery if these are the types of vehicles used. Use your 
district's standard rate for each type of equipment when averaging cost per 
mile and cost per hour. 

FOR SHORELINE MANAG- ACTIVITIES: 

A. VEHICLES 

Miles 'per 
Ave, Year Total Cost 
(nearest Ave. Cost (nearest 
1.000) per Mile 1,000) 

B. BOATS 

Total Cost 
Hours per Ave, Cost (nearest 
Ave. Year -- per Hour 1,000) 

C. OTHER (specify) 

Total Cost 
Hours per Ave. Cost (actual 

Equipment Type -- Ave. Year pet Hour amount ) 

Total Cost of All Equipment ---- (Round to Nearest 1,000) a $ , 0 0 0  
1 2 3 4  5-10 



4. Materials an& supplies for shoreline management activities. 

Film 

Actual 
Cost pet Average Year - 

Permit Tags 16-18 

Office Supplies 

. . 
Pos tage 23-26 

Other (specify) 

Total Cost per Average Year = 27-31 

PART 111. REVENUES - 

In the appropriate spaces provided below, enter the current number of permits 
and the total revenu'e generated by those permits. If you consolidate floating - 
facilities and land-based activities on a single permit, record those permits 
on line C. Do not record those permits on line a or 1. Include only revenues 
for permit activities. Do not include-revenues from real estate license 
activities, i.e. powerlines, walkways, waterlines, etc. - 

Current No. Total Revenue Generated - 
of Permits - & These Permits 

A. Floating Facilities 32-30 $ 52-87 - 

B. Land-Based Activities 37-41 $ 58-03 

C. Consolidated Permits 42-46 $ 64-69 - 

(If you consolidate 
floating facilities 
and land-based 
activities on one 
permit, use this line.) 

Total 47-51 $ 70-75 



PART IV. F q  AT COMMERCIAL FACILITIES 

Please provide information on current  coummrcial f ee s  as indicated below. We 
r e a l i z e  that a va r i e ty  of c r i t e r i a  a r e  u8.d t o  u t a b l i s h  thase  f e u .  Tha s l i p  
s i z e s  indicated below have been se lec ted  a s  rapresentat iva throughout t h e  
Corps. Your responses should ba adjusted t o  f i t  thase  c r i t e r i a  a s  accurately  
as possible. 

Size  of Average Fee 
Moorani Per Year -- 

A. Wet Storage 

Open s l i p  

Covered s l i p  

0'- 20' $ 6-8 

21'- 30' $ 9-12 

> 30' $ 13-1@ 

Mooring buoy $ 17-10 

B. Dry Storage on Pro jac t  $ 33-3a 

C. Dry Storage off  Pro jec t  
(only those d i r e c t l y  supported 
by pro jec t )  



PART V. C* - 
1. Any cormssnts concerning fees for the shorelim m a n a g m t  program? 

2. Any questions about completing this questionnaire should ba directed 
to Mr. Roger Hamilton at (601) 634-3724, FTS 542-3724, or Mr. Brad Keshlear 
at (404) 331-4834, FTS 242-4834. 

3. Please attach a current fee schedule for the shoreline management 
activities authorized at your project. 

4. After you have completed this questionnaire and attached a copy of 
your current shoreline management-fee schedule, return both to: 

USAE Waterways Experiment Station 
ATTN: WESW-R/Roger Hamilton 
P.O. Box 631 
Vicksburg, MS 39180-0631 

5. We appreciate your efforts in providing this information. Thank you. 



APPEmIX E 
LIST OF PUBLIC AGmCIEs 

AND 
PRIVm ErnTIES 

OONTACTED 

Pennsylvania Envirorpnental Quality Board 
Arkansas Game and Fish Cbmnisaion 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
U.S. Forest Service 
National Park Service 
City of Et. Wxth, mxas 
Georgia Paver 00- 
Union Electric Cbnpany 
Arkansas Power and Light Canpany 
Bear Creek Development Authority (Alabama) 
Tennessee - Elk River (Tennessee) 
mams River Authority (Texas) 
Trinity River Authority (Texas) 
Tarrant Cbunty mter Cbntrol h Improvement District (Texas) 
Lake Kim Property Owners Association (Texas) 
Lower Cblorado River Authority 
Sabine River Authority (Texas) 
A l l  amnercial marinas at the 100 projects listed in Appendix D 



APPENDIX F 

a. Definitions (E.7.) Foot Path: 

CXtD - Definition of a foot path is mgue, since anyone is all& to 
walk onlacrose project lands for free. Ferhape paths should be 
defined as inproved sites. 

SAD - Although this definition seems to be clear, in  actual practice 
it is often extremely hard t o  tell the differen- in a foot path and 
an inproved walkway as mst be permitted under the Real Estate 
licensing program. 

SWD - 'Ihe study report states that the path should m t  exceed four 
feet i n  width. Based cn an extensive review of our muwing policy 
during the @ate a€ the Lakeshore Eanagement Plan at Eufuala Lake, 
m recarmend a path not to exceed s ix  feet. 

+ 'Ihe ccumnittee has revised the definitian of a foot path aa follows to 
more clearly identify the meaning. 'A unirrproved pedestrian access 
path, leading from pr imte  property and mrmally exclusively used by 
the private property owner, that  foil- a meandering route, prevents 
erosion and avoids the need for tree removal on public land. These 
paths normally do not exceed four feet i n  width.' 

lypas a d  widths of foot p a t h  are issues that are addressed in 
individual Lakeshore Management Plans. 

b. Definitions (E.11) Commity Dock: 

Nm) - 'Ihe p l i c y  statement of ER 1130-2-406 strongly discourages 
c o m i t y  docks being permitted rn an individual slip-space basis 
and s ta tes  the p l i c y  is ". ..to issue cnly me  permit for a 
c o m i t y  boat mooring f ac i l i t y  w i t h  one perscn designated as the 
permittee...". We recomnend th i s  policy, which provides for 
eff icient  program management, be retained. 

* The definition has been rewritten to c lar i fy  t h i s  mncern as follows: 
"A private boat dock usually having more than one s l i p  and authorized 
for use by m r e  than one person or family for which only me  permit is 
issued. 

* COMMITlEE RESPONSE TO CX)MMENT F- 1 



Page 4, Paragraph F. 3., Questionmire: 

NPD - The i n i t i a l  statement impliss that all projects where lakeshore use 
permits are issued =re surveyed. NPD has four projects (Dexter, Fern 
Ridge, Ice Elarbor, and McNary) where lakeshore use permits are issued; 
only m e  of which was surveyed. We suggest th i s  sentence be rephrased 
t o  .state t h a t  100 of the projects where lakeshore permits are issued were 
surveyed. 

The Fee Study has been revised t o  c lar i fy  the above ooncern. However, the 
data base used to retrive the list of projects where lakeshore use permits 
are issued was the Natural Resource Mmagement System (m). If the data 
entered at the d i s t r i c t  level within NPD is not accurate it should be 
corrected in th i s  years update of the NRMS. 

Earagraph H. 7., Coordination Fee: 

SAD - I agree that it is beneficial to the g o v e r m t  to mrk with - 

developers/realtors and that a separate coordination fee sould not be 
assessed for th i s  service. However, I do believe that the oost for 
rendering such services should be included in the overall administration - 
fee for individual permits as part  of the oost of q e r a t i n g  the 
lakeshore management program. 

The information the comnittee received m the questionnaire did t a k e  
into consideratim th i s  effort .  In devel-ing t h e  proposed fee  
schedule, these oosts were considered and used in anlculating the 
administrative cost of the Lakeshore Management Program. 

Earagraph H. 8., Permit Modification Fee: 

SAD - If ve assess a fee of 50% of the annual fee assessment for major 
modifications or expansim t o  floating f ac i l i t i e s  that provide 
additional moorage space, are ve m t  in effect assessing th i s  
additional amount uf money based on a value fee rather than 
administrative costs? 

SAD - A clear definition of mjor  and minor modification should be 
provided. It t a k e s  just as much time and effort  t o  make a major 
permit modification as it does 'a minor modif icat  ion. Suggest th i s  
be differentiated by stat ing that  any horizontal expansim to  
f ac i l i t i e s  or act iv i t ies  be considered as major modifications and 
hence require t he  additional 50% modificatim fee. 



* The 50% additional fee for modification of a permit is t o  cover the 
additional &ministrative effort required to modify the permit, 
including the necessary site v i s i t s  and reviews. In order t o  c la r i fy  
this section of the Fee Study it w i l l  be revised to indicate that an 
additional 50% of the to ta l  permit fee w i l l  be assessed when a permit 
modification is requested that includes any horizontal expansion to 
existing facil i t ies/activi t ies or increases the number of facilities/ 
act iv i t ies  authorized by the  existing permit. The permit mbdification 
fee should not be assessed when a permit modification occurs in 
conjunction with renewal of an existing permit. 

- 

4. Page 10. 

~ . 1 . ~ . ( 1 0 ) ,  Reassignment Fee: 

MRD - lakeshore Use Fermits are not reassigned upqn the sale or transfer 
of a permitted faci l i ty .  A new permit is issued, if appropriate, i n  
these cases. It is not recomnended that permits be transferrable, &e 
to decreased measure of control over the pennit. Also, EEt 1130-2-406 
prohibits transfer of permits. 

NPD - It e a r s  the camittee felt tha t  lakeshore me permits are only 
issued to adjoining landowners and t h a t  permits may bve transferred . 
(reassigned) t o  "the new moperty awnern. 1130-2-406 does mt allw 
permits to be transferred. Upon sale or other transfer of t h e  permitted 
fac i l i ty  or death of the permittee, the permit is null and void. The 
voided permit site may became available for permit application by a l l  
&rs of the ptblic for issuance in an impartial manner. Ihis 
provision provides for f a i r  and equal treatment of the  pblic. W e  
recomnend th i s  provision be retained. 

SAD - I did not knm t h a t  we had ever been allowed to reassign or  
transfer lakeshore use permits t o  new moperty owners. I strongly 
concur tha t  we should not transfer or reassign permits and that  
entirely new prmits should be issued with f u l l  fee t o  be charged. 

SWD - From the viewpoint of the permittee, a dock permit which is 
transferable is mch m r e  ~ l ~ a b l e  than a mn-transferable permit. 
Our administrative effort  is the same for both types of permits but 
same permittees w i l l  vbiew equal fees as unfair. This should be 
considered. 

SWD - Reassignment fees should be charged. 



* There was sane amfusion over this secton of the report. The Cbmnittee 
is not reamending transfer of permits. This secticn deals with 
reassigning a permit to a different permit holder. The permit is not 
transferred. In essence a new permit is issued t o  the new property owner 
u p  its sale or transfer by the  f o m r  permittee. The term "reassign- 
ment" is used to indicate that  t h i s  type of situaticn is different than 
start ing a "new permitm fran scratch, when there is mthing on site at 
the- permitted fac i l i ty  location. T h  en t i re  permit fee is assessed. 

Administrative Fee Schedule: 

NPD - mrrently ER 1130-2-406 provides for permits to be issued for 
periods of one to f ive  years. We feel that  issueing lakeshore use 
permits for periods longer than %years could adversely impact 
management of the affected lands and f u r themre ,  a %year period is an 
adequate time frame for private exclusive me facilities and/or other 
privileged uses of public lands and shorelines. We recarmend that, for  
effective management of the shorelines, t h i s  provision be retaimd. 

The Camnittee has not recamended that  permits be issued in excesa of 
%year terms. However, there are  certain activities and facilities t h a t  
may warrant issuance of permits for periods greater than 5 years, such 
as erosion oontrol structures. The term of permits w i l l  oontinue t o  be 
regulated by the  Lakeshore Management Regulation and is beyond the scope 
of wrk of th i s  fee study. 

SAD - Does the $400 administrative charge for a permit include the 
increased administrative costs of annual payments referred to in Section 
4, -Front payment - Ciscounts, an page 16 of the report? 

* The $400 fee is based on the  current administrative cost of the Lakeshore 
Management Program. This is the cost of a %year permit for  a floating 
faci l i ty .  The proposed discount for up front payments would be 
subtracted from the to ta l  fee cost. 

6. Page 12. 

F i r s t  Paragraph, Consolidated Permits: 

ORD - W i l l  this one administrative fee  for ansolidated permits apply t o  
a l l  i t em as they are added over time to  t h e  permit in future years a f te r  
i n i t i a l  permit is issued? 



* m y  modificatim to a permit tha t  provides for horizontal expansicn t o  
the permitted ac t iv i ty  or f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be assessed an additional 50% 
of the annual fee for the modification. The Fee Study has been revised 
t o  clearly indicate the 50% additional fee assessment for permit 
modificatims. 

7. Page 14. 

H.l.c.(8), Land-based Activities: 

NED - We do not a n c u r  ent i re ly  with assessing the en t i r e  administrative 
fee far land-based ac t iv i t ies ;  tha t  is, vegetation modification. We are 
not oertain what all is included under t h i s  category, but we feel tha t  
only t h  i n i t i a l  year of the administrative fee should be assessed for  
vegetation modification . 

* !Ihe Cbmnittee received several general armrents mncerning the fee for 
vegetatim modificatim and has r e e ~ l ~ a t e d  its rec6mnendation an fees 
for vegetation modification. !Ihe revised fee for a 5 year permit is 
$200. This includes underbrushing, mowing, planting/ landscaping and 
foot gaths. 

8. Page 15. 

a. H.2. Golden Age/Access Discount: 

0 - No discounts for  Golden A g d k c e s s  benefits d o u l d  be permitted. 
A permit for a lakeshore ac t iv i ty  or s t ructure is an advantage and 
convenience for adjacent landowners and is not beneficial to the 
general plblic.  mere does not aFpear to be any reascn to give 
additional advantages t o  these individuals. 

* The Cornnittee does not recomnend such discounts. Concur. 

b. H . 3 . ,  Refunds: 

NED - W concur that provision for refunds is necessary, but they 
should be made on the same basis as for other fees; tha t  is, for  the 
unit of time the fee covers. In this case, refunds should be mde on 
the  basis of t he  whole number of years remaining on the permit. 'Ib 
pro-rate refunds by the month is not m s t  effective. 



SAD - 'Ihe refund program w i l l  be administrative nightmare especially 
a t  projects with large n-rs of permits. It probably w i l l  cost us 
more than the m u n t  of refund t o  process the refund because of F&A and 
ohter d i s t r i c t  office involvement and associated documents/correspond- 
ence. Strongly recamrend a MI REFUND policy and assure that we mke 
every permittee fu l ly  aware of t h i s  policy during the permit process 
and before accepting the fee. 

Sm - WE muld prefer not t o  give refunds. If refunds are recomnended, 
don't refund by the month. Refund by the year. 

* me amni t t ee  feels refunds w i l l  be essential  because of the amount of 
the fees be assessed. Currently, our regulations allclw w t o  refund 
even anping fees in unusual and unpreventable drcumstances. 
Therefore, refunds should be provided. Hmver ,  the fee study w i l l  
be revised t o  recanmend refunds be made ar ly  for the whole number of 
years remaining an the permit. 

9. Page 16. 

a .  . H . 4 . ,  Up-front Payments-Discounts: 

MRD - A l l  payments should be cpfrmt in the in teres ts  of simplicity 
and cost effectiveness. 

NETI - We do not amcur with a l lw ing  discounts. We are not in a 
business of sell* goods and products. We feel that private 
exclusive use of shoreline through the permitting process is a 
privilege en joyed by only a few of the taxpayers; those who en joy 
such a privi l iege should pay its cost. 

ORD - Permits should be paid in f u l l  prior to issuing. This muld do 
away with  my headaches associated with trying t o  col lec t  late 
payments. 

SAD - Rather than a discount for upf ron t ,  one-time payments, 
consider having a standard fee for such payments. Such payment would 
not be requested unt i l  the permit is *proved. For those paying on 
an annual basis include an administrative cost m top of the yearly 
fee. 

Significant m a n p e r  w i l l  be mnecessarily consumed axrdinat ing  annual 
payments. I concur w i t h  t h e  concept of the discount, but believe that  
it should mt be ~ e d  in this case. Recommend all payments be mde up- 
front with m annual payments a l lwed.  



SD - We reconmend deleting the ~ p f r o n t  disoounts. These muld 
canplicate the oollection and accounting process and could raise 
questions about the anount &e should a refund be requested at a 
later date. 

The Cbnmittee agrees that  u p f r o n t  payments w i l l  be mst aost 
effective. Hcuever, i n  order to provide incentive f a  upfront  
me-time payments and still provide a f lexible permit fee collection 
system, vm feel a discount system is essential  in order to be fair 
and q u i t a b l e  to all  permittees. The fee study w i l l  mt  dictate that 
annual payments rmst be allwed. revisions to regulations should 
indicate that mu1 payments and up-front discounts m y  be oon- 
sidered. 

b. H.5. ,  Late Fees: 

ERD - Ute fees should mt be considered. 

NPD - We do not ccmcur with the assesment of late fees. Permittees 
should be advised, i f  they choose mt  to pay upf ron t  and their annual 
permit fees are not received within 30 days of the due date, the  permit 
is void and they are in violation of Title 36, which could oost them 
addi t iondl expense. 

SAD - We concur with the charging af late fees but strongly recarmend 
that this  not preclude our o p t i m  to consider termination of the expired 
permit and the f o l l m u p  Title 36 actions. Recommnd that these late 
fees be set so they are simple add-ons ard do not require extra 

e f f o r t  in  the form of oontacts and/or aorrespondence with the permittee. 

W D  - We recamem3 deleting the late payment fees. 

The aomnittee cnnsidered the late payment fee as m interim ef fo r t  t o  
provide incentive t o  make timely permit payments for  permitees who pay 
on an annual basis and permit payments for  renewls.  A t t e m p t s  to 
col lec t  permit fees wuld further  strengthen the  governments case, 
should enforcement of T i t l e  36 be required t o  cbtain cnmpliance. 

10. Page 17. 

a .  H . 6 . ,  Phasing: 

Nm) - m are currently under a mratorium in our private floating 
f a c i l i t y  program unt i l  the end of calendar year 1989. The new fee 
schedule should be implemented nationally on 1 January 1990. 



* The 
opt 

aomnittee carefully considered several @ase-in options. ?he 
icn the Cornnittee sleeted w i l l  allaw for a phase-in of up to 5 .  - 

years cn existing pennits. New permits w i l l  be assessed the new fee. - 
This type of phase-in is easy to inplement and understand d is fair 
and equitable to existing permittees. 

CRD - we wish to express strong support for an increase in boat dock 
fees. AS m understand the study results, a base fee of $400/5 years 
is recomnended for one boat dock. Additional boats/slips should be 
charged $200/5 years. S i m  our average comrntnity dock has about 4 
boats, there wuld be l i t t l e  incentive to pranote the camunity dock 
concept. One boat muld cost the m e t  $80 per year and a 4 boat 
~)ntnunity dock wuld mst a c h  boat m e r  $60 per pa r .  We request the  
final finding3 include better incentives to pranote a ~ ~ ~ n ~ i t y  dock 
mncept . 
SAD - Ime proposed fees for annmunity docks w i l l  m t  encourage their 
use. 

WD - amunity dock fees are too high. 

* The Oomnittee has reevaluated tlm fees for camnmity docks and have . 

' agreed the proposed fees w i l l  not encourage their use. Since many 
projects ham spent extensive effort in promoting the camrurity dock 
concept, the Comnittee feels the praposed fees for oormwnity docks can 
be l w r e d  to encourage their use as identified in the Lakeshore 
merment Regulation. In addition, since cnly cne permit is issued 
for a cormunity dock, we can defend t h a t  the same fee will be charged 
for a ammnity dock as for a private individually med dock. 
Therefore the Lakeshore Managanent Fee Study w i l l  be revised to 
reflect this change. 

11. Page 18. 

LMVD - Concur with overall amnittee recanmendations. 

SWD - The report needs to address land based pnits in greater detail. 
Vegetative modification, underbrushing, plantings/landscaping, and 
mowing w i l l  significantly contribute to the "privatization" of plblic 
lands. First year fees for these activities should be based on the 
acreage (or range of acreage) involved. 



* This method of assessing a fee would have to be based m fair market 
value of the property. Ime Cbrrmittee coordinated with Office of Council 
on th is  issue and found t h i s  method of assessing a fee could plaoe the - 
Corps in an awkward legal s i tua t im.  Therefore, the Cbmnittee recomnends 
that  only administrative fees be recovered. 

a. Cbst Accounting and Tracking System: 
- 

MU) - Ime establishernent of an additional wrk oode for the lakeshore 
management p rog ra  administratim is not considered advisable. The 
oosts are di f f icul t  to isolate and muld, therefore, be subject t o  some 
blanket estimation process. The proposed accounting m a continuing 
basis muld 'becane relatively meaningless, particularly for the stated , 

purpose of tracking administrative cost changes. Rlrther, a recent 
change in  the cost accounting program instituted 1 October 1985 was 
intended to bring the costing system more in l i r r e  with budget category 
axles md resulted in simplified work oodes. The addit im of mw work 
codes would appear to be counter to t h i s  effort.  

If prmit fees are t o  be based m recovery of administrative m s t s  as 
recomnended in th i s  report, same type of system to mnitor  
administrative aosts is essential. In future years, as administrative 
costs change, a historical base tha t  identifies what these cost are 
w i l l  be required in  order to reassess mw permit fees. This w i l l  
negate the need for another costly conmittee review, survey and 
report. Cbsts to a h i n i s t e r  the lakeshore management program are  no 
more dif f icul t  to isolate and track than many other program that 
occur m c iv i l  wrks projects. New tudget category codes will have 
t o  be develoljed t o  coincide with the COEMIS cost accounting system. 
This wuld be mre in l i ne  with the recent effor t  to mi fy  the budget 
and costing system to more accurately define the budget request as 
compared to  implementation. 

b. Public Relations: 

NPD - Does a strong plblic relations campaign mean the same as prblic 
participation required by ER 1130-2-400, paragraph 5.e.? 

* Ime Cbmnittee invisions a special aonserted plblic information campaign 
prior to implementing any new-fees. This  ef for t  would be i n  l ine  with 
the guidance in ER 1130-2-400. However, additional enphasis w i l l  be 
required at t h e  District,  Division and HQDA levels. 



13. Appendix F. 

LWD - The $200 is excessive for duck blinds. These are typically 
temporary in  nature and are removed within tm weeks after duck season. 

SWD - Ime $200 fee for a mck blind appears excessive considering their 
short term use. 

Ime mmnittee has reevaluated the proposed fee for temporary mck blinds 
and proposes that no fee he assessed for su& permits. 

~ m )  - fie fee for vegetative modification is too high. 

The proposed fee for vegetative modification has been revised to $200 for 
a five year permit. 

14. General Cammts. 

LMVD - Ibecomnend current permittees rot be required to pay the initial 
$200 fee, since their applicatim papers, dock inspection, etc., have 
already been pcocessed. 

The ast of administering a lakeshore me permit is $400 for a 5-year 
period. In order to reoover our costs, the $200 i n i t i a l  fee rmst be 
assessed. men though existing permittees facilities are already in  
place, over t h  f ive-year term of their permits, $400 must be collected 
i n  order W recover our costs. misting pennittees w i l l  not be required 
to pay the new fee until expiratim of the current permit. 

IMVD .- It is veryp difficult to apply policy to a l l  projects . Our lakes 
have a limited lakeshore permit program, while lakes like Sidney Lanier 
have a tremendous pcogram. This fact should be ansidered in this study 
as mu& as possible. 

* Ime mmittee recognizes the difficulty in applying uniform policy to all 
projects because of the wide defersity of projects that exist. hQ 
attempted to "regionalize" permit fees so they muld be comparable to 
fees charged by comrcial marinas for docking fees. However, by doing 
so permit fees wuld have to be based on value instead of recovery of 
administratie fees. When t h i s  is done the permit fees are beyond what 
we felt a u l d  reasonably be collec.ted. Therefore, we have attenpted to 
equalize fees nationwide for uniform applicatim to recover only 
administrative mst of the program. 

MRD - The Study appears to have reached sound amslusions based upon a 
thorough evaluation of pertinent information. This office generally 
concurs with the report's recommendations. 
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General acceptance f y  Park Managers. There ms some difference of 
opinian between Park Managers an boat dock f w  being too high, but 
general amcensus indicates the proposed fee schedule is equitable. 

The anaha District is very satisfied with the effort and guidance 
presented in  the fee study and suggests it be adopted. 

NCD.- Out Districts had very positiw reactions to the report and f e l t  
that it mrs m11 organized and thorough. 

There is a general concensus in this Division w i t h  the recarmendation 
for a $400/5-year permit fee. It was the cpinion that n l u e  based 
charges could not be determined satisfactorily, arrd that a fee based 
qm estimated administrative costs was appropriate. 

significarwe of such a dramatic increase in shoreline w e  fees is 
likely to result in significant p b l i c  interest and ooncern. A 
thourow and w e l l  orchestrated public involvement/information program 
a t  the national level may save a lot of needless wear and tear an our 
project and district  personnel, and result in an overall more accepting 
public climate. Please give your amsideratian b the and nature 
of the public involvement progran for any recarmended changes, as our 
project and district  personnel are .our c%lstormersg tool 

* Ch page 19 of the Fee Study the Camittee recamends a strong pblic 
relations program be implemented. This eifort w i l l  have to be 
orchestrated f r m  the OcX level, however, division, dis tr ict  and 
project involvement w i l l  be cr i t ical  to a successful effort. Those 
who w i l l  be most directly affected are adjacent property owners a t  t h e  
projects where lakeshore me permits are issued. Therefore the projects 
involvement in an effective PR prograan w i l l  be essential. 

NPD - We recognize the effort required by the  oommittee and mmmend its 
members for the resulting product. We generally support the findings 
and recanmendat ions. 

In accordance with ER 37-2-10 personnel mllecting fees for the 
government are to be designated as authorized fee collectors. This  
regulation also provides for designating recreation fee cashiers to 
collect f m  in accordance with ER 1130-2-404. It muld seem reasonable 
to mrrbine the collection of fees. for lakeshore use permits with these 
two regulations and include t h i s  fee collecticr~ as part of the 
responsibility of recreation fee cashiers. The accounting and 
safeguarding of collected fees can be addressed i n  local regulations. 

* The persons who should collect fees is beyond the scope of mrk of this 
. fee study. 
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m - Haw do rn overcane the problem that Real Estate issues licenses 
for steps, walkways, sea walls, l ight  poles etc, W i l l  t h i s  be addressed - 
i n  the study. Issuanoe of consolidated permits (beyond cmbinatim 
dock and mming permits) w i l l  wrk m l y  if Real Estate gives up the 
issuance of licenses at lakes with lakeshore management. 

* Administration of lanbbased licenses is a =al Estate function. 
Therefore, t h i s  issue w i l l  not be addressed in th i s  study. However, i n  
several divisions, Real Estate has given the Resource Mamger the 
authority to administer land-based licensee for minar types of facilities 
and activities. !this ms done to cptimize efficiency and eliminate a 
confusing dual reporting requirement by permit holders. This method of 
management has proved to be cry successful in those divisions where it 
has been implemented. In addition, the Cornnittee is recarmending R e a l  
Estate waluate and revise, if necessary, the fees associtated with land- 
based license fees granted through easement statutes by Real Estate 
Division. !this w i l l  provide for a me-time fee revision. 

The collateral  forfeiture for mowing violations is $25. Inplementation 
of a $400 vegetative mdification permit fee could force a basic - 

ignoring of Cbrp regulations. 

* The solution to the problem when permittees Q not amply with the 
conditions of the permit is t o  cancel the pennit. Further violations 
wuld then be handled ky additional action under Title 36. 

SAD - There is general concurenae with the findings of the study and 
the proposed fees are recanmended for approval. 

A uniform computer program should be developed to handle the collection 
of permit fees, generate letters, request myment, request late fees, 
etc.  

* Although a computer program to accomplish th i s  suggestion muld be very 
beneficial, it is not passible to  have one sys tm that  wuld ac-lish 
th i s  because of the diversity in program implementation that exists. 
The developnent of a computerized program could best be acconplished a t  
t h e  local level. 

Overall w agree with the intent of the Lakeshore mnagement Fee Study 
t o  increase fee to equal t h e  cost .of administering the program. 

SWD - The Cbmnit tee  appears to have done a very thorough analysis of 
t h i s  complex and potentially controversial matter. Their approach 
seems reasonable and the recommended fees and the methods for their 
inplementatim are f a i r  and equitable. 



sane districts presently & not charge for mawing permits where a 
25-50 a t  s t r ip  is mawed fir the purpose d fire protection. lhey 
maintain that this  l imi ted  mowing should cantinue to be allowed free of 
charge. Any nuwing or mderbrushing beymd the 50 foot safety zone 
should incur the fee stated in the fee study. In situations where a 
safety zone is deemed necessary by the Bsuurce Hmager, he should have 
the  authority to a l l a w  this activitiy free of charge. 

The oamnittee -tees. lhia issue should be addressed in the Lakeshore 
Management regulation and in local lakeshore management plans. 




