
SENATE No. 1414

REPORT OF THE DIVISION OF MARINE AND

RECREATIONAL VEHICLES (UNDER CHAP-

TER 5 OF THE RESOLVES OF 1976) RELA-

TIVE TO REQUIRING THE LICENSING OF

MOTORBOAT OPERATORS.

January 17, 1977

®he (Comiiunuttpalth of Maasadjuaptla





SENATE —No. 1414.1977.] 3

64 Causeway Street Boston, Massachusetts 02114

December 28, 1976

Members of the General Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts:

In accordance with Chapter 5; A Resolve providing for an
investigation and study by the Division of Marine and Recreational
Vehicles, in the Registry of Motor Vehicles, relative to requiring
the licensing of motorboat operators. We hereby submit to the
General Court the results of this investigation and study by the
Division of Marine and Recreational Vehicles.

The purpose of this paper is to report to the General Court of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts the results of an investiga-
tion and Study relative to requiring the licensing of motorboat
operators.

The term “operator license”, as used in this paper, is defined as
a formal authorization by law to operate a motorboat used exclu-
sively for pleasure. Implied is a requirement to renew the license
periodically.

The question of licensing operators of all motorboats is raised
perennially, possibly because automobile drivers are licensed but
pleasure boatmen are not.

At the present time no state has undertaken a program of
operator licensing for pleasure boaters. The only such sytem cur-
rently in effect anywhere is the very old requirement applying
only to non-tidal waters in New Jersey and which, admittedly, has
always been a strictly fiscal measure. A person under 16 years of
age must present a birth certificate, otherwise the basic require-
ment is payment of a small fee of $3.00, with little or no testing
of a person’s knowledge being conducted. Presently, seven other
jurisdictions require youthful operators to show proof of having
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satisfactorily completed a boating course recognized by that juris-

diction. The age restrictions vary from state to state but none
apply to persons 16 years of age or over.

With nothing else to do for a week or two, I am sure I would
have no trouble at all producing a voluminous manuscript on the
subject of operator licensing for pleasure boaters.

However, neither you nor I have such time available, and I know
you are not interested in bulk alone. Therefore, let me attempt to
state a point of view, rather than to submit something like a legal
brief or a catalog of arguments. After all, you are not operating
in a vacuum on this subject, and I assume that you are fully con-
versant with earlier studies that have been made both on the
national and state level.

There are three general reasons commonly given for licensing
recreational boat operators:

1. Reduce accidents
2. Law enforcement tool.
3. Generation of revenue.

1. Reducing Accidents:
The most frequently heard argument for licensing is that it will

reduce accidents. Licensing is thereby equated with mandatory
education, associated with periodic updates.

Licensing to insure that every operator possesses a minimum
level of competency requires:

a. The enactment of state laws which will include a minimum
education standard. This standard must be met for initial
issuance with requirements for periodic updates.

b. Establishing the administrative machinery and procedures
necessary to ensure that candidates for licenses possess the
requirements, including the production and dissemination of
educationalmaterials.

c. Standards and examinations for the demonstration of knowl-
edge and skills. This may require the identification of com-
petencies for the operation of different types and sizes ofboats under different weather conditions and on different

111. DISCUSSION:
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types of water. The license would then be endorsed for the
competencies demonstrated.

Licensing as a law enforcement tool does have potential value.
The suspension or revocation of a license may remove a careless

and inconsiderate operator from the water. To accomplish this, the
following is required:

a. Criteria and testing for required qualifications. The operator
must know that to do (education).

b. The level of law enforcement must be high enough to make
negligent operation or operation without a license unprofit-
able.

c. Court support of law enforcement action.
To implement licensing as a law enforcement tool will require

the establishment of schools as well as a large marine patrol unit.
This will require considerable budget increases. If the chances of
getting caught are minimal, people will not bother getting a
license.

A previous survey (1) shows that the cost of issuing one license
will be approximately $6.00.

For any revenue to be realized that cost to the boater must then
be approximately $12.00 every two years. This can only be success-
fully implemented if licensing is a national requirement since a
state can only require a license for operators of boats registered
in that state. The Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971 prescribes that
boats must be registered in the state of principal use.

Furthermore, experience indicates that people tend to register
their boats in neighboring states if the cost is less and the travel
does not make it too inconvenient. Present indications are that
some boat operators do this now.

Additionally, commercial operators such as fishermen, are not
required to be licensed. Recreational boat operators who find it

d. Establishing financial responsibility laws to ensure that the
licensing agency is not held responsible for damage or injury
caused by person holding a state issued license.

2. Law Enforcement Tool:

3. Generation of Revenue:
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inconvenient to obtain a license could register as commercial fisher-
man. This will tend to reduce the effect of licensing as a revenue
creating tool and still leave the state with a costly enforcement
program.

When considering the three reasons for licensing, it must be
remembered that they are not mutually exclusive, but in fact are
very much interrelated.

In any discussion of the claims of proponents and opponents of
licensing, it is necessary to examine what we mean specifically by
the term “licensing”. To license is to give a right to do something.
This right may be made dependent upon achievement of given
standards, and these standards may vary from practically nothing
to a comprehensive evaluation of the individual’s qualifications. The
term “licensing” covers them all. The possibilities of issuing a
license may be divided into three general levels for this discussion:

1. The state could simply issue a license or permit to anyone
upon application. This would amount to a registration of
operators.

2. The state could issue a license on the basis of established
minimal standards and reject those applicants not indicating
that such standards had been met. In this method the appli-
cant would be required to certify to the accuracy of his state-
ments, and any application issued could be withdrawn upon
determination that it was obtained on the basis of mis-
information. Under this method the state itself would not
examine the applicant.

3. The state could issue a license based upon an examination of
the applicant to determine that he did meet established
standards.

The licensing of recreational boat operators for control purposes
is generally viewed as a means of removing from the water areaslj
operators who may be identified as posing a danger to themselves
and others. In other words, licensing becomes a law enforcement
tool, with the implication that this will reduce accidents

Several problems are inherent in this thesis, the first and most
obvious is that licensing has not been established as a method of
reducing accidents. Secondly, for any license to be effectivesufficient number of marine enforcement officers with boats fast
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enough to overtake violators will be required. Thirdly, administra-
tive support to issue and control licenses will be required. All these
require considerable budget support which is not now available.

(6) All must continue to work for improvements for the sake of
safety, but we must guard against restrictions that, although
perhaps accomplishing some degree of safety, nullify that gain by
jeopardizing the pleasures of the great sport of boating. We must
avoid the experience of panic legislation and avoid the mistakes of
drawing illogical conclusions by comparison, and then rationaliza-
tion of results on the basis of false premise.

One of the most common mistakes in this area is the one of
comparing a boat to an automobile, and then rationalizing that
what is good for an automobile is good for a boat. Out of this
comes a demand for “Operators Permits”.

Admittedly, the granting of a permit, based on a proper examin-
ing procedure, might assure that the applicant knows the rules of
the road and standard navigational markers, as well as safety and
operational requirements of his boat. But as far as actual operating
experience is concerned, it could be relatively meaningless unless
the permits were restricted as to the type of boat, perhaps a motor,
because, whereas an operator of a compact car can probably drive
a Cadillac with a fair degree of competency, it doesn’t follow that
the operator of a 14 foot outboard will be at home in a 40 or 50
foot cabin cruiser, perhaps equipped with twin screws.

Another thing is that an automobile operates in a reasonably
restricted area. A line down the center of the highway channels
the operator, and weather seldom affects the operation. At worst,
the operator can stop. But on the water there is a little restriction
on free movement and there is a major difference between an
inland lake on a calm, sunny day and the Atlantic Ocean in a blow.
So, even if you devise a test for the operator, it may not mean
much.

Establishing a testing program for operational skills considering
the many different types and sizes of boats and varied waters
upon which they might operate thereby becomes a massive
problem. Setting up uniform minimum standards would also pose
a serious problem. But the overwhelming reason for rejecting such
a proposal is the burdensome administrative costs and feasibility
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of carrying out an effective program. Thus testing for operational
skills is clearly impractical.

Control over irresponsible boat operators is often mentioned as
another reason for operator licensing. To be effective, suspension
or revocation of a required license would need the support of the
courts, or the existence of an administrative procedure similar to
that used for commercial vessel operator licenses. In the only state
now requiring a license, (New Jersey - inland water only) the
courts have not provided this support. It is doubtful that any state
court system would be interested in actions against recreational
licenses which would intensify delays currently experienced in
criminal court procedures. To establish a separate administrative
procedure entailing investigations plus hearings would require con-
siderable resources. It is highly doubtful that these resources would
prove to be cost beneficial. Furthermore, unless the program had
Federal approval, with regard to uniformity and reciprocity among
the states, think of the judicial complications when involved with
a non-resident or a boat registered in another state.

The United States Coast Guard does not support licensing of
recreational boat operators. Due to the high cost of establishing
and maintaining a licensing program, as well as lack of evidence
that it would materially benefit the overall national boating safety
program. The Coast Guard does not, at this time, advocate licensing
of recreational boat operators, especially on the federal level.

(7) In a recent interview (C.G. Boating Safety Newsletter) with
Rear Admiral John F. Thompson, Chief, Office of Boating Safety,
Washington, D.C.:

Newsletter: “You have made many speeches addressing the sub-
ject of operator licensing. What is the Coast Guard’s current d
stand on this matter?”

Thompson: “We are still opposed to operator licensing. We hope
to prove that we can do it on a voluntary education basis. We
have a feeling that we are making progress with it. I can see
no reason why operator licensing should be put in effect at
this time and maybe never. To license recreational activities
is wrong. A boat is a recreational piece of apparatus, if it

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD:
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becomes a commercial piece of apparatus it comes under the
laws for licensing and certifying a boat. This is our policy at
this time and will continue to be until circumstances dictate
a change.”

Additionally, Coast Guard information indicates the following
oppose operator licensing:

1. State Boating Law Administrators.
2. All Boating Industry Representatives.
3. All Boating Organizations and Clubs.
4. The Boating Public.

Furthermore, our information indicates that if licensing is to
come, the boating public wants the federal government (Coast
Guard) to administer it.

The Coast Guard will continue to support voluntary educational
programs for a period to measure its impact on accidents. If volun-
tary education fails, the Coast Guard will consider other alterna-
tives.

Under the Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971, the Coast Guard has
been expending millions of dollars annually in the form of Grants-
in-Aid to all the states that have qualified. As an indication to its
success, Congress has approved an extension to this program thru
1978 and the Coast Guard has offered testimony that the program
is working.

To date Massachusetts has received $495,958. from this Grant.

(6) At the 1965 Annual Meeting of the National Association of
State Boating Law Administrators, held in Philadelphia, Pa., in
November, the President appointed an Operator Control Com-
mittee. The Committee was directed primarily to study boat
operator licensing as an effective measure to promote boating
safety.

Upon undertaking the study, it was the opinion of the members
that state boating law administrators had a responsibility to
simplify the laws as much as possible, promote safety and, at the
same time, keep the laws from becoming unnecessarily restrictive.
The Committee felt consideration should also be given to whether
existing programs are being used to maximum effectiveness, par-

NASBLA:
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ticularly in the areas of enforcement and education, before xecom-
mending additional measures. Other subjects considered included
law enforcement, cost of boat operator licensing, accident reporting
and Industry’s contribution to boating safety. The Committee also
compiled information regarding various state laws which provide
for the suspension or revocation of the certificate of number for
cause and the various laws regarding age limits.

The Operator Control Committee is ongoing within NASBLA
and periodically updates its reports.

Various resolutions have been forthcoming from NASBLA on
operating licensing (see addendum), and to this date there has
been a constant reaffirmation of NASBLA’s awti-licensing position.

Boating safety is a serious and growing problem in Massachu-
setts as it is throughout the nation.

However, we do not feel that theevidence which we have through
our study of reports, accidents and our review of boating activities
in the field, conclusively demonstrates that any type of licensing
is an absolute necessity and would contribute little to the objectives
of a boating safety program.

A licensing program probably would not meet the goals of re-
ducing careless and reckless operation and subsequent reduction
in accidents. Also, licensing is too expensive in personnel and
money for the results likely to be obtained. This money and these
people, we believe, could be used more effectively elsewhere at this
time.

We agree, it is vitally important at this time when the Coast
Guard and the states are embarked on a new era of cooperation
under the Federal Boat Safety Act of 1971, with the states re-
ceiving financial aid for their boating safety programs that we
not get sidetracked on costly programs of questionable value.

A combined program of education and enforcement, assisted and
coordinated from state level, would be most effective. Among the
steps needed, in our view, are:

2. Uniform, effective enforcement of boating laws throughout

1. Increased emphasis on the education of the boater in boat-
ing safety regulations and boating skills.

IV. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
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the state with assistance from the state level as needed.
3. State action to assure one uniform boating law governing

equipment and operation of vessels throughout the state.
4. Carefully planned zoning for use in particularly congested

areas.
It is our observation that the absence of effective enforcement

programs is the problem confronting this state and most states
today. This is the level where we should be concentrating our
efforts to solve the problem. It is only when we have completed
these efforts and found them either insufficient or unattainable,
that we should consider going on to another level which will bring
with it greater expense, greater resentment, greater interference
with individual liberty. We suggest very strongly that nothing has
occurred recehtly to justify this kind of escalation to operator
licensing.

In conclusion, note that we have not attempted to drag out
every possible argument on this subject. Neither have we tried to
play the game of arguing statistics.

We strongly applaud continuing legislative inquiry into prob-
lems of water safety in Massachusetts. This certainly enables us
to make meaningful comparisons at appropriate intervals, and
most important to do so without there being any dangerous atmos-
phere of crisis, real or alleged.

An excerpt from Section 25 of the Federal Boat Safety Act of
1971 reads: “In order to encourage greater state participation and
consistency in boating safety efforts, and particularly greater safety
patrol and enforcement activities, the Secretary may accept state
boating programs directed at implementing and supplementing the
Act. Acceptance is necessary for a state to receive full, rather than
partial, Federal financial assistance under this Act”.

An excerpt from Section 26 reads: “The Secretary shall accept
a state boating safety program which (1) incorporates a state
vessel numbering system previously approved under this Act or
includes such a numbering system as part of the proposed boating
safety program; (2) includes generally the other substantive con-
tent of the Model State Boating Act as approved by the National
Association of State Boating Law Administrators in conjunction
with the Council of State Governments, or is in substantial con-
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formity therewith, or conforms sufficiently to insure unifol rnity

and promote comity among the several jurisdictions”.

It is hereby declared to he the policy of the Division of Marine

and Recreational Vehicles:
To continue in its dedicated efforts to improve boating safety

and to foster greater development, use, and enjoyment of all the
waters of the Commonwealth by encouraging and assisting par-
ticipation by the several political subdivsions of the state, the boat-
ing industry and the boating public in the development of more
comprehensive boating safety programs, and by creating more
flexible regulatory authority concerning the use of boats and
equipment.

We shall strive to promote the provisions of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971, and to encourage greater and continuing uni-
formity of boating laws and regulations as among the several
states and the Federal Government, as well as a higher degree of
reciprocity and comity among the several jurisdictions, and closer
cooperation and assistance between the Federal Government and
the several states in developing, administering, and enforcing
federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to boating safety.

Respectfully submitted,

ALFRED F. NATALONI
Director

Attachments (6)



SENATE —No. 1414.1977.] 13

1. Summary Report, Feasibility and Cost Factors of National Boat
Operator Licensing Program . . . Prepared under Grant Agreement
CG-4804, University Science Forum, Washington, D.C., March, 1974.

2. Cost Effectiveness Analysis of U.S. Coast Guard’s Boating Safety
Program . . . Prepared under Contract No. DOT - CG-00.541-A, South-
west Research Institute, San Antonio, Texas, April, 1971.

3. Survey of Opinions of Owners of Recreational Boats on Question of
Licensing . . . Prepared by the Comptroller General of the United
States, (B-123775), March, 1969.

4. An Analysis of Boating Accident Statistics: The effect of Boating
Safety Instruction of Fifth District Boaters, John A. Dwyer, Marine
Safety Technology Division, U.S.C.G. Headquarters, Washington, D.C.,
June, 1974.

5. National Boating Federation; The Case Against Universal Operator
Licensing.

6. Report Operator Controls Committee, National Association State
Boating Law Administrators, 1967.

7. DOT U.S.C.G. Boating Safety Newsletter, Winter, 1975 . . . Interview
with Rear Admiral John F. Thompson, Chief, Office of Boating Safety.

8. NAEBM Statement of Operator Licensing, November, 1971.
9. BIA Operator Licensing Panel Discussion, 1972.

10. NASBLA Resolutions Operator Licensing, 1964, 1965, 1966, 1968,
1970 and 1971.

11. The General Counsel of the Treasury . . . Views of the Department on
H.R. 1055, July, 1964.

(Ihp CCmnnumuicalllj of fflaooadtiun'tts

DIVISION OF MARINE AND RECREATIONAL VEHICLES
64 Causeway Street Boston, Massachusetts 02114

REFERENCES



SENATE —No. 1414. [Mar.14

1971 Reaffirmation of NASBLA’s Anti-Licensing Position,
Asking the Coast Guard to Support the States in their
Boating Safety Education and Enforcement Efforts

Whereas, when the National Association of State Boating Admin-
istrators and the U. S. Coast Guard jointly requested the Congress
of the United States to enact legislation providing for grants-in-aid
for State boating programs it was to gain support for existing and
prospective NASBLA-approved programs in boating safety educa-
tion and enforcement; and

Whereas, none of the aforementioned NASBLA-approved pro-
grams in boating safety education and enforcement contemplate
boat operator licensing; and

Whereas, NASBLA has consistently opposed boat operator
licensing because, after long and careful study, this Association is
convinced that such licensing would have no appreciable effect on
reducing boating accidents and would siphon off monies needed for
meaningful safety programs; and

Whereas, the legislative history of the Federal Beat Safety Act
of 1971 clearly finds boat operator licensing of minimal benefit and
maximum administrative complexity and cost and advises against
undertaking Federal involvement in such a program; and

Whereas, the Boat Safety Act of 1971 is just now being imple-
mented and the States have not had an opportunity to demonstrate
what they can do with grants-in-aid to educate the boating public
in the basic tenets of boating safety;

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that the National Association of
State Boating Law Administrators does hereby vigorously reaffirm
its stand against boat operator licensing and does urge the U S.
Coast Guard to support the States in expanding and enhancing
State boating safety programs.

1970 NASBLA Against Construing Safety Certificates as
Operator Licensing

Whereas, under the proposed Federal Boat Safety Act a State

PAST NASBLA RESOLUTIONS
OPERATOR LICENSING
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may require that the operator of a numbered vessel hold a valid
safety certificate; and

Whereas, it is clear from the legislative history of the proposed
legislation that a safety certificate is synonymous with an
operator’s license; and

Whereas, the costs of administering and enforcing licensing
would take funds and efforts away from vastly better programs for
boating safety such as intensified education and enforcement;

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that the National Association of
State Boating Law Administrators although supporting programs
of boating education resulting in issuance of safety certificates does
hereby reaffirm its position against operator licensing as being a
costly and ineffectual way of promoting boating safety.

Whereas, under the proposed Federal Recreational Boat Safety
Act, operator licensing is mentioned as one of the programs that
could qualify a State for grants-in-aid for boating safety; and

Whereas, the inclusion of operator licensing in the proposed
Federal legislation even as a permissive feature, might encourage
States to adopt operator licensing as a way of qualifying for grants-
in-aid; and

Whereas, the costs of administering and enforcing licensing
would take away from vastly better programs for boating safety,
such as intensified education and enforcement; and

Whereas, NASBLA reaffirms its position against operator
licensing as being a costly and ineffectual way of promoting boat-
ing safety;

Be it further resolved, that a copy of this resolution be referred
to the appropriate committees of Congress, the Secretary of Trans-
portation and the Commandant of the Coast Guard.

1966 Adopt Operator Controls Committee Report; Make
Operator Controls Committee a Permanent Standing
NASBLA Committee

Whereas, a Committee on Operator Controls was established by

1968 NASBLA Opposes Federal Aid for State Operator
Licensing System
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the National Association of State Boating Law Administrators at
its 1965 conference to study and analyze means and methods of
more efficient control of boat operators, and to report its findings
and recommendations to the next annual meeting; and

Whereas, the Committee, after intensive study and analysis of
effective operator controls during the past year, has concluded that
greater and more uniform enforcement of existing laws and
accelerated programs of safety education would go furthest to
promote boating safety; and

Whereas, the subject of the Committee’s assignment is of such
importance and of such a regularly recurring nature that it will
continue to be of concern to the Association.

Now, therefore, he it resolved, that the National Association of
State Boating Law Administators in convention in Santa Fe, New
Mexico, November 18, 1966, does hereby adopt and accept the
report of its Committee on Operator Controls; and

Be it further resolved, that this Committee be designated a
permanent standing Committee of this Association.

Whet'eas, from time to time there have been proposed a number
of methods to bring about a more effective control of the boat
operator in the interest of safety; and

Whereas, it has not been shown that such proposed methods
would add significantly to the effectiveness of current control pro-
grams;

Now, therefore, he it resolved, that the President be instructed
to appoint a Committee on Operator Controls to study and analyze
means and methods of more efficient control, where necessary, of
boat operators within the confines of the navigation laws.

Whereas, at times the licensing of pleasure boat operators has
been advocated as enhancing boating safety; and

Whereas, attempts have been made to analogize the operation

1965 Create Committee on Operator Controls to Study Merits
of Operator Licensing and Other Controls

1964 Greater Emphasis on Boating Safety Education and
Enforcement Favored over Licensing
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of motorboats to the operation of motor vehicles; and
Whereas, such analogy is erroneous because of the practical

differences involved in the operation under various circumstances
and various sizes and types of craft; and

Whereas, boating accident statistics comparing the age and
experience of operators fail 'to show that involvement in accidents
is, in fact, related to factors which any system of licensing would
substantially reduce or eliminate; and

Whereas, the problems of administration and enforcement posed
by any such licensing system or requirements would outweigh the
benefits that might accrue;

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that the licensing of motorboat
operators not be recommended by the National Association of State
Boating Law Administrators unless and until facts demonstrate that
there is a need therefor, and instead, that the Association express
the view that greater emphasis on boating safety education and
more extensive enforcement of existing boating safety laws would
be more fruitful in the furtherance of safety in recreational boat-
ing.
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July 14, 1964

Dear Mr. Chairman;

You have requested the views of this Department on H. R. 1055,
“To provide for the licensing of operators of certain vessels in the
navigable waters of the United States.”

The proposed legislation would prohibit the operation on navi-
gable waters of the United States of any vessel required to be
numbered under the Federal Boating Act of 1958, except when in
charge of a person licensed by the Secretary of the Department
in which the Coast Guard is operating. Applicants for such licenses
would be required to be examined as to their physical condition
and knowledge of the rules of the road. The Secretary would be
required to prescibe reasonable fees for the issuance or renewal of
the required licenses. He would also have the authority to suspend
or revoke such licenses. No licenses would be issued to persons
under twelve years of age, and those between twelve and fifteen
would be issued licenses allowing them to operate only when
accompanied by a licensed operator twenty-one years of age or
older. Persons who operate a vessel in violation of the Act would
be subject to a fine of not more than $lOO or imprisonment for not
more than 30 days, or both.

The Treasury Department wholeheartedly supports the basic
purpose of this proposed legislation, which is to reduce the number
of boating accidents on navigable waters of the United States. The
statistics which the Coast Guard has compiled show a total of over
one thousand persons killed and over 900 injured in boating acci-
dents during 1962. There were over three thousand accidents re-
ported to the Coast Guard during that year. The largest single
cause of these accidents was fault of the operator.

While the Department believes that a Federal program of
licensing motorboat operators would have a definite deterrent
effect on the negligent and careless operation of motorboats we
believe that the Government should not at this time embark upon
a compulsory licensing program. Rather, further emphasis on

THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20220
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boating safety education and more extensive enforcement of exist-
ing boating safety laws would appear to be more fruitful. Such a
program would be a wiser utilization of Federal Government funds
than the proposed licensing program, the costs of which would be
quite high. It is estimated that with over six million potential
licenses an additional six hundred personnel would be required by
the Coast Guard to implement the program proposed by H. R. 1055.

The Department notes that the Federal Boating Act of 1958 con-
tains authority for licensing of motorboat operators by the various
states. We would hope that if they do so, some degree of uniformity
and reciprocity could be attained among the various states.

For the reasons stated above, the Treasury Department would
be opposed to the enactment of H. R. 1055 at this time.

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget
that there is no objection from the standpoint of the Administra-
tion’s program to the submission of this report to your Committee.

Sincerely yours,

G. d’Andelot Belin (signed)
General Counsel

The Honorable
Herbert C. Bonner, Chairman
Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries
House of Representatives
Washington, D. C.
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The question of licensing operators of all motorboats is raised
perennially, possibly because automobile drivers are licensed but
pleasure boatmen are not.

However, there is no similarity between driving a car and
operating a boat, and who wants the kind of safety on our water-
ways that driver’s licenses have brought to our highways?

Nevertheless, the National Boating Federation, representing
about one million of those who know boating best, has kept
operator licensing under constant review. Its studies lead to only
one conclusion: If licensing should be imposed, the nation’s greatest
family pastime would receive a severe setback, and safety afloat
would be seriously impaired.

The NBF is not alone in this opinion. The National Association
to operator licensing after studies conducted by its standing Oper-
to operate licensing after studies conducted by its standing Oper-
ator Controls Committee. The findings are contained in a lengthy
formal report which has been kept up to date by the committee
and is available to those who really want to know the issues.

The Coast Guard also has taken a stand in opposition to opera-
tor licensing until it can be shown that such licensing would be
worth the cost and effort and that it would truly serve the cause
of safety.

Industry is opposed to operator licensing on the same grounds.
Unfortunately, those who seek to impose operator licensing on

the boating world ignore or are not aware of these previous studies
or findings. Many have not even heard of NASBLA or NBF. In
arguing their case they never admit that the same proposals have
been studied before by those most experienced and always re-
jected, nor do they list the reasons why this has been so.

Here are some of those reasons, compiled by NBF, whose mem-
ber associations, boating from the Atlantic to the Pacific and the
Great Lakes to the Gulf of Mexico, recently renewed their warn-
ing against operator licensing by a unanimous resolution:

1. Boating grows much faster than boating accidents. Statistics

NATIONAL BOATING FEDERATION

THE CASE AGAINST UNIVERSAL OPERATOR LICENSING
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show the number of boats increased more than 20% during
the last few years, while boating accidents increased only 8%.

2. Knowledge of the safety rules taught in the classroom and on
the water is what makes boating safer and more enjoyable.
Education, going hand in hand with knowledgeable enforce-
ment, are the proven keys to safety on the water.

3. Boating education courses are offered free by the Coast Guard
Auxiliary, Power Squadrons, Red Cross, and others. These
programs are being greatly expanded. But give the operator
a license and he’ll say: “I’ve got my license, why should I
take a course?” This would pull the rug from under America’s
most effective boating safety program.

4. To issue a license without an examination would be just an-
other tax on the already overtaxed and overregulated boat-
man. If an adequate examination is attempted, how could it
determine competence in the varying conditions of sea,
weather, tides and currents offshore and inland, and in all
sizes and types of vessels? Who would be the judge? How
much additional personnel would have to be hired? How ex-
perienced would they have to be? What would be their pay?
Who would have the burden of the records for 40 million boat-
men?

5. What would be the cost of such a program to the government,
which would pass it along to the individual operator? Would
it mean $lO per license the first year, $l2 the next and so on
whenever money is needed or wages go up? The answer is ob-
vious—yes!

6. Would it do anything to improve boating safety? A license
could be lifted for serious violations but how many such cases
would there be, and wouldn’t an appropriate fine or imprison-
ment do just as well? Maybe the problem is lack of enforce-
ment of present laws, rather than the need for new ones that
will be much harder to enforce.

7. Boats may have several operators in a single day. To de-
termine that each one has a license while operating, how many
times a day must the boat be stopped and boarded? Think of
the nuisance caused the boating public—the alienation of
harassed skippers.
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9. Licensing would drastically reduce the number of boating par-
ticipants who spend millions. This would reduce state boating
revenues from fuel and other taxes and fees—money that
would have to be made up somewhere.

10. If there is licensing, why just motorboats? Small boats, often
without motors are the likeliest source and cause of casual-
ties: (i.e.) no lights at night, tieing to buoys and obscuring
them, overloading despite capacity plates, etc. If licensing
can be undertaken at all, these should be the first craft af-
fected.

NAEBM believes that the answer to improving what is already
an excellent safety record is:
1) That enforcement is the prime deterrent for unsafe conditions

on most waters.
2) Unless a licensing program includes a boat operation test

which would be timely, costly and inconclusive, a licensing
program would be incomplete and irrelevant.

3) Boatmen learn primarily through experience. A written test
may prepare a few to at least understand the rules of the road
but most people that would take such a test would be prone to
cram the night before so that they can pass and then three
weeks later forget the principles they learned.

8. Bikinis and bathing trunks don’t have pockets. Where would
these boatmen carry a license?

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ENGINE AND
BOAT MANUFACTURERS
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4) There is a definite need to improve our court procedures rela-

tive to boating cases and to stiffen penalties for violations
through the new powers the Coast Guard has under the new
law.

5) More emphasis must be placed on our present educational pro-
grams, and if properly promoted, will result in more people
trained in the use of boats.

We do not agree at this time, that government, the industry and
the public should expend effort in development of an operator
licensing program. Rather, we feel a concerted effort is needed in
education, inasmuch as our statistics are inconclusive. Until proper
statistics are developed to indicate the most efficient approaches to
the removal of the causes of accidents and deaths due to boating,
we do not believe the states or the federal government should pur-
sue such a program.

WITH REAR ADMIRAL JOHN F. THOMPSON
Chief, Office of Boating Safety

NEWSLETTER; Where does the Coast Guard stand with the
“No Discharge Mandate” and the Environmental Protection
Agency; more specifically on Marine Sanitation Devices?

THOMPSON: There is a task group headed up by Admiral
Benkert, who is the Chief of the Office of Merchant Marine Safety,
to talk with the people in the Environmental Protection Agency
relative to this standard. At the moment there is no decision from
them. We do think that there will be some adjustment to the
standard that we can all live with, but what that adjustment will

INTERVIEW
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be has not been identified at this time. I personally would hope
that it is a back-off from the “No Discharge” standard.

NEWSLETTER: You have made many speeches addressing the
subject of operator licensing. What is the Coast Guard’s current
stand on this matters?

THOMPSON: We are still opposed to operator licensing. We,,
hope to prove that we can do it on the voluntary education basis.*

We have a feeling that we are making progress with it. I can see
no reason why operator licensing should be put in effect at this
time and maybe never. To license recreational activities is wrong.
A boat is a recreational piece of apparatus. If it becomes a com-
mercial piece of apparatus it comes under the laws for licensing
and certificating a boat. This is our policy at this time and will
continue to be until circumstances dictate a change.

THOMPSON: I don’t think there is a future for the program.
As the Commandant indicated in Las Vegas “we’re shelving it,”
which implies that it is really not down the drain, but I can’t see
that there is a chance for revival of it with the problems that we
had first with the Federal Equipment Check and then the Boat
Check, which really was much the same program, but just a dif-
ferent name.

I think the Commandant very rightfully gave the Auxiliary a
challenge. We had our problems, the Courtesy Motorboat Examin-
ations dropped down below what they were, although this year it
was up a little more, nevertheless he challenged them by putting
this Boat Check aside to increase CME’s to possibly two-fold. It is
a wait-and-see attitude more than anything else. i

NEWSLETTER; At this time does there appear to be any future
for the Boat Check program?


