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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Delaware Waterways Management and Financing Advisory Committee (Committee) 
formed as a result of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 64 (SCR 64), which was passed by the 
147th General Assembly of the State of Delaware on July 1, 2014.  The purpose of the 
Committee is to develop and submit recommendations for sustainable and dedicated funding 
for Waterway Management activities statewide.  The Committee represents a broad range of 
interests including legislators, recreational boaters, commercial watermen, fishing interests, 
dock and marina owners, and business owners, with staff and support by the Delaware 
Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (DNREC). 
 
As specified in SCR 64, the Committee is comprised of 17 members representing the following 
groups: 
 

• Delaware Senate (2) 
• Delaware House of Representatives (2) 
• Captain/Owner of a commercial charter boating business (1) 
• Retail bait and tackle/sport shop business (1) 
• Delaware Center for the Inland Bays (1) 
• Owner of a marine dredging and construction business (1) 
• Private marina owner (1) 
• Lewes-Rehoboth Canal Improvement Association (1) 
• Recreational boating transportation business (1) 
• U. S. Coast Guard Auxiliary (1) 
• Rehoboth Bay Sailing Association (1) 
• Water Use Planning and Implementation Committee (WUPIC) of the Delaware Center 

for the Inland Bays (1) 
• Recreational fisherman (1) 
• Office of Management and Budget (1) 
• Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (1) 

 
In addition and as specified in SCR 64: 
 

• The Committee shall be jointly chaired by a Senate Committee member and a designee 
from the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control. 

• DNREC shall provide support for the Committee. 
 
The Committee met four times from August 25, 2014, to October 6, 2014.  Topics brought 
before and by the Committee for presentation and discussion, included: 
     

• History of waterway management operations in Delaware 
• Beneficial use of dredged material and regional sediment management 

 

DWMFAC 



4 

• Funding of waterway management operations in other states along the east coast along 
with a corresponding funding options matrix  
a) Maine’s rental car tax 
b) North Carolina’s recent increase in boat registration and titling fees 

• DNREC’s 5-year projection for waterway management funding needs (estimated $3M - 
$5M annually)  

• Ethanol-free gas blends for boat use and current revenues for motor fuel sales in 
Delaware  

• 2013 marine fuel sales in Sussex County  
• Delaware’s current boat registration fees and business models for increased revenues 
• Potential for titling boats in Delaware  
• Economic value of the Inland Bays 
• Sussex County Transfer Tax 
• Project cost share models used in other states and the potential for local/county cost 

sharing options for Delaware 
a) North Carolina 
b) Maryland 
c) Florida  

• Feasibility and need for conducting a survey of boaters and property owners to gauge 
public opinion concerning generating revenue for waterway management operations in 
the State  

• Use of the State Revolving Loan Fund to initiate projects 
• Potential for increasing and utilizing the State’s Accommodations Tax for both shoreline 

and waterway management operations.               
 
Several ideas and possible recommendations for sustainable and dedicated funding for 
waterway management activities statewide were discussed by the Committee during the four 
meetings.  The potential revenue sources and actions the Committee felt warrant further 
consideration by the General Assembly, include the following: 
 

• Utilize DelDOT’s Transportation Trust Fund marine fuel tax revenue for waterway 
management activities 

• Utilize a portion ($10,000) of legislator’s individual Community Transportation Fund 
accounts (Rule 12) 

• Increase boat registration fees  
• Initiate boat titling in Delaware 
• Utilize a portion of Sussex County Transfer Tax revenue  
• Utilize the State’s Revolving Loan Fund to initiate projects 
• Increase and utilize the State’s Accommodations (Lodging) Tax for both shoreline and 

waterway management operations statewide 
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Other actions discussed and supported by the Committee, included: 
 

• Work with the University of Delaware to conduct a survey of boaters and property 
owners concerning their willingness to pay for waterway management operations 

• Work with the University of Delaware to conduct an economic analysis of the benefits 
and values of Delaware’s waterways with emphasis on the Inland Bays  

• Any sustainable and dedicated funding developed for waterway management 
operations statewide must be used for that purpose only. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Background Information 
 
DNREC has been conducting waterway management operations in Delaware for over 40 years.  
Dredging was the initial and primary focus of waterway management from 1970 through 1996.  
Since that time, operations have expanded to include three additional functional areas, macro-
algae harvesting (1997), navigational channel marking (2001), and abandoned vessel/derelict 
structure and debris removal (2007).  Work planned in the future, includes island and wetlands 
rehabilitation/construction through the beneficial use of dredged material.    
 
Over the years, waterway management activities have been conducted solely with General 
Fund and Bond Bill appropriations provided by the State Legislature.  In recent years, these 
appropriations have proven to be insufficient for keeping navigational channels open and safe 
for the boating public.  In addition, staff assigned to handle waterway management activities 
for DNREC has been reduced from 16 to 7 personnel over the past 20 years due to budget 
reductions.  
 
Significant decreases in federal funding available to maintain the federally authorized 
waterways throughout the State presents a challenge to maintain adequate, safe channel 
navigation.  Currently, there are 20 federal channels in Delaware which the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is responsible for maintaining through dredging.  Of those 20 channels, the Corps 
only maintains sufficient navigable depths in 3 of them (Port of Wilmington/Christina River, 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, Nanticoke River) because they meet the federal maintenance 
funding criteria relative to annual commercial tonnage activity.  The responsibility for 
maintaining the other 17 channels has fallen to the Department.   
 
The U. S. Coast Guard is responsible for placing aids to navigation (channel markers) in the 
federally authorized waterways in Delaware.  In 2001, DNREC entered into a cooperative 
agreement with the Coast Guard to place channel markers in areas the Coast Guard does not 
mark.  As a result of this agreement, DNREC is currently responsible for maintaining 187 
channel markers in the State’s Inland Bays.  In an effort to reduce costs, the Coast Guard made 
a decision earlier this year to discontinue markers in two heavily used channels in the Inland 
Bays – Pepper Creek and White Creek.  Only a major write-in campaign organized by local 
boaters and property owners prevented this from occurring.  However, it is envisioned the 
Coast Guard will look to DNREC to assume the responsibility for maintaining these and other 
federal aids to navigation in the coming years, particularly in light of the fact that the Corps no 
longer surveys and maintains the other 17 federal channels.  The Coast Guard cannot verify 
channel depths and locations making it difficult to accurately indicate navigable waters. 
       
As mentioned above, DNREC is also responsible for conducting macro-algae harvesting 
operations in response to nuisance build-ups of detached and decomposing algae throughout 
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the Inland Bays.  While harvesting activities have declined steadily over the last few years, 
maintaining a small fleet of harvesters is still necessary in the event this trend reverses. 
 
The General Assembly amended the abandoned vessel/derelict structure law in 2007 and 
placed the responsibility for handling these obstructions to safe navigation with the DNREC, 
Division of Watershed Stewardship.  The legislation was passed without the benefit of 
accompanying appropriations.  The boating public has come to rely on  DNREC to remove these 
impediments to safe navigation as well as trees and other debris that cause problems within 
the State’s waterways.  
 
There were 17,500 registered boaters in Delaware in 1971 compared to 59,186 at the end of 
2013.  The increasing use of the State’s recreational waters places a higher demand on 
maintaining their navigability through waterway management operations. 
 
In 2007, DNREC received a Bond Bill appropriation for waterway management and contracted 
Moffatt & Nichol to develop a sediment management plan for Rehoboth Bay.  The goal of the 
study was to improve planning for future dredging needs as well as to reduce the dependency 
on dredging in the inland waterways that the State maintains in this Bay.  The study included 
recommendations for the beneficial use of dredged material (e.g. wetlands restoration, island 
creation) and alternative management strategies that could be used to reduce shoaling in 
waterways (e.g. construction of flow-training walls).  Funding is needed for the design and 
construction of these alternative management strategies (e.g. structures to reduce shoaling) 
and to expand this sediment management approach into other areas such as Indian River and 
the Little Assawoman Bay in future years. 
 
Evolution of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 64/Tasks Outlined within Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 64 
 
Based on current demand, DNREC estimates its waterway management operations funding 
needs to be $3M - $5M annually, but lacks a dependable source of funding to meet those needs 
year in and year out.  In response to the growing concern by the public about waterway 
maintenance, the 147th General Assembly of the State of Delaware passed Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 64 (SCR 64) on July 1, 2014, to establish the Delaware Waterways Management 
and Financing Advisory Committee.  With the assistance of DNREC, the 0Committee will 
develop and submit recommendations to the General Assembly for sustainable and dedicated 
funding for Waterway Management operations statewide.  DNREC shall compile the results of 
the Committee recommendations, develop a draft report, and solicit feedback from the 
Committee before finalizing the report of recommendations.  The final report will then be 
presented to the General Assembly.  Per SCR 64, the final report shall be delivered to the 
General Assembly by November 3, 2014.              
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Committee Membership 
 
Committee membership is described in SCR 64 and is designated by the General Assembly to 
represent a broad range of interests including legislators, recreational boaters, commercial 
watermen, fishing interests, dock and marina owners, and business owners, with staff and 
support by the Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control 
(DNREC).  The Committee was Co-Chaired by Senator Robert Venables and DNREC Cabinet 
Secretary David Small. 
 

Affiliation  Committee Members 
Delaware Department of Natural Resources 
and Environmental Control 

David Small, Secretary, Co-Chair 

Delaware Senate Sen. Robert Venables, District 21, Co-Chair 
Delaware Senate Sen. Gerald Hocker, District 20  
Delaware House of Representatives Rep. William Carson, District 28 
Delaware House of Representatives Rep. Ronald Gray, District 38 
Captain/Owner of a commercial charter 
boating business  

David Russell 

Retail bait and tackle/sport shop business  Clark Evans 
Delaware Center for the Inland Bays  Chris Bason 
Owner of a marine dredging and construction 
business 

Robert Whitford 

Private Marina Owner David Cropper 
Lewes-Rehoboth Canal Improvement 
Association 

Pierce Quinlen 

Recreational boating transportation business David Green 
U. S. Coast Guard Auxiliary  David Ritondo 
Rehoboth Bay Sailing Association  Neil Sands 
Water Use Planning and Implementation 
Committee (WUPIC) of the Delaware Center 
for the Inland Bays 

Edward Lewandowski 

Recreational fisherman  Jay Little 
Office of Management and Budget  Vicki Ford 
 
Committee support included staff from DNREC’s  Division of Watershed Stewardship and 
Division of Fish and Wildlife. 
 
Funding Options Discussed 
 
Based on the information presented and the discussions that ensued at the four meetings 
referenced above, the Committee offers the following options for the General Assembly to 
consider for sustainable and dedicated funding for Waterway Management activities statewide. 
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Utilize DelDOT’s Transportation Trust Fund Marine Fuel Tax Revenue for Waterway 
Management Activities 
 
The Delaware Department of Transportation motor fuel tax revenue in 2012 was approximately 
$113M dollars.  The Federal Highway Administration estimates that approximately 13,213,000 
gallons of fuel were sold for marine use that year.  Delaware’s tax on gas is $.23 per gallon.  
Based on these figures, there was an estimated $3,038,000 collected for marine use.  Section 
5120 of the Delaware Code authorizes refunds of the motor fuel tax for the purpose of 
operating stationary gas engines (motorboats).  In 2013, only 575 refunds were issued totaling 
$42,882.  The amount of revenue that was not refunded for marine fuel use that year,  
$2,996,018, might have been available for waterway management. 
 
Utilize Portion of Each State Legislator’s Community Transportation Fund (Rule 12)       
 
Rule 12 of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program Rules provides 
for each respective State Legislator (62 total) to utilize their Community Transportation Fund 
(CTF) on public capital projects.  The current annual appropriation to each legislator for this 
fund is $250,000.  The recommendation was made to amend Rule 12 to include the ability to 
fund waterway management projects and have each legislator designate $10,000 annually for 
these type of projects (potential total of $620,000). 
 
Increase Boat Registration Fees  
 
Boat registration fees were last increased in Delaware in 1990.  Other states along the east 
coast (e.g. North Carolina) have recently increased boat registration fees and dedicated the 
increase in revenue directly to navigation channel dredging and other waterway management 
activities (e.g. channel marking).  Three business models were presented during the September 
22nd Committee meeting for increasing Delaware’s current boat registration fees and the 
amount of additional revenue that would be generated.  The models are included in Appendix D 
of this document.  To summarize, and based on the number of registered boaters in Delaware 
at the end of 2013, doubling the current boat registration fees could generate $1,158,983 in 
additional revenue, adding a flat $15 waterway maintenance fee to each registration fee could 
generate $799,011 of additional revenue, and increasing the current fees on a graduated scale 
going from $5 for the smallest boats to $25 for the largest boats could generate $551,448 of 
additional revenue annually. 
 
Note:  Some Committee members felt that registered boaters in the State should not bear the 
entire burden for generating revenue for waterway management operations.  Some form of a 
graduated increase based on boat size classification might be the preferred alternative. 
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Initiate Boat Titling in Delaware 
 
Currently there is no title required for boats bought and sold in Delaware.  There is no system in 
place to track boat sales or ownership history outside of boat registration information.  The 
idea was previously discussed, but was dismissed due to concerns surrounding the potential 
loss of revenue if corporations had to pay additional fees.  Three-quarters of the State’s budget 
is comprised of taxes paid by corporations.  These corporations might consider relocating if 
they had to pay additional fees.  However, during these discussions, there were no estimates 
made of revenue that could potentially be generated by boat titling or could be lost if this 
occurred. 
 
Note:  Information presented from previous discussions about this issue indicates that lending 
institutions and marine tradesmen in the State support this concept.  Lenders like documents 
for legal structure and from a lien point of view.  If this idea is pursued, the idea will be to keep 
the title fee low enough to maintain a competitive advantage and not risk losing corporate 
business to other states. 
 
Utilize a Portion of County Transfer Tax Revenue 
 
Sussex County’s share of the Real Estate Transfer Tax is currently 1.5-percent tax on the 
transfer of any interest in real estate within the County.  The total annual income to the County 
from this transfer tax is estimated to be $16 Million in FY2015, which accounts for 31-percent 
of the County budget.  Approximately 50-percent of this revenue is generated from the transfer 
of properties within the four zip code areas that border the coast – 19930, 19944, 19958, 19971 
(“Near Shore Zip Codes” as cited in the University of Delaware 2012 Sea Grant report).  
According to the FY2015 Sussex County Budget, the County was expecting a $3M dollar surplus 
from the FY2014 Budget.   
 
Note:  Discussion was raised by several Committee members about the use of transfer tax 
revenue as a potential County cost share for waterway management projects.  Several 
Committee members stated that they believed that waterways play an integral part in people’s 
decision to move into the County.  While the discussion was largely limited to Sussex County 
during Committee meetings, there would be a need to further explore transfer tax revenues in 
New Castle and Kent Counties if this recommendation is to move forward. 
 
Utilize the State’s Revolving Loan Fund to Initiate Projects 
 
The State’s Revolving Loan Fund is funded through a U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
grant program.  Funds may be used to borrow money for any project that benefits water quality 
and is compatible with a Comprehensive Management Plan for a National Estuary Program.  In 
Delaware, there are two such programs, the Inland Bays Estuary Program and the Delaware 
Estuary Program.  It is conceivable that DNREC could apply for a loan through this program.  The 
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one caveat is there must be a dedicated source of revenue available to repay the loan over time 
(e.g. revenue from increase in boat registration fees).      
 
Increase and Utilize State’s Accommodations (Lodging) Tax for both Shoreline and Waterway 
Operations Statewide          
 
One subject discussed by the Committee on more than one occasion was the possibility of 
amending Title 30, Chapter 61 of the Delaware Code to expand the State’s Accommodations 
(Lodging) Tax and utilize the increase in revenue for funding waterway management 
operations.  Currently, the 8-percent tax is only assessed on hotels, motels and tourist homes.  
Several beach communities have established an additional lodging tax and extended it to 
include rental properties as well.  At the present time, 1-percent of the State Lodging Tax is 
dedicated to beach preservation work.  DNREC has recognized that an expansion of this tax may 
be an option for beach preservation work as well.  The Committee suggested the General 
Assembly consider extending the Lodging Tax to short term rental properties statewide.   
 
Conduct a Survey of Boaters and Property Owners Concerning Their Willingness to Pay for 
Waterway Management Operations 
 
The consensus of the Committee was that DNREC, with assistance from the University of 
Delaware, should conduct a survey of boaters and property owners to gauge public opinion 
concerning generating revenue for waterway management operations in the State.  The survey 
should be no more than 3-5 questions and will be conducted during the late fall and early 
winter with results to be presented to the legislative members of the Committee in January 
2015.   
 
Conduct an Economic Analysis of the Benefits and Values of Delaware’s Waterways    
 
DNREC will work with the University of Delaware to conduct a review of economic data to 
determine the benefits and values of Delaware’s waterways with emphasis on the Inland Bays.  
The analysis will identify and quantify the total economic contributions of water-related activity 
(recreational boating, fishing, etc.) to the State, as well as the economic impact of insufficient 
actions to keep waterways navigable, properly marked and free of debris. 
 
 
SUMMARY and PATH FORWARD 
 
The Committee meetings and discussion of information presented by DNREC staff were very 
thorough given the time constraints presented in SCR 64.  The maintenance challenges facing 
Delaware waterways, the costs associated with addressing those challenges and the 
consequences of not addressing the need and the costs, were presented and well understood 
by the Committee.    Data and information related to how other states fund their waterway 
obligations as well as Delaware specific facts related to boat registration, motor fuel 
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consumption and waterway management needs were all compiled and discussed in a relatively 
short time frame.   
 
Two assignments that were requested by the Committee and are thought to be of value were 
not able to be completed in time to be summarized by the November 3 report date.  The first 
item is a short survey of boating and fishing enthusiasts that will inform the Committee through 
the input of a wider range of participants, regarding user fees or willingness to pay for 
waterway management services.  The University of Delaware will prepare this survey and it is 
anticipated that the results will be discussed as the Committee reconvenes before years end.   
 
The second item discussed is a more comprehensive review of economic data,  trends and 
benefits related to the Inland Bays waterways and other statewide waterway  uses and 
dependencies.  The level of effort will be to review existing economic data and relate that 
information to the benefits of investments made in waterway management. While this analysis 
will be used to support cost effectiveness of financial decisions moving forward, it may be early 
2015 before the results of this analysis are completed.   
 
In summary, the Committee heard and discussed financing options that exist currently within 
the state, as well as other funding opportunities employed by neighboring states.  The options 
included in this report represent possibilities that in some combination may generate the 
revenue necessary to fund a sustainable waterway management program in Delaware.  It is 
expected that further Committee deliberation will take place before the 148th General 
Assembly Legislation Session convenes in 2015.   
 
The final Committee goal will be to recommend, possibly in various combinations, funding 
method(s) to meet much of the increasing public recreation and commercial needs for services 
in Delaware’s waterways.  It is anticipated that these recommendations will form the basis for 
any legislation for waterway funding forthcoming in 2015.  The projected state needs will only 
become greater in the future considering the reduction of involvement by the federal 
government within federally authorized waterways in Delaware.   
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• General Assembly directed DNREC 
into the dredging business in 1968. 

 
• Initial focus on Inland Bays - Love 

Creek, White Creek, Herring  
Creek, Pepper Creek and Guinea  

     Creek. 
 

• Limited funds were appropriated 
through the Bond Bill. 
 

• Love Creek and White Creek were 
completed by 1972. The other 
waterways were completed by 1995. 

 





• From 1970 – mid 1990’s almost 
4,000,000 cu. yds. of sediment was 
removed from waterways. 
 

• Staffing levels were as high as 16 dredge 
employees.  Permitting restrictions less 
stringent than today.  

 
• Land for disposal areas was affordable  

and available.   
 



 
• Federal activity sharply curtailed due to lack 

of funding.  Channels such as Massey’s 
Ditch have fallen to the state to maintain 
with little resources. 

 
• Delaware has 27 navigable waterways of 

which 20 are federally authorized.  The 
Corps will most likely continue some work 
in only 3 of these channels. 
 

• Increasing use of our recreational waters 
places a high demand on maintenance.  
There were 17,500 registered boaters in 1971 
compared to 59,186 in 2013. 
 
 

 



 
• Business model has changed over the last 20 years. 
 

• Time of year restrictions (fall and winter).  
 

• State crews work 37.5 hour work week.  Contract 
dredging can work 24/7 (can produce 5x the work 
in same time period). 

 
• Providing diversified services with fewer staff 

(macro-algae harvesting and channel marking).  
Currently seven field personnel (including two 
District contractors) providing management 
activities statewide. 

 
• No dedicated source of funding for waterway 

operations -  makes planning, permitting and 
project management difficult.   

 
 



• Development and land values make 
upland disposal sites difficult to secure. 
 

• Wetland impacts require greater 
considerations. 

 
• Federal environmental permitting much 

more rigorous.   
 

• Responsibilities have fallen to the state. 
 



• Seek clarity from Corps and USCG regarding 
their roles. 
 

• Modify business model to match capacity. 
• Provide planning, permitting and 

project/contract management. 
 
• Maintain a small staff for small waterway 

and pond maintenance, boat launch areas,  
channel marking, algae harvesting and 
structure removal. 

 
• Implement strategies for sediment 

management  and ecological restoration  
    with beneficial use. 

 
 



 
 

• Some larger waterway construction will 
follow the path of the Murderkill River 
Project (done contractually). 

 
 

 



 
 

• All projects will be evaluated for their 
potential for beneficial use of dredged 
materials. 

 
 

 



Fiscal Year 
General 

Fund Bond Bill Total  Dredging Projects 

FY11 
 

$150,000.00 
 

$0.00 
 

$150,000.00 
 

Assawoman Canal, DE City Basin  
 

FY12 
 

$150,000.00 
 

$0.00 
 

$150,000.00 
 

UD/CMS, Pepper Creek (started)  
 

FY13 
 

$150,000.00 
 

$627,000.00 
 

$797,000.00 
 

Design/Engineering/Construction 
Management for Murderkill* 

 

FY14 
 

$150,000.00 
 

$1,300,000.00 
 

$1,450,000.00 
 

Start Design/Engineering/Construction 
Management for Massey’s, Little River, and 

Holt’s Boat Ramp*, Murderkill 
Construction*, Pepper Creek  

 

FY15 
 

$150,000.00 
 

$1,500,000.00 
 

$1,650,000.00 
 

Holt’s Boat Ramp and Little River 
Construction*, Augustine Beach, Indian 

River (start), Complete 
Design/Engineering/Construction 

Management for Massey’s* 
NOTE: Includes annual funding for Contractual Employees, AtoNs, 

Algae Harvesting, Abandoned Vessel/Derelict Vessel Removal, 
Operations and Maintenance   * Contractual projects  



 
 

• Maintenance  Dredging 
• Channel Marking 
• Waterway Maintenance 
• Regional Sediment Management 
• Engineering and Waterway Modeling 
• Macro-algae Harvesting 

 
____________________________________ 

 
$ 3M - $5M / per year 

 
 

 



 
• Evaluate policy considerations and assess 

funding needs and options.   
 
• NY – Funded through toll roads 
• NC – Boat registration and titling fees 
• MD – Waterway Improvement Fund  

(boat sales, registration and motor fuel 
tax) 

• FL - Florida Inland Navigation District 
(FIND) from property tax revenue 

• Ohio – Fuel use tax 
• Georgia – Wait till the tide comes up 

 
 

 
 



Beneficial Re-use of Dredged Material  
&  

Regional Sediment Management  
 
 

Tony Pratt, Administrator 
DNREC, Shoreline and Waterways 

Management Section 



• Regional Sediment Management is a national initiative 
developed by the Corps of Engineers in partnership with other 
agencies as well as  state and local governments 
 

•  Its central premise is to utilize dredged material for beneficial 
purposes and to seek all possible efficiencies in channel 
maintenance projects   
 

• Single, project by project appropriations are not conducive to  
comprehensive waterway planning and  funding efficiencies  by 
combining projects to reduce mobilization as well as unit costs 
 

•  Stable, reliable funding can allow broader, multi-year project 
planning that considers opportunities for efficiency and cost 
reductions   



RSM management channel maintenance will lead to:  
 
• Managing sediment and dredged material as a resource within 

a systems-based approach 
 
•   Coordination of dredged material and management activities to       
achieve environmental and economic benefits 
 
•   Improvement of program effectiveness through collaborative 
partnerships 
 
•   Identifying and overcoming policy, regulatory and/or institutional 
impediments 
 
 

Regional Sediment Management  



•   Develops a comprehensive long-term blueprint to coordinate a 
RSM approach that identifies and leads to implementation of 
sediment/dredged material management actions including 
beneficial use opportunities 
 
• Incorporates a multi-objective management vision (Navigation/ 

commerce, ecosystem restoration, and flood control) for  
Delaware’s waterways 

 
•   Maximizes the ecological and economic benefits of Delaware’s 
waterways 
 
•   Improves environmental conditions in sediment-starved marsh 
and littoral systems to facilitate ecosystem services 
 
   Extends the useful life of existing dredged material disposal sites 
 
 

Regional Sediment Management  



ACTIONS and OUTCOMES 
 

• Performing outreach activities to facilitate sediment 
management and beneficial use projects 

 
  Improving the viability and sustainability of waterborne commerce 
 
  Identify sensitive tidal wetlands and islands to be protected 
through beneficial use projects 
 
  Coordinate RSM implementation with other habitat restoration 
plans 
 
  Identify beneficial use of dredged material opportunities for 
beach nourishment 

 
 
 
 
 

Regional Sediment Management  





















 
 

Funding of Waterway Management Operations  
in Other States 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ariane Nichols, Environmental Scientist 
DNREC, Waterways Management Section 



Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States 
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Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States 

Maine  
- Dredging program housed in the Department of Transportation  
- Funded through Bond Bill appropriations 
- “Multi-modal Fund” generated through car rental tax used for port projects, 

environmental studies, some dredging 
- On average the Corps does 3-4 major projects per year in their federal channels 
- USCG handles all channel marking 
 
Massachusetts 
- Funding for dredging projects is generated through recent Environmental Bond 

Bill ($55M)  
 

Rhode Island 
- Most channels are federal and maintained by Corps 
- Small scale dredging, such as marinas handled privately 
- Algae-harvesting equipment purchased with state Oil Prevention Account 
- Abandoned vessel/derelict structure removal commission has $100K annual 

appropriation – surcharge on boater registration fees 
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Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States 

Connecticut   
- All dredging handled by Corps since channels are all federally authorized 
- USCG does most channel marking, state places “slow no wake” in lakes/ponds 
- No algae harvesting or abandoned vessel removal programs 
 
New York (NY Canal Corporation)  
- NYCC is part of the NY Thru-way Authority and funded by toll roads 
- Extensive dredging fleet, limited contract work 
- Extensive channel marking program in canals and finger lakes 
- Contract our abandoned vessel work  
- Annual budget of $29M, of which $5M-$10M is used for dredging 
 
New York (Town of Hempstead) 
- Town-owned dredge does all channel dredging in Hempstead Bay 
- Town comptroller decides annual funding for waterways , $8M on average 
- Budget is generated through general tax by the town  
- Waterways funding also covers channel marking, bulkheading 
- No algae harvesting program, limited abandoned vessel removal as necessary  
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Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States 

New Jersey 
- NJ State Channel Dredging Program is primarily funded through State 

Transportation Trust Fund Dollars 
- Channel marking also funded through Transportation Trust Fund  

 
Pennsylvania  
- State maintains two marinas annually with state-owned dredge equipment 
- Funding for dredging and channel markers comes from boat registration fees, 

motor boat fuel tax, and fishing fees 
- No algae harvesting of abandoned vessel removal programs 

 
Maryland 
- MD, DNR, Waterways Improvement Fund established in 1966 
- Funds are generated from a 5% excise tax paid when a boat is purchased 
- Fund also receives 0.3% of the state motor fuel tax 
- Approximately $20M-$25M total with about $8M going towards dredging 
- Applications for project funding by local governments  
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Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States 

Virginia 
- No state dredge program, VA Port Authority works for Corps of Engineers for 

channel projects 
- Corps cost shares on projects with local governments (towns) 
- Money for that cost share comes from local revenue sources , not state funding 
- USCG marks the federal channel, no state channel marking 
- City of VA Beach operates dredge at Rudy Inlet, funding from city taxes 
 
North Carolina 
- Previously, Corps did most dredging, but are now doing less 
- NC General  Assembly passed legislation in 2013 to double boating registration 

and titling fees (NC is mandatory title state) 
- ½ of registration fee money and $10 from each title is put in dredging fund 
- Local governments can apply for the funds with 50/50 match 
- Same fund is used for channel marking with the 50/50 match  
- No abandoned vessel or algae harvesting programs  
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Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States 

South Carolina 
- All dredging work in state is what is performed by Corps of Engineers in federal 

channels 
- SC does most of their own channel marking, except federal channels  
- Funding for channel marking comes from federal boating grant, which is $1/$1 

state match 
- Waterways program also receives money from fuel tax 1/10 of 1% 
- Coastal Resource Management Section has yearly grant of $250K for removal of 

marine debris (abandoned vessels), entities can apply for grant money  
 
Georgia 
- Corps maintains federal channels and state is local cost share partner  
- There has never been strong demand for dredging since tide range is 7.5ft, so 

most people boat with the tides 
- No state channel marking, only USCG in federal channels 
- Abandoned vessels are big problem, program used to receive $180K annually for 

removal, but that funding was cut this past year due to budget deficit 
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Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States 

Florida 
- FL has two inland waterway navigation districts (FIND and WCIND) 
- Special districts created by state to handle dredging and other waterway issues 
- Primary source of funding is property tax revenues from counties along the 

waterways 
- Rationale is that all property in the counties benefit from economic activity 

generated by the waterways 
- Counties can apply for project funding from their District 

 
Ohio 
- Extensive dredging fleet of 12 dredges and 6-8 projects simultaneously 
- Dredging is funded through the state’s Fuel Usage Tax and Boater License fees 
- Fuel tax is 1/10 of 1% which goes to Waterway Safety Fund 
- No channel marking program 
- Algae harvesting  occurs in lakes, is also funded through Waterway Safety Fund 
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 1.  Wilmington Harbor
 2.  Chesapeake and Delaware Canal 
 3.  Delaware City Branch Channel
 4.  Smyrna River
 5.  Leipsic River
 6.  Little River
 7.  St Jones River
 8.  Murderkill River Entrance
 9.  Murderkill River
10. Mispillion River
11. Mispillion River Entrance
12. Cedar Creek
13. Broadkill River
14. Roosevelt Inlet
15. Lewes and Rehoboth Canal
16. Love Creek
17. Herring Creek
18. Guinea Creek
19. Massey's Ditch
20. Indian River
21. Pepper Creek
22. Vines Creek
23. White Creek
24. Assawoman Canal
25. Roy Creek
26. Nanticoke River
27. Broad Creek River

NOTE: The Corps of Engineers will investigate
     emergency maintenance channel dredging of low
     use federal projects (indicated on the map as
     “Unlikely”) only after the State of Delaware has 
     determined it does not have the resources
     necessary to do so.
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Waterway Projects
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Contractual Dredging Projects 

Little River - Dredging of 65,000 cubic yards of material from channel and placement of material in upland storage 
facility(s) and/or beneficial re-use.  Costs include consulting services, dredging, and construction of storage facility(s) 
and/or beneficial re-use.    
UPDATE: M&N intiated project planning in March 2014

Kent In-house In-house $305,000 Consultant Consultant Consultant $305,000 $1,200,000

Massey's Ditch -  Dredging of 50,000 cubic yards of material from channel and beneficial re-use of material to 
restore eroded island (Middle Island).  Costs include consulting services and dredging.  (Project costs $1.3M - $2.5M 
based on preliminary estimates done by AMA).
UPDATE: AMA intiated project planning and engineering in February 2014  

Sussex In-house In-house $370,000 Consultant Consultant Consultant $550,000 $2,300,000

Lewes-Rehoboth Canal -Dredging of southern reach of canal and placement of material to restore eroded wetlands 
at south end of waterway. (Estimated project construction $2.0M)

Sussex In-house In-house $350,000 Consultant Consultant Consultant $350,000 $2,000,000

Herring Creek - Dredging of 100,000 cubic yards of material from channel and placement in upland storage 
facility(s) and/or beneficial re-use of material along banks of waterway.  Costs include consulting services, dredging 
and construction of storage facility(s) and/or benficial re-use.  (Estimated project construction $2.0M) 

Sussex In-house In-house $350,000 Consultant Consultant Consultant $350,000 $2,000,000

Love Creek - Dredging of 60,000 cubic yards of material from channel and placement in upland storage facility(s) 
and/or beneficial re-use of material along banks of waterway.  Costs include consulting services, dredging and 
construction of storage facility(s) and/or benficial re-use.  (Estimated project construction $2.0M) 

Sussex In-house In-house $350,000 Consultant Consultant Consultant $350,000 $2,000,000

White Creek - Dredging of 60,000 cubic yards of material from channel and placement in upland storage facility(s) 
and/or beneficial re-use of material along banks of waterway.  Costs include consulting services, dredging and 
construction of storage facility(s) and/or benficial re-use.  (Estimated project construction $2.0M) 

Sussex In-house In-house $350,000 Consultant Consultant Consultant $350,000 $2,000,000

Assawoman Canal - Annual maintenance dredging of waterway as needed.  Costs include dredging and 
restoration/construction of upland storage facilities.  

Sussex In-house In-house In-house In-house In-house In-house $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000

In-house Dredging Projects 

Indian River - Dredging of 50,000 cubic yards of material from channel and placement in upland storage facility 
and/or beneficial re-use.  Costs include dredging, leasing and restoration of storage facility, and/or beneficial re-use.  
UPDATE: Project planned for construction in Fall 2014.  

Sussex In-house In-house N/A In-house In-house In-house
$250,000

Augustine Boat Ramp - Dredging of 2,000 cubic yards of material from boat ramp and placement of material in 
upland storage facility.  Costs include maintenance and/or replacement of equipment, upland storage facility 
construction/restoration, mobilization and demobilization of equipment, supplies and materials.  
UPDATE: Project planned for construction in August 2014

New Castle In-house In-house N/A In-house In-house N/A $75,000

Holts Landing State Park - Dredging of 3,000 cubic yards of material from boat ramp access channel and placement 
of material in upland storage facility and/or beneficial re-use.  Costs include dredging, boat ramp design and 
replacement, and consulting services. 
UPDATE: AMA expected to begin project planning in Spring 2014

Sussex In-house In-house $200,000 In-house & 
Consultant

In-house & 
Consultant 

N/A $300,000 $100,000 $200,000

U of D/CMS Harbor - Dredging of 24,000 cubic yards of material and placement in upland storage facility to 
maintain adequate depths for UD research vessel and Del. River and Bay Cooperative Oil Spill Emergency 
Response/Cleanup vessel moored in harbor.  Contractually done either with State or NCCD dredge and UD.  Costs 
shown include maintenance and depreciation on state owned equipment.  All other costs assumed by UD.   

Sussex In-house In-house N/A In-house In-house N/A $50,000

Delaware City Mooring Basin - Dredging of 24,000 cubic yards of material from basin and placement in upland 
storage facility.  Costs include maintenance and/or replacement of equipment, upland storage facility restoration, 
mobilization and demobilization of equipment, supplies and materials.  

New Castle In-house In-house N/A In-house In-house N/A $100,000

Indian River Inlet Marina - Dredging of 20,000 cubic yards of material from marina basin and placement in open-
water disposal site.  Costs include maintenance and/or replacement of equipment, mobilization and demobilization 
of equipment, supplies and materials.  

Sussex In-house In-house N/A In-house In-house N/A $75,000
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Waterway Projects
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Other (Non-Dredging) Waterway Management Operations

State Dredges Equipment Maintenance - Costs include maintenance and/or replacement of state dredging 
equipment (FY15). Statewide In-house In-house N/A N/A N/A In-house N/A N/A $300,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000

Channel Marking - Maintenance and/or replacement of 187 channel markers in the Inland Bays.  Costs include 
maintenance and/or replacement of equipment, mobilization and demobilization of equipment, supplies and 
materials.    

Sussex In-house In-house N/A In-house In-house N/A N/A N/A $125,000 $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 $60,000

Macroalgae Harvesting - Seasonal harvesting of nuissance macro-algae in spring and summer months in Inland 
Bays.  Costs include maintenance and/or replacement of equipment (FY15, FY16), mobilization and demobilization 
of equipment, supplies and materials.  

Sussex In-house In-house N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $20,000 $35,000 $150,000 $150,000 $35,000 $35,000

Abandoned Vessel/Derelict Structure/Tree and Debris Removal - Removal of vessels, structures, and tree and 
debris from waterways done on an as needed basis.  Costs include maintenance and/or replacement of equipment, 
mobilization and demobilization of equipment, supplies and materials, and/or performing work contractually.  

Statewide In-house In-house In-house N/A N/A In-house N/A N/A $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000

Contractual Support for Waterway Management Operations - Contract with NCCD and KCD to assist with 
waterway management projects, operations, and surveying services.  Includes salary and other employment costs 
for District contractual positions.  

Statewide N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $83,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

Funding Options for Waterway Management Operations  - Contract to conduct a water use assessment/analysis to 
determine a sustainable funding source for waterway management operations in State.  

Statewide In-house In-house $325,000 N/A N/A In-house N/A N/A $325,000

Regional Sediment Management Plan- Expansion of the Sediment Management Plan that was previously prepared 
for Rehoboth Bay into Indian River Bay.   Involves identifying beneficial re-use options for dredged material, 
waterway enhancements to reduce dredging needs, and alternative dredging opportunities.  Requires extensive 
modeling of waterway systems.  

Sussex In-house In-house $150,000  Consultant N/A In-house N/A N/A $250,000

Massey's Ditch Assessment Report - Contract consultant to provide engineering and design services for alternative 
sediment management strategies to reduce shoaling in channel (e.g. Flow-train structures).  Construction in FY18

Sussex In-house In-house $300,000 Consultant N/A In-house N/A N/A $300,000 $3,000,000

$1,413,000 $2,725,000 $3,965,000 $3,090,000 $6,250,000 $4,220,000



FY2015 WATERWAY MANAGEMENT OPERATIONS BUDGET 
DREDGING, CHANNEL MARKING, MACRO-ALGAE HARVESTING,  

WATERWAY MAINTENANCE & RESEARCH  
 
 
Budgetary Factors to Consider 
 

• Maintenance Dredging 
 
Contractual Projects – Little River, Assawoman Canal (annual maintenance)   
 
- Little River:  Planning, Design, Engineering, Permitting, Contract Management 

initiated in FY2014 by Moffatt & Nichol ($305,000).   
 
Construction in FY2015.  Contractor to be determined.  Costs will include 
mobilization/demobilization of equipment to project site and dredging of river on a 
per cubic yard basis ($1,200,000 $500,000 for mobilization/demobilization; $700,000 
for dredging) 
 

- Assawoman Canal – Annual maintenance responsibilities include confined disposal 
facility restoration, periodic dredging of shoaled areas (Loop Canal) and debris 
removal ($50,000)   

 
In House Projects – Augustine Beach Boat Ramp and Indian River 
 
- Augustine Beach:  Costs include mobilization/demobilization of equipment to 

project site, fuel, supplies and materials, and equipment depreciation ($75,000)  
 

- Indian River:  Costs include confined disposal facility restoration, 
mobilization/demobilization of equipment to project site, fuel, supplies and 
materials, and equipment depreciation ($275,000)  

 
• Waterway Management Operations 

 
- New Equipment:  Costs include replacement of one State dredge and purchasing 

plastic dredge pipeline ($300,000) 
 

- Channel Marking:  Costs include operations and maintenance on equipment, fuel, 
supplies and materials (signs, PVC poles, buoys, lights, anchors, chains, hardware, 
numbers/letters), depreciation/replacement of equipment (bateaus, outboards) 
($60,000)  

 
 
 



- Macro-algae Harvesting:  Costs include operations and maintenance on equipment 
(annual replacement of conveyors belts, hydraulic motors for belts), fuel, supplies 
and materials, depreciation/replacement of equipment (harvesters, dump truck) 
($35,000)  

 
- Abandoned Vessel, Derelict Structure & Debris Removal:  Costs include operations 

and maintenance on equipment, fuel, supplies and materials; costs associated with 
disposing of creosote/CCM treated piling, handling and disposing of contaminated 
materials or removing hazardous substances such as gas and oil from vessels prior to 
removing them from the water; costs associated with having contractors available to 
remove vessels, structures or debris (trees) from waterways; 
depreciation/replacement of equipment (barge, outboards, excavator) ($30,000) 
 

- Contractual Support:  Costs include salaries for contractual employees hired through 
the NCCD or KCD plus other employment costs ($300,000)    

 
• Research: 

 
- Funding Options for Waterway Management Operations:  Conduct a water use 

assessment/analysis to determine a sustainable funding source for waterway 
management operations in the State through one of our consultants currently under 
contract ($325,000) 
 

- Regional Sediment Management:  Expand the sediment management plan for 
Rehoboth Bay into Indian River Bay through one of our consultants currently under 
contract.  Would involve identifying beneficial re-use options for dredged material, 
waterway enhancements to reduce dredging needs, and alternative dredging 
opportunities.  Requires extensive modeling of waterway systems. ($250,000)     
  







































































































































DELAWARE WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT AND FINANCING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

DNREC, DIVISION OF WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP  
SHORELINE AND WATERWAY MANAGEMENT SECTION FIELD OFFICE 

901 Pilottown Road, Lewes, DE 19958 
August 25, 2014 Meeting Notes 

 
AGENDA 

 
- Introductions and Purpose of Committee (Frank Piorko)  

 
- History of Waterway Management Operations in Delaware (Chuck Williams)  

 
- Beneficial Re-use of Dredge Material/Regional Sediment Management (Tony Pratt)  

 
- Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States (Ariane Nichols)  

 
- Discussion of Possible Funding Options for Delaware (Frank Piorko)  

 
- Round Robin Discussion of Waterway Management Issues (Committee Members)  

 
- Public Comments  

 
- Concluding Remarks and Next Meeting  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Introductions and Purpose of Committee  (Frank Piorko) 
  
The meeting began at 9:00AM with Frank Piorko introducing the DNREC, Shoreline & Waterways 
Section staff, including Tony Pratt, Chuck Williams, and Ariane Nichols.  Introductions continued with 
each of the committee members and the groups whom they represent: Co-Chair Secretary Dave Small 
(DNREC), Co-Chair Senator Venables (Senate), Senator Gerald Hocker (Senate), Representative William 
Carson (House of Representatives), Representative Ron Gray (House of Representatives), Dave Cropper 
(private marina owner), Dave Russell (captain of commercial charter boat business), Jay Little 
(representative of recreational fisherman), Chris Bason (Delaware Center for the Inland Bays (CIB), Rob 
Whitford (marine dredging and construction business owner), Neil Sands sitting in for Roger Anderson 
(Rehoboth Bay Sailing Association), Pierce Quinlen (Lewes-Rehoboth Canal Improvement Association), 
Dave Ritondo (US Coast Guard Auxiliary), Dave Green (recreational boating transportation business), Ed 
Lewandowski (CIB, Water Use Planning and Implementation Committee), and  Vicki Ford (Office of 
Management and Budget), who joined the meeting via telephone.  Clark Evans (retail bait and 
tackle/sport shop business) was absent.   
     
Other interested parties in attendance were Larry Horan and Nick Couch, both representing the DNREC, 
Division of Fish & Wildlife. 
 
Following the introductions, Mr. Piorko read the Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 64 to the committee 
explaining that the purpose of the Committee is to develop and submit recommendations for 
sustainable and dedicated funding for Waterway Management activities statewide.  He also explained 
that the problems, issues and things that are to be addressed through this committee have been long 



standing issues throughout the State.  These issues were brought to a head recently at a meeting that 
was convened by Senator Hocker and Representative Gray at the Millville Fire House.  The floor was 
then turned over to the Co-Chairs, Senator Venables and Secretary Small.         
 
Senator Venables explained that he lives in Laurel and not in the Inland Bays, but is an avid fisherman.  
He understands that the Corps and the Coast Guard aren’t maintaining their obligations to the same 
level they used to.  He also explained how it was really Senator Hocker who had the idea for the 
committee to be formed.  Senator Venables also expressed that he feels it is not an easy time right now 
to raise fees or taxes, but that there is the chance that this may be different.  He understands how this is 
really important to the residents of the Inland Bays.   
 
DNREC Secretary Small also expressed that he didn’t think it was time to talk about raising fees yet at 
least.  Secretary Small then echoed what Mr. Piorko had mentioned earlier about the Committee being 
the result of a meeting that Senator Hocker and Representative Gray had in Sussex County and 
subsequent discussions in the spring of this year leading to the Resolution, which passed in late June 
2014. Secretary Small acknowledged that many of the people present in the room had been involved in 
discussions in bits and pieces about dredging issues around the State.  Over the past decade or longer, it 
has been a hodge-podge of funding that has found its way for dredging projects, whether it has been a 
little bit of money out of the DNREC budget for Shoreline and Waterway Management or whether it is 
line items in the Capital budget on an annual basis.  This really provides an opportunity for a lot of great 
different points of view represented around the table to have a comprehensive discussion about the 
future of dredging in the State of Delaware.  It does not appear as though federal funding will be coming 
in any significant amounts any time in the near future.  The Corps of Engineers, with funding that it has 
to have, has really based its work around commercially important projects.  In Delaware, what that 
translates to primarily is the Port of Wilmington, the Christiana River and then the main channel of the 
Delaware River, and the Nanticoke River.  Secretary Small then continued that he felt that this really is 
an opportunity to take a comprehensive look at the need and then some opportunities and possibilities 
for funding because there is a lot of competition around the state for dollars these days.  He thanked 
everyone for giving their time for this meeting and for a few meetings into the future.  The Committee 
should not be meeting much past the fall as there is a pretty tight deadline to come up with a report.  He 
then asked that everyone keep the meeting very focused to get as much input as we can and keep 
things formal to the discussion.  Secretary Small concluded by stating his appreciation for Frank, Tony 
and the team, Chuck and Ariane, for putting the meeting materials and presentations together.  He 
stated he had a chance to view the presentations last week and was very impressed with what he saw. 
He said he thought it is a good reminder to take a look where we have been and it will help turn our 
future. 
 
Mr. Piorko then stated his staff had prepared a little bit of information as background and that some of 
that information was in the binders given to Committee members.  He announced that the first 
presentation would be given by Chuck Williams, who would give a brief overview of the history of the 
program, followed by Tony Pratt talking about regional sediment management and Ariane Nichols 
talking about how other states fund waterway management operations.  He explained that after the 
presentations, the meeting would continue with comments from committee members around the table 
offering their thoughts.   
 
 
 
 



Agenda Item 2 – History of Waterway Management Operations in Delaware (presentation attached). 
 
Chuck Williams gave a presentation on the history of waterway management operations in the State.  
Waterway operations in the State of Delaware got underway in 1968 when the General Assembly 
initiated the State’s dredging program.  Four hundred thousand dollars were appropriated the following 
year to purchase a dredge and operations began in 1970.  He explained that our current vision is to seek 
clarity from the U.S. Coast Guard and the Corps of Engineers regarding their roles in dredging and 
marking federal navigation channels.  Mr. Williams explained the need for funding to do larger scale 
projects contractually, while still maintaining a small staff to do waterway management work in the 
State like pond maintenance, boat launch areas, channel marking, algae harvesting and abandoned 
vessel removal.  (Reference Tab 6 in Committee folders)   
 
Agenda Item 3 – Beneficial Re-use of Dredge Material/Regional Sediment Management (presentation 
attached). 
 
Tony Pratt gave a presentation on how regional sediment management is an opportunity to make a 
beneficial use out of material that is dredged.  This is the approach that the Corps of Engineers is 
adopting for the nation.  Historically, dredged material has been placed in upland sites, but there are 
very few of those sites left to place material in due to development.  The navigation channels should be 
viewed as a transportation system on the water to serve the boating public.  There is a need for a 
strategic way forward rather than responding to a project where a problem has occurred in the past.  
(Reference Tab 7 in Committee folders) 
 
Agenda item 4 – Funding of Waterway Management Operations in Other States (presentation 
attached). 
 
Ariane Nichols presented information that was collected by DNREC staff on how other states along the 
east coast were performing and funding waterway management operations.  The information presented 
was an update from an inventory that was originally started 5 years ago. There is much variation in what 
types of waterway management operations each state has and their funding sources.  (Reference Tab 8 
in Committee folders).   
 
Agenda Items 5 & 6 – Discussion of Possible Funding Options for Delaware/Round Robin Discussion of 
Waterway Management Issues 
 
After the presentations were complete, a round-robin discussion was initiated so that the Committee 
members had a chance to voice their ideas, thoughts, or concerns.    
 
Senator Venables said he would be interested in hearing more information about the way that other 
states handle boat titling.    
 
Senator Hocker began a discussion about the need for ethanol-free gas for boaters.  The State is losing a 
lot of revenue because boaters are going to Maryland to buy this fuel.  He believes boaters would pay 
the estimated 0.26 cents per gallon tax for this if it was available and that the State does not need 
legislation to accomplish this.   
 
Mr. Little agreed that ethanol-free fuel should be explored for Delaware and that many boaters on his 
forum discuss traveling out of state to purchase non-ethanol gas. 



 
Representative Carson thanked DNREC for holding this forum.  He said that he believes we need 
legislation to accomplish the goals of this committee, including how to deal with non-ethanol gas.  
Having legislation would make the funding more reliable into the future regardless of changes in 
administration. 
 
Representative Gray said that if there is success in raising dedicated money to maintain our waterways, 
we need to make sure it is used exclusively for that and not something else. 
 
Mr. Russell explained how he worked with Senator Venables and other legislators a few years ago to 
secure funding for dredging the Murderkill River.  The project was done earlier this year, but he felt the 
channel has already filled in.  He believes that there needs to be maintenance measures set for projects 
so that they money is not wasted with the channels filling in after being dredged. 
 
Mr. Little stated that he also believed that the channel at Murderkill was beginning to fill in since the 
dredging project.  (Mr. Williams responded that he would have the Division’s survey crew re-survey the 
area in question).  
 
Mr. Bason calculated that it looks like the number of registered boaters in Delaware increases at a rate 
of about 1,000 boats per year.  He discussed the need to ensure the funding is sustainable.  He also 
requested a matrix of funding sources from other states and also one for Delaware showing how much 
can be raised from each possible source per year.   
 
Mr. Couch explained that revenue raised by the boater registration fees is currently going for 
enforcement and boating safety programs.    
 
Mr. Sands suggested the Committee consider the County Transfer Tax because of the impact new 
development has on increasing sedimentation in waterways.  He also suggested the group look at what 
sources of funding have been reliable and successful in other states.  
 
Senator Venables replied to the inquiry about the transfer tax and suggested that other funding options 
may be better to consider before the use of County Transfer Tax money. 
 
Senator Hocker impressed upon the group that he felt strongly that any legislation passed needs to be 
specifically for dredging, channel marking and waterway maintenance.  This would deter the funding 
from being able to be taken from the waterways and used for other purposes. 
 
Representative Carson shared with the group that there are no county roads in Delaware.  The State 
owns every road so there needs to be care when discussing raiding the road tax.  He also suggested that 
the group examine the County Transfer Tax.  Large developments result in sedimentation problems in 
waterways.   
 
Mr. Quinlen asked the group to look at a funding source for expanding the Lewes-Rehoboth Canal water 
taxi service by supporting additional dockage along the canal.  He stated that $250,000 is needed to 
complete the design and engineering for that project.  He suggested changing Rule 12 so that legislators 
could use CTF money for waterway transportation improvements as well as roadways.   
 



Senator Venables reminded Mr. Quinlen that Rule 12 does not allow transportation money to be used 
for water transportation, but said that he will look into having this changed so that it can be used for 
that. 
  
Mr. Ritundo commented that we have the Transfer Tax in Sussex County because we don’t have a sales 
tax and that the Transfer Tax is used to pay for many things. 
 
Mr. Lewandowski stressed to the group how undervalued waterways are in the State.  These waterways 
attract many visitors and generate much economic activity.   
 
Mr. Green stated that he agreed the need to get rid of ethanol fuel and make non-ethanol fuel available 
in the State.  He explained that he drives to Maryland to purchase the non-ethanol fuel for his vessels 
and that boaters are spending a lot of money for repairs because of the damage ethanol gas does to 
fittings, lines, etc.  Mr. Green also relayed that dredging is needed in the Lewes-Rehoboth Canal from 
the Inlet to Rehoboth Bay (area known as Mussel Bed in particular). 
 
Senator Venables described how there have been conversations about the possibility of having a 
separate license for salt water fishing before, but that would require legislation that would be tough to 
introduce at this time.   He requested a lay out of how much each of the suggestions that were 
discussed, including titling and increasing registration fees, would generate in funding. 
 
Mr. Lewandowski also requested to see what the projected $3 million to $5 million annually that DNREC 
thinks it needs for waterway management over the next 5 years will be used for.  
 
Mr. Piorko wrapped up the Committee discussion by agreeing that DNREC will gather more information 
on the several topics discussed to bring to future meetings.  Topics include: ethanol free fuel, how other 
states title boats, county transfer tax, how DNREC would spend money and prioritize projects, and 
funding source matrices.  
  
Agenda Item 7 – Public Comments   
 
None. 
 
Agenda Item 8 – Concluding Remarks and Next Meeting Dates   
 
Monday, September 8 and Monday September 22 – Lewes Facility @ 8:30 a.m.  Coffee/Refreshments @ 
8:00 a.m. 











 
• Review and Acceptance of Notes 
• Presentation of Funding Options 

Matrix 
• Presentation of DNREC’s 5 Year 

Funding Projection 
• Committee Discussion – Ethanol Free 

Gas Blends for Boating Use and 
Current Revenues for Motor Fuel Sales 
 



 
• Last Meeting Discussion 

• Lots of interest in understanding non-
ethanol gas. 

• Concerns raised that dedicated revenue 
would have to be “hands off” for other uses. 

• Possibility of using CTF funds for water 
transportation funding needed to be 
explored. 

• Request future meetings explore ethanol-
free fuel, motor fuel tax, boat titling and 
registration, county transfer tax, program 
budget and prioritization. 

 
 

 



Presentation of Funding Options Matrix 
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Delaware X

Maine X X

Massachusetts X

Rhode Island X X

Connecticut X*

New York - Canal Corporation X

New York - Town of Hempstead X

New Jersey X

Pennsylvania X X X

Maryland X X

Virginia X

North Carolina X X

South Carolina X**

Georgia
Florida X X

Ohio X

*USFW Federal Aid - Wallop-Breaux funds used for small scale dredging projects at boat ramp areas
**Channel marking program funded through federal boating safety grant 



Presentation of DNREC’s Projection for 
Waterway Management Funding Needs 
 
$ 3M - $ 5M / per year for 
 
• Maintenance Dredging 
• Channel Marking 
• Macro-algae  Harvesting 
• Waterway Maintenance  
• Regional Sediment Management 
• Engineering & Waterway Modeling 



FY2015 – Maintenance Dredging 
 
• 1 major contractual project per year – Little 

River (planning, design, engineering, 
permitting initiated in FY2014 ($ 305K) with 
construction in FY2015 - $ 1.2M) 

 
• In house projects include Augustine Beach 

Boat Ramp ($ 75K) and Indian River ($ 275K)  
 

• Assawoman Canal – annual maintenance 
dredging and debris removal ($ 50K) 

 



FY2015 – Waterway Management Operations  
 
• New Equipment – replacement of State dredge  
     ($ 300K)  
 
• Channel Marking ($ 60K) 
• Macro-algae Harvesting ($ 35K) 
• Waterway Maintenance  
- Abandoned Vessel/Debris Removal ($ 30K) 
- Contractual Support ($ 300K) 
(operations and maintenance costs for fuel, 
equipment, replacement equipment, supplies and 
materials, funding for contractual employees) 
 



FY2015 – Research:  Funding Options for 
Waterway Management Operations and Regional 
Sediment Management 
 
• Conduct a water use assessment/analysis to 

determine a sustainable funding source for 
waterway  management operations ($ 325K) 
 

• Expansion of the regional sediment 
management plan previously done for 
Rehoboth Bay into Indian River Bay (identify 
beneficial re-use options for dredged material, 
waterway enhancements to reduce dredging 
needs) ($ 250K) 

 



Committee Discussion of Non-Ethanol 
Gas Blends for Boat Use. 



Senator  Hocker, Members of the Committee and 
Boaters have asked about non-ethanol gas blends 
for boaters. 
 
We have heard concerns about boaters going out 
of state to purchase ethanol free fuel.   
 
Boaters have concerns that the ethanol in the fuel 
causes damage from fittings, lines etc. 
 
Is there a revenue source to be gained (23 cents) by 
the sale of ethanol free gas in Delaware? 
 



Counties in Maryland are selling non-ethanol gas 
that is not RFG compliant. 
 
Non-ethanol gas can be sold in marinas in 
Delaware now as long as it meets RFG 
(Reformulated Gas) requirements.  Supply is 
difficult. 
 
Sussex County was brought into the federal Clean 
Air Act RFG mandate by the Governor in 1993. 
 
To opt out of RFG in Sussex County  would require 
an offset. 
 
 



 
The availability of non-ethanol blends of gasoline 
is likely to decrease over time under the Federal 
requirements of RFS (Renewable Fuel Standard). 
 
Ethanol is blended into gas by refiners because it 
is an octane enhancer, lowers the retail $/gal., and 
is classified as a renewable which helps meet RFS 
requirements. 
 
Is there a compelling case to be made for going 
through the process of providing an offset in 
Sussex County to opt out of RFG and pursue sales 
of non-ethanol gas in marinas? 
 
Estimates of fuel sales from marinas in Sussex 
County is XXXX  



Committee Discussion of Motor Fuel Tax 
Rebate 



Section 5120 Delaware Code Refunds of 
Motor Fuel for the purpose of operating 
stationary gas engines… motorboats. 
 
Delaware’s tax on gas is $.23/gal. 
 
In 2013, 575 refunds were issued totaling 
$42,882.  Most of the refunds were from 
pleasure crafts and many are for out of 
state users.   
 
Those seeking a refund have to request 
the refund and provide documentation. 



Commercial boaters use red dye diesel which does 
not include the tax, as the tax is settled at the time 
of purchase.   
 
Federal Highway Administration estimates 
13,213,000 gal fuel sold for marine use in 2012.   
 
13,213,000 x $.23 = $3,038,990 collected for marine 
fuel tax - $42,882 refunded =  
$2,996,018 not refunded for marine fuel use.   
 
Total TTF Motor Fuel Tax Revenue 2012 was $113M. 
 
 



East Coast States Waterway Operations Funding Sources - UPDATED 9.22
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Delaware X

Maine X X

Massachusetts X

Rhode Island X X

Connecticut X*

New York - Canal Corporation X

New York - Town of Hempstead X

New Jersey X

Pennsylvania X X X

Maryland X X

Virginia X

North Carolina X X X

South Carolina X**

Georgia
Florida X

Ohio X X

*USFW Federal Aid - Wallop-Breaux funds used for small scale dredging projects at boat ramp areas
**Channel marking program funded through federal boating safety grant 



PRIVATE AND COMMERCIAL NONHIGHWAY USE OF GASOLINE - 2012  (1)

JULY 2013      (THOUSANDS OF GALLONS) TABLE MF-24

STATE AGRICULTURE AVIATION    
(2)

INDUSTRIAL 
AND 

COMMERCIAL
CONSTRUCTION MARINE MISCELLAN-

EOUS  (3) TOTAL

Alabama 9,984                2,819             8,469                6,748                   24,486            - 52,506                 
Alaska 1,202                2,870             3,973                1,847                   7,051             3,643             20,586                 
Arizona 12,998              8,452             9,134                11,986                 14,498           2,777             59,845                 
Arkansas  23,026              1,521             5,303                3,565                   16,468           1,898             51,781                 
California 78,308              16,754           77,789              61,674                 59,130           76                  293,731               
Colorado 18,345              5,054             9,680                9,541                   6,251              - 48,871                 
Connecticut 4,620                1,211             7,644                5,919                   13,354           473                33,221                 
Delaware 3,929                7,606             1,322                1,635                   13,213            - 27,705                 
Dist. of Col.  - 284                282                   945                      508                 - 2,019                   
Florida 24,995              18,672           21,314              33,336                 149,916         10,942           259,175               
Georgia 17,764              5,001             16,958              15,023                 23,690            - 78,436                 
Hawaii 1,106                424                1,122                3,384                   2,323              - 8,359                   
Idaho 20,924              1,842             2,393                2,777                   7,294             1,111             36,341                 
Illinois 32,874              4,243             31,566              20,353                 27,738           5,962             122,736               
Indiana 20,077              2,942             18,226              9,557                   16,843           23,625           91,270                 
Iowa 45,952              1,698             6,996                4,285                   12,166           89,281           160,378               
Kansas 15,621              6,317             5,900                3,972                   4,182             2,603             38,595                 
Kentucky 15,283              1,601             9,038                5,383                   16,412            - 47,717                 
Louisiana 13,525              2,685             16,320              9,596                   32,072            - 74,198                 
Maine 9,527                2,192             1,778                1,872                   6,677             228                22,274                 
Maryland 10,305              1,963             7,333                12,120                 21,266            - 52,987                 
Massachusetts 10,079              1,622             12,447              11,387                 15,582            - 51,117                 
Michigan 16,870              2,128             18,602              11,456                 57,740            - 106,796               
Minnesota 31,658              3,387             11,933              9,448                   38,492           26,635           121,553               
Mississippi 16,830              1,753             4,870                4,043                   13,012           187                40,695                 
Missouri 20,345              2,814             10,015              7,621                   24,034            - 64,829                 
Montana 9,670                1,951             1,271                1,873                   2,963             77                  17,805                 
Nebraska 20,335              1,770             3,987                2,886                   5,316             2,223             36,517                 
Nevada 2,195                1,870             3,474                6,363                   4,846              - 18,748                 
New Hampshire 2,573                1,030             2,435                1,867                   7,899             1,848             17,652                 
New Jersey 10,022              2,490             17,102              14,513                 30,230           191                74,548                 
New Mexico 9,695                1,683             3,629                3,147                   2,974             53                  21,181                 
New York  29,458              2,098             27,276              33,090                 55,334           2,078             149,334               
North Carolina 29,112              4,621             21,007              14,158                 41,044           49,295           159,237               
North Dakota 9,682                1,057             1,664                1,390                   3,507             421                17,721                 
Ohio 21,430              3,333             23,169              12,473                 41,005            - 101,410               
Oklahoma 20,347              5,001             8,346                5,000                   19,533           5,120             63,347                 
Oregon 10,118              3,175             12,709              5,750                   12,218            - 43,970                 
Pennsylvania 38,236              3,358             23,348              18,813                 27,166            - 110,921               
Rhode Island    1,046                185                1,365                1,861                   4,195              - 8,652                   
South Carolina 5,491                2,904             7,180                6,741                   40,386            - 62,702                 
South Dakota 11,627              3,946             1,325                1,245                   3,148              - 21,291                 
Tennessee 15,716               - 12,813              7,269                   21,514           1,587             58,899                 
Texas 92,243              19,467           78,326              48,860                 48,905           4,691             292,492               
Utah 3,559                2,817             5,042                5,084                   7,599              - 24,101                 
Vermont 4,439                338                933                   932                      1,612              - 8,254                   
Virginia 9,152                2,861             12,170              15,363                 26,387           1,404             67,337                 
Washington 17,664              3,614             12,998              12,606                 25,017           4,162             76,061                 
West Virginia 1,313                804                3,127                2,582                   4,786             240                12,852                 
Wisconsin 20,385              2,998             12,689              7,663                   29,218           18                  72,971                 
Wyoming 3,170                11,726           3,371                1,691                   1,981             15,194           37,133                 
     Total 874,825            192,952         621,163            502,693               1,093,181      258,043         3,542,857            
Percentage 24.69 5.45 17.53 14.19 30.86 7.28 100.00
       (1)  This table is one of a series providing an analysis of motor-fuel consumption.  A complete and uniform classification of nonhighway use is not possible due to 
              differences among the States as to what classes of nonhighway use are eligible for exemptions or refunds and because some eligible refunds are not
              applied for.  In order to make the data uniform and complete, nonhighway uses of gasoline were estimated by the Federal Highway Administration or data
              were obtained from other sources.  These estimates may not be comparable to data for prior years due to revised estimation procedures.  All data are
               subject to review and revision.  Figures in bold type are State-Reported data.
       (2)   Excludes aviation jet fuel.
       (3)  An amount is shown in this column only when reported by the State, and when it could be determined that the State reported figure did not include fuel
               represented in other categories.



There are four main federal requirements that regulate gasoline sold in Delaware that are related to 
the two questions identified above: 
  
• Reformulated Gasoline (RFG) (see 40 CFR Part 80, Subpart D).  RFG was mandated by Section 
211(k) of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) for metropolitan areas with the worst smog beginning in 1995.  
This includes New Castle and Kent County Delaware; and Sussex County which was opted in by the 
Governor in 1993.  RFG is blended to burn more cleanly than conventional gasoline, reducing emissions 
of ozone-forming and toxic pollutants.  About 30% of the gasoline sold in the U.S. is subject to RFG 
requirements. 
  
• Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) (see 40 CFR Part 80, Subpart B ((80.27).  RVP requirements are 
designed to reduce the volatility of commercial gasoline during the summer ozone control season, and 
apply nationwide.  Summertime (i.e., June 1 to September 15) RVP is 9.0 in all attainment areas, 9.0 in 
northern nonattainment areas (including Delaware and to the north) and 7.8 in southern nonattainment 
areas.  Note that although these RVP requirements apply to both RFG and conventional gasoline, the 
volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions performance standards in RFG effectively require lower RVP 
levels. 
  
• Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS) (see 40 CFR Part 80, Subpart M).  RFS requires that 
transportation fuel sold in the U.S. contain a minimum volume of renewable fuel.  The RFS applies to any 
refiner or importer of gasoline within the 48 contiguous states.  Refiners have substantially met the RFS 
requirements to date by adding 10% ethanol to gasoline. 
  
• Mobile Source Air Toxics Standard (MSATS) (see 40 CFR Part 80, Subparts J and L).  MSATS 
reduces hazardous air pollutants, also known as air toxics.  Air toxics include benzene and other 
hydrocarbons such as 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, and naphthalene.  These 
are national requirements that require each refinery and importer to meet specific compliance baselines 
for conventional and reformulated gasoline. 
  
For the question, "can marina’s supply non-ethanol blend gasoline," the answer is “yes.”  Delaware itself 
has no regulations that require ethanol in gasoline -- in fact Delaware has no air quality regulations that 
cover gasoline.  There are two federal requirements that apply in Delaware that benefit refiners use of 
ethanol -- RFG and RFS.  While ethanol is used by refiners to help them meet these two federal 
requirements, the use of ethanol is not specifically required by either.   
                                                            
A more relevant question may be “can marina’s obtain non-ethanol blended gasoline.”  Ethanol is 
blended into gasoline by refiners because it serves as an octane enhancer, is cheaper than gasoline on a 
volumetric basis (i.e., it lowers the retail $/gal), and it is classified as a renewable fuel (i.e., helps meet 
RFS requirements).  Gasoline is currently available that contains no ethanol, however the quantity of 
non-ethanol blend gasoline is declining with time primarily because of the RFS.  Gasoline blended with 
10% ethanol (E10) has proven the most expedient means for refiners to comply with the RFS.  



DELAWARE WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT AND FINANCING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

DNREC, DIVISION OF WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP  
SHORELINE AND WATERWAY SERVICES FACILITY 

901 Pilottown Road, Lewes, DE 19958 
September 8, 2014 Meeting Notes 

 
AGENDA 

 
- Welcome and Announcements   

 
- Review and Acceptance of August 25th Meeting Notes  

 
- Presentation of Funding Options Matrix for Other States 

 
- Presentation of DNREC’s 5 Year Projection for Waterway Management Funding Needs 

 
- Round Robin Committee Discussion – Ethanol Free Gas Blends for Boat Use and Current Revenues for Motor 

Fuel Sales 
 

- Public Comments  
 

- Concluding Remarks and Next Meeting  
 

 
Members Present: 
 

• Robert Venables, Co-Chair – State Senate 21st District 
• David Small, Co-Chair – DNREC Cabinet Secretary 
• Frank Piorko – DNREC Division Director of Watershed Stewardship 
• Chris Bason – Center for the Inland Bays 
• Vicki Ford – Director of Office of Management and Budget 
• David Cropper – Vines Creek Marina  
• Jay Little – Tidal Finfish Advisory Council/Saltfish.net 
• Neil Sands – Rehoboth Bay Sailing Association  
• Pierce Quinlan - Lewes-Rehoboth Canal Improvement Association 
• Gerald Hocker –State Senate 20th District 
• Bill Carson – House of Representatives 28th District 
• Ron Gray - House of Representatives 38th District 
• Rob Whitford – Precision Marine 
• Dave Ritondo – United States Coast Guard Auxiliary 
• Ed Lewandowski – University of Delaware 
• David Green – Cape Water Taxi 
• Clark Evans –  Old Inlet Bait & Tackle 
 
Not present: 

 
• Dave Russell – commercial charter boat captain 

 
 
 
 



Other parties in attendance: 
 

• David Saveikis – DNREC Division Director of Fish & Wildlife 
• Douglas Messeck – DNREC Division of Fish & Wildlife Enforcement Officer  
• Larry Horan – DNREC Division of Fish & Wildlife Construction Project Manager 
• Tony Pratt – DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Administrator 
• Dan Brower - DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Environmental Program Manager  
• Chuck Williams – DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Environmental Program Manager  
• Ariane Nichols - DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Environmental Scientist 

 
 
Senator Venables opened the meeting at 8:29am with a call to approve last month’s meeting minutes 
and they were passed unanimously.  He stated there was a general consensus that everyone on the 
committee was in agreement that a formal Waterway Management Plan was needed.  Last meeting 
focused on discussing needs and possible funding options.  Frank Piorko was asked to look further into 
what other states were doing and how they funded their waterway projects.  Mr. Piorko thanked the 
committee for all “pulling in the same direction” as they moved forward with discussions.   
 
Mr. Piorko welcomed committee members Clark Evans & Vicki Ford, since Mr. Evans was unable to 
attend the August 25 meeting and Ms. Ford was present via conference call. 
 
Handouts were provided showing information on current revenue for motor fuel sales, a matrix of other 
coastal states’ funding sources, FY2015 budget considerations, a revised Waterway Management 
Program five-year plan, and an updated list of committee members. 
 
Ariane Nichols presented the matrix showing what other states are using as funding mechanisms.  It 
was noted that two states are using transportation funds (NY & NJ), three states are using bond bill 
appropriations (DE, ME & MA), and a variety of other funding sources such as car rental tax, general 
fund budget, boat registration fees, federal aid/grants, motor boat fuel tax, fishing license fees, excise 
(boat sales) tax, boat titling fees, and special tax districts along waterways.  A discussion followed 
regarding the wide variety of funding for waterway projects.  Mr. Piorko also stated that the matrix did 
not show possible cost sharing of state & federal funds with local government revenue. 
 
Mr. Piorko recognized other people in attendance including Dave Saveikis, Doug Messeck & Larry Horan, 
from the Division of Fish & Wildlife along with Dan Brower from Shoreline & Waterway Management. 
 
From the last meeting, there was a request to provide more detail regarding the planning budget for the 
next 3 – 5 years and a breakdown of costs and expenses in the program.  Chuck Williams gave a 
presentation showing needs for maintenance dredging, channel marking, macro-algae harvesting, 
waterway maintenance, regional sediment management, and engineering & waterway modeling.  He 
provided details on maintenance dredging projects for FY2015 including Little River ($1.2M), Augustine 
Beach Boat Ramp ($75K), Indian River ($275K) and the Assawoman Canal ($50K).  Waterway 
Management Operations for FY2015 include new equipment (purchase of the New Castle Conservation 
District dredge ($300K)) since that program is no longer funded by the General Assembly, channel 
marking ($60K), macro-algae harvesting ($35K), waterway maintenance, abandoned vessel/debris 
removal ($30K), and contractual support ($300K).  Research funding for FY2015 would include 
conducting a waterway management plan that needs a sustainable funding source ($325K) and 



expanding the regional sediment management plan from the Rehoboth Bay into the Indian River Bay 
with considerations for beneficial re-use options for dredged material and waterway enhancements to 
reduce dredging needs ($250K).  Mr. Williams emphasized that this was not a final plan and that it will 
most likely change over time. 
 
Mr. Piorko added that this was not the FY2015 or FY2016 budget, but more of a wish list.  Each year his 
team is forced to look at needs and resources and prioritize accordingly.  Concerns come from the 
boating community, legislators and their constituents.  Funds were not available to address needs at 
Massey’s Ditch, but work was done with the Coast Guard to mark the channel and lay the groundwork 
to complete Massey’s, which is a multi-year project with a projected cost of $2.5M.  Each year it’s a 
balancing act and requires going to the legislature and bond bill committee to explain what needs are. 
 
Ed Lewandowski asked how much money is received each year from the federal government.  Mr. 
Piorko referred the question to Tony Pratt who explained we don’t have direct cash flow from the 
federal level.  There are 27 waterway channels in the state of Delaware, 20 of which are federally 
identified, but funding is restricted.  The Federal Office of Management and Budget prioritizes funding 
by commercial waterway tonnage (over 75M of product annually) and only three Delaware waterways 
meet the criteria:  The Christina River in the Port of Wilmington, the C&D Canal, and the Nanticoke 
River.  All the other channels including Massey’s, Indian River, the Mispillion, and Little River are 
showing up on the federal inventory base each year, but he doubts the state will ever see any returns on 
those channels being dredged.  As a result, Delaware has inherited the responsibility to maintain the 
other channels.  A question was asked about the return on these waterway projects to the state of 
Delaware.  Mr. Pratt explained that we don’t have a measurable return but it’s apparent there is a direct 
benefit from people using the waterways (fuel, bait, food, lodging, etc.).  Economic analyses have been 
done in the past to evaluate value to human use on the shoreline, but that waterway use is not valued 
at this time. 
 
Mr. Lewandowski asked what the current federal tax was on marine fuel.  Mr. Piorko referred to the 
handout regarding federal requirements of regulated gas sold in Delaware.  The handout provided 
explanation of reformulated gasoline and renewable fuel standards.  Discussion followed on non-
ethanol gas blends for boaters and fuel purchased out of state. 
 
David Small explained the interaction between air quality policy and waterway management.  The topic 
of ethanol and non-ethanol blends in Delaware was brought up last year by Senator Hocker.  There are 
federal requirements for reformulated fuels and renewable fuel standards.  The reformulated gasoline 
requirement grew out of the Clean Air Act amendments that Congress passed in 1990 (the Act originally 
passed in 1970).  The amendments in 1990 took an aggressive approach to controlling criteria of 
pollutants and controlling air quality standards.  Delaware faces a challenge with ground level ozone.  
Both New Castle County and Kent County did not meet the air quality standards for ozone attainment, 
which is a summertime phenomenon.  Hot days in the summer, combined with drifting air from the 
west, affect Delaware air quality.  Federal requirements dictate that if a state does not meet ozone 
attainment you have to have reformulated gasoline.  In 1993, it was decided to sell reformulated 
gasoline in all three counties for consistency.  The EPA was notified accordingly so that Delaware could 
maintain their attainment status.  An additional federal requirement was put in place that a certain 
percent of gasoline sold had to come from renewable fuels.  Ethanol fits the federal requirement.   Mr. 
Small explained there was a question of whether non-reformulated fuel could be sold in Delaware.  
Better air quality and fewer ozone forming compounds are a result of reformulated and ethanol mix gas.  
The EPA requires air quality standards under the Clean Air Act and Delaware has a state implementation 



plan that looks at the ways all sources contribute.  An offset would need to be established in order to do 
away with reformulated gasoline in Sussex County.  One possibility would be to require a modification to 
the onboard emissions testing done by the DMV in Georgetown.  Kent and New Castle Counties both 
have onboard diagnostics to test emissions.  Many factors would need to be considered to make a 
change in Sussex County.  The impact on the market is unknown on the sale of two different types of 
fuels.  Additional conversations should occur with the Department of Transportation, Division of Motor 
Vehicles, and the petroleum market (at the wholesale and retail level) if a potential change is made. 
 
Representative Carson asked if Maryland sells non-ethanol gasoline.  Mr. Small stated they do. 
However, he is unsure how they sell different fuel types.   Mr. Small said it is frustrating that the Eastern 
Shore of Maryland does not monitor their air quality the same way that Delaware does given they must 
have the same issue of contaminants coming from the West. 
 
Neil Sands asked two questions:  1. Is it true that ethanol costs more to produce than regular gasoline?  
2.  Doesn’t ethanol based fuel get better gas mileage and in turn create less air pollutants? 
 
Mr. Small said there are ongoing debates on these points and that one can make arguments on either 
side.  Considerations would have to be made based on data moving forward and include input from 
industry experts. 
 
Jay Little stated he took away from the last meeting a focus on bringing in more money by taxing non-e 
gas.  Currently there is a rebate for non-highway use for fuel.  He wondered if the rebate would be 
eliminated in addition to a tax on non-e gas. 
 
Senator Venables said there is currently a $.23 cent per gallon tax that boaters can apply for a rebate.   
 
Senator Hocker said he has spoken with many boaters who would be OK with doing away with the 
rebate if non-e gas would be available. 
 
Mr. Little stated he has a blog on his website (Saltfish.net) and asked the question if fishermen would be 
in favor of eliminating the rebate and instituting a tax if non-e gas was available.  The question was 
viewed 1,624 times, 60 people responded and 40 people weighed in with a vote.  Of those, the majority 
(52.5%) said to leave the issue alone and don’t change anything. 
 
Comments made included this was more of an issue ten years ago, but there were newer practices of 
treating fuel to eliminate problems and that non-ethanol gas is more of an issue for older equipment 
and small engines like chainsaws, trimmers, mowers, etc. 
 
There seemed to be a general concern for eliminating the gas rebate all together. 
 
Mr. Little noted that ethanol gas prices at marinas are higher than the price paid at a gas station.  
Currently gas is selling for $4.00 per gallon for 89 octane at the Indian River Marina. 
 
Gas prices in Maryland (for non-ethanol) range from $4.45 - $4.80 per gallon. 
 
Senator Hocker remarked many boaters he has spoken to are willing to pay more for non-ethanol 
gasoline as they see no benefit in using ethanol since fuel treatment is used and maintenance costs are 
greater. 



 
Mr. Little stated that comments he heard in the boating community were not necessarily about ethanol 
vs. non-e gas but more of a concern regarding the elimination of the fuel rebate program. 
 
Chris Bason asked Mr. Small to explain the possible offset that DMV could offer with regard to air 
quality.  Mr. Small said that Delaware gets a benefit from Sussex County selling reformulated gasoline.  
It’s measured in tons per year of compounds that are released into the air.  If the type of gas that’s sold 
changes, some other type of reduction would need to offset the air quality for Delaware to comply with 
the Clean Air Act.  Another mechanism to achieve those reductions may be changing the way DMV does 
their emissions testing in Sussex County. 
 
Rob Whitford stated that for every $1K purchased in fuel, an additional $160 is spent on fuel additive to 
reduce the ethanol.  He questioned how that affected air quality. 
 
Mr. Small responded that the ethanol issue is more about it being renewable and less about air quality.  
Adding the fuel additive probably does eliminate any air quality factors and/or benefit. 
 
Dave Cropper questioned how Maryland gets away with selling non-e gas in certain counties. 
 
Mr. Small stated that the ethanol requirement is for refineries.  They could use credits to make non-e 
gas.  The issue for the Eastern shore of Maryland is they are in an area that is not required to use 
reformulated gas.   
 
Mr. Bason asked a question on the handout regarding the number of gallons of gas purchased for 
commercial vs. recreation marine use.  Mr. Small said most of it was recreational. 
 
Mr. Piorko led a discussion on the handouts related to fuel sales in Delaware.  Currently the tax on 
gasoline in Delaware is $.23 cents per gallon and generates over $3M in revenue.  In 2013, 575 refunds 
were given totaling $42,882.  It was estimated that 13,213,000 gallons was for marine use.  Commercial 
vessels use red-dye diesel, which has no tax.  In 2013, the total Motor Fuel Tax revenue was $113M. 
 
Mr. Piorko stated it would be beneficial to know how much non-e fuel is sold in Maryland and how 
much fuel is sold in Sussex County marinas. 
 
It was noted that it appears the rebate is not really taken advantage of in Delaware and that the balance 
goes to DelDOT and into the Transportation Trust Fund. 
 
Mr. Piorko stated his observation was that there was about a $.70 per gallon differential between 
Maryland’s non-e gas and Delaware’s blend.  He asked what type of revenue could be derived from 
bringing non-e fuel to Delaware 
 
Senator Hocker said his Pep-Up representative quoted him $.35 - $.40 cents more per gallon for non-e 
gas. 
 
The question was raised where the non-e gas would be sold.  Would it be available at the pump (gas 
stations) or only be available at marinas? 
 



Mr. Lewandowski asked if the Delaware marine fuel tax was always obligated to support the DelDOT 
trust fund.  Senator Venables responded it has been that way since the fund was created back in 1987. 
 
Dave Green said he has taken advantage of the rebate program; however, it is a difficult process at best.  
Receipts obtained at marinas are OK, but gas station receipts need to be stamped by the attendant and 
a form needs to be filled out.  The forms are available through DelDOT. 
 
Senator Venables said the transportation trust fund doesn’t look like the only source of funding for 
waterway management needs. 
 
It was stated that taxing red-dye diesel was not something that would be supported by the boating 
community, and especially not the local farming industry. 
 
Mr. Piorko asked if there is any revenue benefit in bringing non-e fuel to marinas at a higher cost if no 
additives were needed. 
 
Mr. Bason asked if any of the current fuel tax was designated for channel marking, waterway 
maintenance, etc. and the answer was “no.”  Senator Venables stated the argument would have to be 
made that waterways could be classified as transportation highways for boaters. 
 
Mr. Bason asked what the motorboat fuel tax was and can that be directed for waterway management 
as compared to other states.  Legislation would have to designate additional marine fuel tax or carve out 
a portion of current taxes to be used for waterway management. 
 
The Transportation Trust Fund is already under funded.  It was supposed to be used only for 
construction projects.  In 1992, a change was made to aid the administration due to shortfalls in the 
budget. 
 
Mr. Small expressed concern about moving revenue from DelDOT for waterway management as the 
farming community, aviation industry, and many others will speak out. 
 
Other comments: 
 

• Waterway use needs to be supported by data. 
 

• Non-e fuel with a new tax added to the current tax should be investigated. 
 

• The $.23 cent tax has been static since 1995. 
 

• New revenue should be estimated. 
 
• There is a need to determine how much fuel is sold at marinas. 
 
• There are 59,186 boats registered in Delaware, but no boat titling program in place  

 
• There is a need to capture trailered boats too. 
 



• Charter boats may go out of business if tax is levied. 
 
Mr. Small raised the question:  If the gas rebate is eliminated along with the exemption on red-dye fuel, 
would it raise a lot of arguments?  The answer was a resounding “yes.” 
 
It was noted that the rebate was only $42K last year. 
 
Senator Venables said perhaps there should be a surcharge to boat licenses. 
 
Mr. Piorko said that the new revenue would have to be dedicated for waterway management.  He said 
future discussions should focus on ethanol free fuel, boat titling & registration, county transfer taxes, 
the program budget and prioritizing projects. 
 
Senator Venables said there are 62 legislators who each get $250K of the CTF Fund annually for special 
projects.  DelDOT adds an additional 50 – 100%.  It may be a good idea to ask each of them to dedicate 
$10K for the waterway management program. 
 
He explained that Rule 12 is a group of items that have been allowed to use the CTF to fund their 
projects and that waterway management/maintenance may fall under it. 
 
Bulk heading, pilings, bike paths, street lights, drainage, landscaping, sidewalks, etc. were all state 
projects added in the past as allowable expenditures under Rule 12. 
 
$3M - $5M per year would be needed to fund the waterway management program and funds would 
only be used on waterways owned by the state.  Boat fees should be considered in future conversations. 
 
Representative Carson asked how East Coast funding came from car rental tax and a short discussion 
followed. 
 
A summary was given on ethanol free blends and it was stated there is a need to determine how much 
Delaware could realize in revenue.  Will the tax be enough?  Will it be worth it?   
 
Senator Hocker said that the amount of Delaware people going to Maryland to buy fuel is not a defined 
figure, but that it’s larger than realized. 
 
Mr. Small asked if it is worth adding an additional tax on diesel fuel for marine use.  Feedback indicates 
that boaters are comfortable with the current user model and diesel sold at marinas is currently exempt.   
 
Mr. Little stated charter boats are already operating at a small profit margin and that any tax 
consideration should be spread out to be more palatable for everyone.  Other tax options should be 
considered. 
 
It was stated that the use of Delaware waterways greatly impacts coastal tourism revenue.  
Considerations should be made for users of the waterways to help pay for maintaining them. 
 
Delaware has an 8% accommodations tax and 1% of it goes to beach management.  There is no room to 
deduct additional funds for waterway management. 
 



It was asked where the gross receipts tax revenue goes and the answer was the General Fund.  
Comments followed that the General Fund is already hard to balance. 
 
Senator Venables said the committee is collective in agreement that something needs to be done. 
 
Mr. Small said the homework is to determine if an additional fuel tax is applicable on non-reformulated 
gas/non-e fuel and to refine numbers to see what the volume looks like.  He also said a review on 
Delaware’s boat licensing fees and titling considerations will be discussed at the next meeting. 
 
Senator Hocker said he sees three possible funding sources:  bond bill appropriations, boater 
registration fees, and motor boat fuel tax.  He also said that non-e fuel from North Carolina would cost 
an additional $.05 - $.06 per gallon cost. 
 
A Committee report is due by mid-November.  Meetings will follow a regular two week schedule moving 
forward. 
 
Next meeting: September 22, 2014 in the DNREC Shoreline & Waterway Services Facility 
conference room at 8:30am 
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:31am 
 











 
• Review and Acceptance of Notes 
• Last Meeting Discussion 

• Funding Options Matrix 
• DNREC’s 5-Year Funding Needs for 

Waterway Management ($3M - $5M 
annually) 

• Non-Ethanol Gas Blends for Boat Use 
• Motor Fuel Tax Rebate. (FHA estimates of 

13M gal.  $3M+collected for marine fuel tax.  
$42,882 was refunded to boaters leaving 
$3M not refunded)  

  
 



 
• Last Meeting Discussion 

• Utilizing TTF Motor Fuel Tax revenue for 
waterway management needs would cut into 
Transportation needs. 

• Suggestion was made to utilize some portion 
($10K) from individual CTF accounts (Rule 
12). 

 
• Today’s Discussion 

• 2013 Marine Fuel Sales in Sussex County 
• Maine’s Rental Car Tax 
• North Carolina’s Increase in Boat 

Registration and Titling Fees 
• Delaware’s Current Boating Registration Fees 

and Business Models for Increased Revenue 
  
 
  

 



Ethanol Free Gas Sales on Eastern Shore MD 
- Approximately 506,000 gallons ethanol-free 

fuel sold on MD Eastern Shore during 2013. 
- To date sales for 2014 are approximately 415,000 

gallons. 
 
2013 Marine Fuel Sales in Sussex County 
- Currently 15 marinas in Sussex sell fuel to boaters. 
- As of today, only 5 have provided information on fuel sales  - totaling 

304,970 gallons of gasoline sold.  (IR Inlet Marina is a substantial portion 
of those sales).   

- Based on information gathered, roughly estimate that total gasoline sales 
were approximately 450,000 gallons in Fy2013 (assuming an average of 
15,000 gallons from marinas who have not provided information).   

- Diesel sales reported total 244,630 gals.  Estimated total 275K-300K gals.   
 



Maine’s Rental Car Tax 
 
• Dredging projects primarily funded through 

Bond Bill appropriations every 2 years by the 
State legislature (averages $500K). 

• Car Rental Tax revenue averages $6M annually 
(10% tax on rental vehicles weighing less than 
26,000 lbs.). 

  • Revenue goes into Maine’s Department of Transportation’s “multi-modal 
fund”. 

• Fund can be used for a variety of transportation projects (transit, aeronautic, 
marine, railway). 

• Also periodically receive funds from Maine Port Authority for projects (ex. 
$100K to relocate lobsters from a federal navigation channel for a Corps 
project). 

 



Delaware’s Rental Car Tax 
 
• Delaware does have a tax on rental cars that is 

imposed on both the lessee and lessor. 
 
• The tax falls under the Lessee/Lessor of 

Tangible Personal Property category. 
• Lessee Rate = 0.020114% 
• Lessor Rate = 0.003017% 
 

• The money generated from this tax goes into 
General Gross Receipts. 
 



North Carolina’s Increase in Boat Registration and 
Titling Fees 
 
• NC General Assembly enacted legislation in 

2013 (Section 14.22 of Senate Bill 402). 
• Increased fees for boat registration and titling. 

• Reg. for vessels <26 feet:  $15 to $30 for 1-
year and $40 to $90 for 3-years 

• Reg. for vessels >26 feet:  $40 to $50 for 1-
year and $120 to $150 for 3-years 

• Titling:  from $20 to $30 for all vessels    
• 5o-percent of increase for registration and $10 

increase for titling goes to new Shallow Draft 
Navigation Channel and Lake Dredging Fund. 

 



North Carolina (continued) 
 
• In FY2013, 146,737 boats registered in NC - 

30,302 1-year boat registrations and 116,435  
      3-year registrations  ($5,111,930 in revenue).  
  
• In FY2014 after fee increase went into effect on 

October 1, 2013, 144,316 boats registered – 
50,358 1-year registrations  and 93,958 3-year 
registrations ($8,097,525 in revenue). 

 
• $3,527,970 going to shallow draft dredging  
     fund – includes increased revenue from    
     registration and  titling.      
 



North Carolina (continued) 
 
• Titling required for the following vessels: 

• All jet skis 
• Vessels over 14 ft. 
• Any vessel with a lien 
 

• FY2013 – 45,850 vessels titled, generating 
revenue of $917,000 
 

• FY2014 – 45,243 vessels titled, generating 
revenue of $1,208,830  
• Fee increases began Oct. 1, which was after 

the months that most titling occurs 
(June/July/August).  
 



Presentation of Delaware’s Current Boat 
Registration Fees  



Boat Registration Statutory Authority 
Administered by Division of Fish & Wildlife  

TITLE 23 
Navigation and Waters 

CHAPTER 21. MOTORBOATS 
Subchapter II. Registration, Equipment and Operation 

 § 2113 Licensing and registration fees. 
(f) Beginning July 1, 2000 and annually thereafter, the funds derived by the State from Boat 
Registration Fees shall be deposited as Appropriated Special Funds by the Department with the 
State Treasurer. 
§ 2118 Public facilities; administration and enforcement of subchapter. 
(b) The Department shall assign a Boating Administrator who shall be qualified by training and 
experience to perform the duties of office. The Boating Administrator shall train and maintain a 
staff of Fish and Wildlife Agents who are capable of insuring compliance with state law and 
Department regulations of all vessels using, moored or anchored on state waters. The Boating 
Administrator shall train and maintain a clerical staff to operate the boating safety office and all 
boat registration offices. 
§ 2119 Annual appropriation. 
(a) For purposes of implementing this subchapter, there shall be appropriated annually the 
funds necessary to establish and maintain reasonable support in terms of equipment and 
personnel to carry out the purposes of this subchapter. 
 



Delaware Boat Registration Numbers 
1962 - 2013 

77.57 % 

11.15 % 
5.37 % 5.95 % 
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Boat Registrations began in Delaware 1962 
 

• 1962    8,974 Boat Registrations 
• 1970  17,510 Boat Registrations 
• 1980  32,956 Boat Registrations 
• 1990  40,146 Boat Registrations 

• 2000  46,719 Boat Registrations 
• 2010  57,401 Boat Registrations 
• 2013  59,186 Boat Registrations 



Delaware Boat Registration Funding 
$1,282,225 per year 

 
September 22, 2014 

Administration  
Salaries and Fringe      5.62 % 
Equipment     0.00 % 
Travel     0.08 % 
Supplies     0.00 % 
Contractual     0.24 % 
 

Boating Compliance 
Salaries and Fringe      59.65 % 
Equipment       0.44 % 
Travel       0.29 % 
Supplies       4.51 % 
Contractual     12.70 % 
 

Boat Registration 
Salaries and Fringe      6.57 % 
Equipment     0.00 % 
Travel     0.00 % 
Supplies     2.00 % 
Contractual     2.58 % 
 

Boating Education 
Salaries and Fringe     2.04 % 
Equipment     0.00 % 
Travel     0.01 % 
Supplies     0.44 % 
Contractual     2.85 % 
 

77.57 % 

11.15 % 
5.37 % 5.95 % 

Administration Boating Compliance Boat Registration Boating Education

77.59 % 

11.15 % 
5.34 % 5.94 % 

($142,911) 
($68,828) ($76,262) 

($994,225) 



Boat Length Delaware New Jersey Pennsylvania Maryland * 
<16 ft $10 $12 $13.00 

($9.00 for 
unpowered) 

No fee 

16ft - <26ft $20 $28 $19.50 (16ft - <20ft) 
$26.00 (20ft +) 

$12.00 

26ft - <40ft $30 $52 $26.00  $12.00 
40ft - <65ft $50 $80 $26.00 $12.00 
65ft and over $60 $250 $26.00 $12.00 
Additional 
fees 

    $25.00 – 
Commercial 
Passenger  

$5.00 – 
Documented Decal 

Tax on boat 
sales 

0% 7% 6% 5% Excise tax  
in lieu of sales tax 



 
Boat Length 

 
Rate 

(annually) 

No. 
Reg. 

Vessels 

 
Current 
Revenue 

Additional 
Revenue from 
Doubling Fees 

<16 ft. $10 17,106 $171,060 $171,060 
16ft. to <26 ft. $20 27,991 $559,820 $559,820 
26 ft. to <40 ft. $30 7,746 $232,380 $232,380 
40 ft. to <65 ft. $50 5,497 $274,850 $274,850 
65 ft. and over $60 846 $50,760 $50,760 

Total   59,186 $1,288,870 $1,288,870 
Less 10% (anticipated 
registration decrease) 

       
$1,158,983 

 
 



 
Boat Length 

 
Rate 

(annually) 

 
No. Reg. 
Vessels 

 
Current 
Revenue 

 
Additional 

Revenue from 
$15 Main. Fee 

<16 ft. $10 17,106 $171,060 $256,590 
16ft. to <26 ft. $20 27,991 $559,820 $419,865 
26 ft. to <40 ft. $30 7,746 $232,380 $116,190 
40 ft. to <65 ft. $50 5,497 $274,850 $82,455 
65 ft. and over $60 846 $50,760 $12,690 

Total    59,186 $1,288,870 $887,790 
Less 10% (anticipated 
registration decrease) 

       
$799,011 



 
Boat Length 

 
Rate 

(annually) 

 
No. Reg. 
Vessels 

 
Current 
Revenue 

Additional Revenue 
from Increased 
Rates Based on 

Graduated Scale 
<16 ft. $10 17,106 $171,060 $85,530 (+$5) 

16ft. to <26 ft. $20 27,991 $559,820 $279,910 (+$10) 

26 ft. to <40 ft. $30 7,746 $232,380 $116,190 (+$15) 

40 ft. to <65 ft. $50 5,497 $274,850 $109,940 (+$20) 

65 ft. and over $60 846 $50,760 $21,150   (+$25) 

Total   59,186 $1,288,870 $612,720 

Less 10% (anticipated 
registration decrease) 

       
$551,448 



 
 
Titling Vessels in Delaware 
 
• Currently no title required for boats bought and 

sold in State. 
• No system currently in place for tracking boats 

sales or ownership history outside of 
registration information. 

• Idea was previously discussed by DNREC and 
Department of State, but was quickly dismissed.   
 

 - Concerns surrounded potential loss in revenue - if corporations    
had to pay additional fees they might consider relocating 
elsewhere (3/4’s of State’s budget is comprised of taxes paid by 
corporations).     
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JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM 

RULES 
 
 

 
RULE 1.  A quorum shall consist of five (5) members, except that a quorum shall consist 

of seven (7) members for bill drafting. 
 
RULE 2.  A quorum must be present in order to: 

 
1. Conduct bill drafting sessions; 
2. Open and conduct an executive session; 
3. Amend the rules; 
4. Make any motion. 

 
RULE 3.  A quorum need not be present to open and conduct public hearings in which 

the department/agency shall make a presentation of its budget. 
 
RULE 4.  The Co-Chairs shall preside over all meetings of the Joint Legislative 

Committee on the Capital Improvement Program.  A temporary Chair may be 
designated by the Co-Chairs. 

 
RULE 5.  In the interest of order and decorum, all questions and comments must be 

directed to and acknowledged by the Co-Chairs. 
 
RULE 6.  All questions or comments in the public hearings shall be acknowledged by the 

Co-Chairs in the following order: 
 

1. Members of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital 
Improvement Program. 



2. Members of the General Assembly. 
3. Other elected or appointed officials. 
4. Any group, with a common purpose relevant to the subject at hand, must 

have one spokesman who shall be limited to five (5) minutes. 
5. Any Delaware citizen may speak to the subject at hand and shall be 

limited to three (3) minutes. 
6. Any member of the press may speak to the subject at hand and shall be 

limited to three (3) minutes. 
 
RULE 7.  All motions shall require a majority of those members who are present and 

voting, except bill drafting motions which require a majority vote of the entire 
Committee membership. 

 
RULE 8.    The schedule of public hearings of the Joint Legislative Committee on the 

Capital Improvement Program shall be distributed to at least the following: 
 

1. Members of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital 
Improvement Program; 

2. Members of the General Assembly; 
3. Governor and Lieutenant Governor; 
4. As appropriate, elected or appointed officials; 
5. Department/agency concerned; 
6. News media. 

 
RULE 9.    Minutes of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 

Program meetings shall include the following: 
 

1. Record of those members present; 
2. A record by individual member of each vote taken and each action 

agreed upon. 
 
RULE 10.  The Controller General shall be the custodian of the records for the Joint 

Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program. 
 
RULE 11.  The Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 

declares that any project which falls in the category of a Grant-in-Aid 
project, private non-profit organizations shall not be considered for inclusion 
in the annual Bond and Capital Improvements Act. 

 
RULE 12.  Community Transportation Funds 
 

a.  Eligible Community Transportation Fund projects shall be limited to the following 
public capital projects: 

• Paving a street or road (public) 
• Traffic signals, signs, and lighting (luminaries) 
• Repair of radar signs 



• Noise abatement solutions, including fences, landscaping, berms, etc.  Fences 
are intended for situations where completed transportation projects create a 
measurable increase in background noise. 

• Curb and gutter improvements 
• Drainage improvements  
• Drainage improvements involving state maintained roads within 

municipalities.  (Municipal drainage systems are the responsibility of the 
individual municipality) 

• Transportation/Drainage studies 
• Opticoms and emitters 
• Majority of land acquisition for Greenways 
• Transportation element of Greenways 
• Permanent landscaping along trails and sidewalks.  Funds may not be used 

for pots or planters less than 30 inches in diameter. 
• Permanent landscaping installation in medians and traffic islands, with 

Department approval. 
• Public Sidewalks 
• Soil and water conservation projects funded by the General Assembly or 

other government agency. 
• Transit shelter 
• Bikeways 
• Dry hydrants 
• Bulkheads and pier pilings 
• Parking lots 

 Public Schools 
 Parks 
 State agencies 
 "Others" on public land (for-profit entities are ineligible) 

• Greenways 
 Paths 
 Lighting 
 Repair of paths 
 Funds to purchase Greenways used by the public 
 Funds to expand Greenways used by the public 

•    Traffic Calming Devices & Traffic Control Devices 
•    5310 Bus Program 
•    Any project that qualifies under the Safety or Transportation Enhancement 

Program administered by the Department of Transportation 
•    Purchase of surplus DelDOT land at fair market value accompanied by 

legislation waiving the provisions of 17 Del. C. 137(b) 
•    All property within the State’s right-of-way is eligible for the expenditure of 

Community Transportation Funds during any streetscape improvement 
project. 

• Capital expenditures in support of open space uses on properties acquired, 
managed by, or controlled through agreements entered into by the 



Department of Natural Resources, Department of Agriculture or the 
Department of Transportation, municipalities and counties such as fencing, 
tables, bike racks, kiosks, and comfort stations. 

• For Fiscal Year 2009 only, median maintenance in those communities with 
contractual agreements with the Department. 

• Banner signs attached to street lighting poles announcing the names of 
municipal neighborhoods and municipalities, similar to the Caesar Rodney 
signs used for suburban subdivisions, subject to confirmation of proposed 
signs as meeting applicable MUTCD rules and 17 Del.C. Chapter 11. 

 
b. Projects Performed by Entities other than DelDOT: 

• DelDOT matches cost estimates with funds available. 
• DelDOT enters into contractual agreement with entity outlining the project's 

scope. 
• All contractual agreements must be approved by the Secretary of 

Transportation and DelDOT's Deputy Attorney General. 
• Project shall be tracked in DelDOT's accounting system. 
• DelDOT shall pay 10% of the total project cost prior to construction for 

expenditures related to planning, design etc. 
• Remaining funds shall be paid using one of the following methods of 

payment (to be outlined in the contractual agreement between DelDOT and 
entity): 
 Full reimbursement upon project completion; 
 Billing DelDOT on a regular schedule (e.g. every 2 weeks); 
 Pay full amount upon execution of contractual agreement if a 

contractor estimate is provided and the total project cost is less than 
$40,000; 

 Pay full amount upon execution of contractual agreement for any 
phase of a project (i.e., Conceptual Planning, Preliminary Engineering 
or Construction) with a County Conservation District or other State 
agencies as long as a contractor estimate or an in-house estimate for 
that phase of work is provided. 

• DelDOT auditors shall perform a risk assessment annually for all projects 
closed during the fiscal year.  Projects for audit shall be selected from this 
risk assessment to ensure that all projects over $50,000 are reviewed and 
that all recipients are audited no less than once every three years. 

 
c. Project Estimates for FY 2012 through FY 2015: (Estimate expiration and cost    
adjustment) 

• For projects to be built by December 31, 2015, legislators must submit their 
signed authorization to the Department no later than November 30, 
2014.  All estimates prepared prior to and including FY 2012 shall expire. 

• Effective November 30, 2014, all estimates made during FY 2013 will be 
increased by 2%. 

• Effective November 30, 2014, all estimates made during FY 2014 will be 
increased by 1%. 



 
Note:  On May 16, 2001, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update the rules by deleting Rules 12 and 13 and inserting a new Rule 
12. 

Note:  On June 24, 2002, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12. 
 
Note:  On March 19, 2003, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12. 
 
Note:  On April 16, 2003, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12. 
 
Note:  On September 24, 2004, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital 
Improvement Program voted to update Rule 12a by adding “Traffic Control Devices.” 
 
Note:  On June 24, 2004, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12b by allowing for payment of phases of a project 
providing the proper estimate has been provided by the contractor or in-house. 
 
Note:  On June 30, 2004, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12a by adding “Right of Ways.” 
 
Note:  On October 3, 2005, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12 by adding a new subsection “c”. 
 
Note:  On June 26, 2006, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year.  Also increased 
two-year old estimates from “20%” to “30%” and increased one-year old estimates from 
“15%” to “20%”. 
 
Note: On June 25, 2007, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program deleted prior language “DelDOT auditors shall audit all projects not less than 
three years from the completion of the project” with language above. 
 
Note:  On June 25, 2007, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year.  Also decreased 
two-year old estimates from “30%” to “25” and decreased one-year old estimates from 
“20%” to “5%”. 
 
Note: On January 16, 2008 the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12 by allowing “Capital expenditures in support of open 
space……”. 
   
Note: On June 24, 2008, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement 
Program voted to update Rule 12 (a) by adding the words “and pier pilings” after 



bulkheads and added a new bullet “For Fiscal Year 2009 only, median maintenance in  
those communities with contractual agreements with the Department.”  Also voted to 
update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year.  Also decreased two-year old 
estimates from “25%” to “10”.   
 
Note:  
On June 28, 2009, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year. 
 
Note:  
On June 23, 2010, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 ( c ) by adjusting the dates by one year.  Also, decreased two-
year old estimates from “10%” to “5%” and decreased one-year old estimates from “5%” 
to “3%”. 
 
Note:  
On June 22, 2011, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year.  
 
Note:  
On June 23, 2011, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 by allowing banner signs attached to street lighting poles 
announcing the names of municipal neighborhoods, similar to the Caesar Rodney signs 
used for suburban subdivisions, subject to confirmation of proposed signs as meeting 
applicable MUTCD rules and Del.C. Chapter 11. 
 
Note:  
On June 21, 2012, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year.  Also, decreased two-year 
old estimates from “5%” to “2%” and decreased one-year old estimates from “2%” to 
“1%”. 
 
Note:  
On June 19, 2013, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year. 
 
Note:  
On June 19, 2014, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 (c) by adjusting the dates by one year. 
 
Note:  
On June 19, 2014, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 by allowing banner signs attached to street lighting poles 
announcing the names of municipal neighborhoods and municipalities, similar to the 
Caesar Rodney signs used for suburban subdivisions, subject to confirmation of proposed 
signs as meeting applicable MUTCD rules and Del.C. Chapter 11. 



 
Note:  
On June 19, 2014, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 by allowing permanent landscaping installation in median and 
traffic islands, with Department approval. 
 
Note:  
On June 19, 2014, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 by allowing Drainage improvements involving state maintained 
roads within municipalities. (Municipal drainage systems are the responsibility of the 
individual municipality) 
 
Note: 
On June 19, 2014, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 by allowing Capital expenditures in support of open space uses 
on properties acquired, managed by, or controlled through agreements entered into by the 
Department of Natural Resources, Department of Agriculture or the Department of 
Transportation, municipalities and counties such as fencing, tables, bike racks, kiosks, 
and comfort stations. 
 
Note: 
On June 19, 2014, the Joint Legislative Committee on the Capital Improvement Program 
voted to update Rule 12 by allowing repair of radar signs. 
 



DELAWARE WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT AND FINANCING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

DNREC, DIVISION OF WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP  
SHORELINE AND WATERWAY SERVICES FACILITY 

901 Pilottown Road, Lewes, DE 19958 
September 22, 2014 Meeting Notes 

 
AGENDA 

 Welcome and Announcements – 8:30 a.m. 
 

 Review and Acceptance of September 8 Meeting Notes 
 

 Recap of Last Meeting’s Discussion – Funding Options Matrix, DNREC’s 5-year Projection of Waterway 
Management Funding Needs, Non-Ethanol Gas Blends for Boat Use, Motor Fuel Tax Rebate  
 

 Presentation of Information on 2013 Marine Fuel Sales in Sussex County, Maine’s Rental Car Tax, North 
Carolina’s Increase in Boat Registration and Titling Fees 

 

 Presentation of Delaware’s Current Boat Registration Fees – What is the money used for at present 
and Business Models for Increased Revenues   

 

 Round Robin Committee Discussion – Waterway Management Maintenance Fee, Boating Survey  
 

 Public Comments 
 

 Concluding Remarks and Next Meeting   
 
Members Present: 
 

 Robert Venables, Co-Chair – State Senate 21st District 
 David Small, Co-Chair – DNREC Cabinet Secretary 

 Chris Bason – Center for the Inland Bays 
 Vicki Ford – Director of Office of Management and Budget 

 David Cropper – Vines Creek Marina  
 Jay Little – Tidal Finfish Advisory Council/Saltfish.net 
 Neil Sands – Rehoboth Bay Sailing Association  
 Pierce Quinlan - Lewes-Rehoboth Canal Improvement Association 

 Gerald Hocker –State Senate 20th District 

 Ron Gray - House of Representatives 38th District 

 Rob Whitford – Precision Marine 

 Dave Ritondo – United States Coast Guard Auxiliary 

 Ed Lewandowski – University of Delaware 

 Clark Evans –  Old Inlet Bait & Tackle 
 
Not present: 

 

 Dave Russell – commercial charter boat captain 

 Bill Carson – House of Representatives 28th District 

 Frank Piorko – DNREC Division Director of Watershed Stewardship 
 David Green – Cape Water Taxi 



Other parties in attendance: 
 

 David Saveikis – DNREC Division Director of Fish & Wildlife 

 Douglas Messeck – DNREC Division of Fish & Wildlife Enforcement Officer  

 Tony Pratt – DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Administrator 

 Chuck Williams – DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Environmental Program Manager  

 Ariane Nichols - DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Environmental Scientist 

 Tom Fowler – Ocean View Marina 
 
 
David Small opened the meeting at 8:34 am with a call to approve last month’s meeting minutes.  One 
correction was made:  Ron Whitford made the fuel additive comment and not Clark Evans.  With the 
correction, the minutes were passed unanimously.   
 
Mr. Small stated that there was a lot of information covered during the last meeting, including the 
funding matrix of other states and projected five-year capital needs of the Waterway Management 
Program presented by Chuck Williams and Ariane Nichols.   Discussions from the last meeting also 
included non-ethanol gas blends for boat use and the motor fuel tax rebate. 
 
Chuck Williams explained there was a change in the state matrix for North Carolina.  They use a 
percentage of fuel tax to fund waterway/marine operations.  It is based on all types of fuel sold.  Mr. 
Williams stated that using DelDOT’s Transportation Trust Fund for Waterway Management was 
discussed at the last meeting, but it may cut into transportation needs.  He also referred to the 
comment previously made by Senator Venables that each legislator could possibly offer $10K from their 
respective Community Transportation Fund (CTF), which would total $620K annually for waterway 
management.  Mr. Williams presented a handout with Rule 12 and the CTF account. 
 
Mr. Williams said this meeting’s focus is to review the 2013 marine fuel sales in Sussex County, review 
the rental car tax in Maine, North Carolina’s increase in boat registration and titling fees, including a 
handout of the legislation that was passed on October 1, 2013, in North Carolina, and to review 
Delaware’s current boating registration fees with some different business models for increased revenue. 
 
Ariane Nichols reported the amount of ethanol-free fuel that was sold on the Eastern Shore of MD was 
506K gallons in 2013.  The year to date (YTD) sales for 2014 are 415K.  The sales for 2014 are expected to 
exceed 2013 sales.   The 15 marinas in Sussex County, Delaware sold approximately 450K gallons of gas 
in 2013 with 205K sold just at the Indian River Marina.  Diesel sales were 244,360 gallons so far with a 
projected total of 275K – 300K.  Most marinas in Delaware do not sell diesel fuel. 
 
Neil Sands asked what the average retail price per gallon was for non-ethanol gas.  Senator Hocker 
stated it was about $.40 cents more per gallon.  Jay Little reported results from a survey he did where 
ethanol gas was $4.00/gallon at Indian River.  Non-ethanol prices in Maryland were $4.70/gallon in 
Ocean City, $4.45/gallon in Ocean Pines and $4.80/gallon at Sunset Marina. 
 
Senator Venables stated it cost approximately $3,000 to charter a fishing boat and that the boating 
industry as a whole is in a recession.  Many vessels stay at the dock because of gas prices.  He 
questioned if they could afford a fuel tax and if the problem was as bad as reported. 
 



Tom Fowler, representing the public, gave the following information on fuel sales at his marina in Ocean 
View, Delaware: 

 

 2012 - 14,665 gallons 

 2013 - 11,611 gallons 

 2014 YTD - 9,600 gallons 
 
He said there is a definite decline in boating due to overhead. 
 
Ms. Nichols said that many marinas have not provided gas sales information, but she has called 
repeatedly.  There are only two marinas outside Sussex County and they are in New Castle County. 
 
Mr. Williams provided information on Maine’s rental car tax.  Dredging projects in Maine are primarily 
funded through bond bill appropriations and average about $500K every two years.  The rental car tax 
generates approximately $6M annually and is 10% on vehicles weighing less than 26,000 lbs. Proceeds 
go into Maine’s Department of Transportation’s “multi-modal fund”.  The fund can be used for a variety 
of transportation related projects (transit, aeronautic, marine, railway), but there is no breakdown 
available for how much of the $6M goes toward marine projects.  They also periodically receive funds 
from the Maine Port Authority for projects ($100K to relocate lobsters from a federal channel for a 
Corps project). 
 
Senator Venables stated the State’s Bond Bill doesn’t look good as a funding source.  It is the lowest it 
has been in six years and the operating budget is skyrocketing.  Capital projects used to be anywhere 
from $800M - $900M, but are now only $420M. 
 
Ms. Nichols reported that Delaware also has a car rental tax and that proceeds go to General Gross 
Receipts.    
 
Mr. Williams presented findings on North Carolina’s increase in boat registration and titling fees and 
reported the increased revenue goes to their new Shallow Draft Navigation Channel and Lake Dredging 
Fund.  The new fees went into effect October 1, 2013, and have contributed $3,527,970 to the shallow 
draft dredging fund.   Titling is required on jet skis, all vessels over 14” and any vessel with a lien.  
FY2013 boat registrations were higher than FY2014 and titling was about even. 
 
David Saveikis presented information on Delaware boating registration, including Boat Registration 
Statutory Authority for the Division of Fish & Wildlife, a graph with boat registration data from 1962 - 
2013, and a pie chart showing how the boat registration fund is spent.   He stated the Division of Fish & 
Wildlife has the statutory authority and responsibility to deposit and spend boating registration revenue 
to ensure compliance with safe boating laws and that an annual appropriation of funds is needed to 
support the program.  The number of boats that are registered in Delaware has gone from 
approximately 10K in 1962 to almost 60K in 2013.  However, there has been a flatter trend the past few 
years.  Mr. Saveikis explained the enforcement section of his Division is funded by three primary 
sources: 
 

 Boat registration fees 

 Federal RBS (recreational boating safety) grants 

 General Fund appropriations 



There is a 1-1 match of state and federal money for the grants where state funds come from the boating 
registration funds and/or general fund appropriations.  As a point of reference, Mr. Saveikis stated in 
recent years a large portion of the general fund appropriation was re-directed to the general state 
budget and boating registration funds had to make up the difference. 
 
Mr. Saveikis broke down how $1,282,225 in boating registration fees is spent:  77.59% for boating 
compliance, 11.15% for boat registration, 5.94% for administration, and 5.34% for boating education.  
He said there is added pressure on boating registration fee income to compensate for losses in general 
funds.  In addition, there currently are insufficient State funds to match the federal RBS grant, therefore, 
federal money is left on the table. 
 
Tony Pratt gave an overview of the federal Water Resources Development Act.  He explained that 
Congress is addressing the concern of diverted funds out of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.  The 
2014 Act will dictate that by: 
 

  2015 67% of the fund be used for harbor maintenance projects 

  2019 77% 

  2022 87% 

  2025 100%  
 
In addition, 10% of the appropriations will go to emerging harbors, which are not being addressed by 
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund and Corp of Engineers.  The considerations for these projects will be 
based on tonnage and how much each harbor is paying into the fund vs. services received. 
 
Senator Venables said that when he read in the report that $13B was being put into the program he 
thought the waterway management funding issue was resolved.  Mr. Pratt stated that it remains to be 
seen how long it takes for Delaware to see any benefit based on the criteria and backlog of projects.   
 
Mr. Small asked how harbors pay into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.  Mr. Pratt explained that is it 
based on commercial usage and that fees are based on tonnage.  The Port of Wilmington and the C&D 
Canal pay into the fund. 
 
Mr. Williams presented three business models to see how much revenue could be generated with an 
increase in boat registration fees.  First he provided what the current fees were for vessels as compared 
to NJ, MD & PA.  Delaware (with 59,186 vessels registered in 2013) generated $1,288,870 in boat 
registration revenue.  The first model represented revenue if the current fees were doubled at 
$1,158,983.  The second model indicated an increase of $799,011 if a flat $15 fee was levied and the 
third model reflected an additional $551,448 if a graduated scale of increased fees was implemented.  
Each model’s calculations took into consideration a possible 10% decline in boat registration if the 
increased fees went into effect. 
 
Mr. Small asked Mr. Saveikis how much his Division is short on the federal grant match and the reply 
was $200K-$300K average per year. 
 
Mr. Small asked if other states charge more for out of state vessels.  Doug Messeck stated that boats 
are registered by state of principle use.  He explained that Maryland polices marinas and that many 
commercial vessels are incorporated in Delaware. 
 



Mr. Sands asked if it was true that Delaware used to do private dredging of channels to access marinas.  
Mr. Williams explained that DNREC used to do private dredging, but time of year restrictions and other 
project priorities have put a stop to that practice.  The law allows DNREC to do private work at their cost 
plus 10% for overhead.  Mr. Sands said there is justification to do waterway management based on the 
cost of repairs for vessels that bottom out on sand bars. 
 
Mr. Small asked when the last adjustment was made to boat registration fees.  Mr. Saveikis reported 
that 1990 was the last time boating registration fees were increased. 
 
Mr. Williams stated that Delaware does not title boats that are bought and sold in the State.   The 
Department also does not have a system in place to track boat sales.  The idea of titling vessels was 
previously by DNREC and the Department of State.  However, it was dismissed due to concerns over the 
potential loss of revenue.  Many corporations register boats in Delaware.  If corporations had to pay 
additional fees, they might consider relocating elsewhere (3/4’s of State’s budget is comprised of taxes 
paid by corporations).     
 
Rob Whitford asked if titling referred to documented vessels.  Doug Messeck explained they accept 
federal documentation at registration, but that Delaware does not receive revenue from 
documentation. 
 
Mr. Little reported that the New Jersey boat title fee is $60.   There is also an additional $25 fee if there 
is a name on the boat.  Their registration fees range from $12 - $80.  Virginia has a title fee of $7 and the 
registration fee is $9 - 15 per year depending on boat size.  North Carolina has a boat title fee of $35 and 
registration fees for recreational boats are $33 - $55.  His information was derived from responses on 
Saltfish.net. 
 
A conversation followed on boat sales tax and titling fees and where the revenue goes related to 
waterway management.  Mr. Small said there was a boat title discussion a few years ago and there was 
an interest in Delaware by the lending institutions and marine tradesmen to move forward with it.  
Lenders like documents for legal structure and from a lien point of view.  The issue was to keep the fee 
low enough to maintain a competitive advantage and not lose business to other states. 
 
Mr. Little asked if boats that have titles in other states could be registered in Delaware.  Doug Messeck 
replied that boat titles are proof of ownership.  Without one, a person needs to have a notarized bill of 
sale to register a boat in Delaware. 
 
Mr. Sands asked how much it would cost to start a title program.  Mr. Small responded that it would 
cost approximately $200K - $250K for hardware, software and start up expenses. 
 
Mr. Williams stated the excise tax on boat sales in Maryland is the primary portion of the waterway 
management fund.  The fund generates about $8M annually in revenue for waterway management and 
most of that comes from boat sales.   
 
Representative Gray asked if there is a hidden value for boat dealers.  Mr. Small answered “yes” since 
there is no title fee or sales tax in Delaware. 
 



Mr. Whitford asked if it’s possible to draw a line between recreational and commercial vessels less than 
100 feet vs. over 100 feet for the purposes of titling.  Mr. Small said that it would need to be reviewed 
to determine any benefit. 
 
Senator Hocker asked if states competing with Delaware for incorporations have boat titling.  Mr. 
Williams said he would look into it. 
 
Representative Gray asked who sells boat licenses and made the comment that any increase in boating 
registration fees would be nice if boaters could see a direct benefit. 
 
Mr. Small stated that establishing steady funding will help with working with contractors and 
consultants during the year to design and engineer projects.   He asked for any feedback on the three 
business models presented at today’s meeting by Mr. Williams. 
 
Mr. Whitford said it was not long ago that Delaware doubled its motor vehicle registration fees. 
 
Mr. Sands commented that a nominal increase in boat registration fees would not be a big deal if fees 
are known to help better waterways and money is focused on projects. 
 
Mr. Little stated that his website discussions about piling on fees indicate they will go somewhere else if 
costs are on forced boaters alone.   An incremental increase would be okay, but it would be best to also 
find other funding sources so that boaters don not shoulder the entire cost, especially since fuel use is 
currently down and boat registrations are flat. 
 
Pierce Quinlan would like to see if fishing license sales are also down. 
 
Senator Hocker stated that this committee was formed after his meeting with Representative Gray and 
150-plus boaters in Millville last May.  Overall, they will be willing to pay something toward waterway 
management, but not more than their fair share. 
 
Mr. Sands said other forms of revenue would need to be considered in addition to boating fees.  These 
may include a hotel tax/fee or transfer tax. 
 
Senator Hocker said it is unfortunate that people buy homes and cannot get their boats out so it is 
reasonable to look to the county (transfer tax) for a possible match and not have the program funded all 
on the backs of boaters. 
 
Mr. Pratt commented that he thought Maryland had a boat ramp fee and that perhaps Delaware should 
consider it.   
 
Mr. Saveikis said that public boat ramp management is funded through fishing license fees with a 
federal match of excise tax funds.  Because of the federal funding, they cannot charge a fee or the 
federal money is lost.  The Division of Fish & Wildlife maintains about 60 – 70 boat ramps statewide. 
 
Mr. Pratt reported that the projected total revenue for the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMT) for 
2014 was $1.79B.  At 67% target, $1.17M could be used for the nation’s emerging harbors. 
 



Senator Venables said that he sees lots of money put into bicycle paths and that the Bond Bill 
committee can possibly add $500K to waterway management projects instead. 
 
Mr. Small said that there’s not one thing that will fund the $3M - $5M needed.  It may require an 
increase in registration fees for boaters, but it’s important to see what is tolerable.   Sussex County may 
be able to contribute something in addition to a portion of the CTF fund.  It’s important to get a 
sustainable program up and running.  The agency (DNREC) has challenges with clean water quality and 
beach maintenance.   
 
From the accommodations tax on hotel rooms (8%), 1% goes toward beach maintenance, 1% goes to 
the state tourism office and 1% is for the local county convention and business bureau.  There is a 
shared benefit from the federal government for ocean beaches (60/40 split).  However, the bay beaches 
are not available for federal funding. 
 
Senator Venables asked to clarify that the 8% accommodations tax is for hotels and motels only and not 
on rentals.  A brief conversation followed regarding what some coastal towns (like Dewey & Rehoboth) 
charge for rentals.  Typically it is a 3% tax on rentals and it is collected by real estate firms.  Mr. Small 
explained that beach communities can charge a rental accommodations tax under the same law as 
hotels and motels and that perhaps it’s worth having a discussion to see about possible revenue 
opportunities. 
 
Mr. Little remarked that Delaware should learn from its neighboring states about putting the cost on the 
back of the boaters through one time fees and/or increased boating registration fees per a commentary 
on Maryland, which lost 50% of their Waterway Improvement Fund revenue from 2005 – 2011. 
 
Mr. Saveikis said the federal Sport Fish Restoration funds derived from the federal excise tax on fishing 
equipment prohibits the use of matched funds for maintenance dredging of navigational channels.  Like 
Augustine Beach in New Castle, the funds can be used for sediment removal near a boat ramp, but there 
use is limited. 
 
Mr. Small asked if it is a good idea for Ed Lewandowski from the University of Delaware to conduct a 
survey to determine what the public opinion may be on some of the ideas discussed by the committee.  
This might possibly assemble the opinion of the boating community and gauge what boaters are willing 
to pay. 
 
Mr. Quinlan commented that there was quite a spending history on maintenance dredging and that 
regional sedimentation plans and capital improvement projects should be considered to reduce 
sedimentation and dredging needs and annual expenses of the program.  Mr. Pratt stated that DNREC 
contracted a firm (Moffitt & Nichol) to do a report five years ago to identify what was needed to keep 
the navigational channels open to reduce dredging needs. 
 
Chris Bason said t is his opinion that the long term needs of the program are valid.  He also heard from 
the boating community that something needs to be done. 
 
David Small asked the committee if there were any other topics that should be explored moving 
forward.  He said the next meeting would be to refine the concepts already discussed. 
 



Mr. Bason asked what product/deliverable the committee had to prepare given there were only two 
more meetings scheduled.  Mr. Small replied that options would be presented with a cost associated for 
each.  Funding would need to be identified along with any need for potential legislation.  He did say, 
however, that the Department was recently given authorization to increase fees without moving 
through the General Assembly and that may extend to boat registration fees. 
 
Mr. Bason remarked that the waterway management program should be reviewed for ways to reduce 
expenses like cutting or cost sharing the Algae Harvesting Program.   He also suggested that some of the 
fuel tax that goes to DelDOT should be reallocated to the waterway management program.  A discussion 
followed suggesting that an increase to the fuel tax with a split going toward the program could be 
considered. 
 
Mr. Little said he liked the way Mr. Williams presented the three business models with different 
revenue potential.  He suggested the committee prepare a report structured the same way for a public 
survey.  Mr. Lewandowski said it would be a good idea to get feedback on the choices that have been 
discussed to date by the committee. 
 
Mr. Williams said the next meeting will be in two weeks and then the final meeting will be on October 
20, 2014, to wrap things up.   
 
During the Public Comment period, Mr. Fowler shared a few comments: 
 

 People at his marina are willing to pay an increase in boating registration fees. 

 A new fuel tax may be opening a can of worms. 

 Smaller boats will go to the pump instead of paying higher fuel rates at marinas. 

 A sales tax on boats will cause Delaware registrations to go to other states. 

 Bad weather affects fuel sales, but registrations are predictable. 

 If revenue is marked as being used only for waterway management, then the pushback from 
boaters will be minimal. 

 
Senator Hocker asked Mr. Fowler what boaters thought about boat titles.  Mr. Fowler stated he didn’t 
really pose that question, however, he felt it would not be a bad thing if it was voluntary and nominal in 
cost.   
 
Mr. Sands asked if someone could reach out to Sussex County to get them in the discussion and Senator 
Hocker said he would work on it. 
 

Senator Venables adjourned the meeting at 10:17am. 
 

Next meeting: October 6, 2014 in the DNREC Shoreline & Waterway Services Facility conference 
room at 8:30am. 
 
 











 
• Review and Acceptance of Notes 
• Last Meeting Discussion 

• 2013 Marine Fuel Sales in Sussex County 
(Ten Year Trend – Indian River Marina) 

• Maine’s Rental Car Tax 
• North Carolina’s Increase in Boat 

Registration and Titling Fees 
• Delaware’s Current Boating Registration 

Fees   
• Business Models for Increased Revenue 

(Waterway Maintenance Fee for Boaters) 
• Survey of Boaters Willingness to Pay for 

Waterway Maintenance 
 



Trends in Marine Fuel Sales 
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Annual Gasoline Sales at Indian River Marina  



 
• Possible Funding Sources Discussed to Date 
 

• Utilize TTF Marine Motor Fuel Tax revenue 
for waterway management needs (would cut 
into DelDOT transportation needs). 

• Utilize some portion ($10K) of legislators 
individual CTF accounts (Rule 12). 

• Increase Boater Registration Fees (double 
current fees, add flat rate, graduated scale 
based on size of boat). 

• Initiate Boat Titling in Delaware. 
 

 



Today’s Presentation and Discussion 
 
• Economic Value of Inland Bays  
• Sussex County Transfer Tax (where does it 

come from and what is it used for) 
• Project Cost Share Models Used in Other States 
• Potential for Cost Sharing in Delaware  
• Need for a Boating Survey 

 
 

   
 



Economic Value of Inland Bays  
 
• 300 square mile watershed, 32 square mile 

estuary with 87,000 full time residents 
• UD SeaGrant 2012 publication indicates State’s 

coastal economy is a multi-billion dollar sector 
      - $6.9B added to industry production  
      - 59,000 additional jobs supported 
      - $711M of additional taxes annually 
• Although exact value is unknown, water-

related activities in Inland Bays is included in 
these figures (fishing, boating) 

•  “Near Shore Zip Codes”, the four bordering the 
coast and Bays (19930, 19944, 19958, 19971) 
contain the most direct coastal activities   



Economic Value of Inland Bays  (cont.) 
 
• Inland Bays is a fishing mecca 

• Massey’s Landing is State’s busiest boat ramp 
• $149M spent on recreational fishing in Delaware in 2011 (ASA – American 

Sportfishing Association) 
• $343M spent on recreational boating in Delaware in 2010 (USFWS)  
 



Sussex County Transfer Tax 
 

• Transfer tax rate in Sussex is 1.5% 
• Paid to the county in connection with the transfer of any interest 

in real estate 
• Transfer tax budgeted to be $16M in FY2015 (same as FY2014) 

• 50% of the RTT generated from unincorporated areas in the 4 
“Near Shore Zip Codes”  

• Accounts for 31% of the FY2015 Budget 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

• According to FY2015 Budget, surplus from FY2014 predicted to be $3M 
• FY2013 surplus of $4.5M  

 



Cost Share Models in Other States 
 
• North Carolina Model  
 
• Maryland Model 
 
• Florida Model  

 
 
 



North Carolina Cost Share Model  
 
• Water Resources Development Project Grant Program  
• Revenue generated from increase in registration and 

titling fees, motor fuel tax (1/6th of 1%), and general 
assembly appropriations 
 

 
 

• NC DNR is authorized to provide grants to local governments for 
water resource development projects  (ex. navigation, water 
management, stream restoration, beach protection, aquatic weed 
control, engineering studies) 

• Units of local gov’t and local political subdivisions are only 
eligible parties for grants 

• Includes projects planned by federal agency with local match and 
those without federal assistance   

• 50/50 Match  
 

 



North Carolina Cost Share Model (cont.) 
 
• Grant applications are ranked using the following 

criteria:  
- Economic, social, and environmental benefits 

to be provided by the project 
- Regional benefits of project to an area greater 

than the area under the jurisdiction of the 
local sponsoring entity 

- Financial resources of the local sponsoring 
entity 

- Environmental impact of the project 
- Any direct benefit to State-owned lands and 

properties   
 

 
 



Maryland Cost Share Model 
 
• Maryland Waterway Improvement Fund created in 

1966 to support development, use, and enjoyment of 
State waters for the general boating public 

• Funds are obtained primarily from the one-time 5% 
excise tax that is paid to the State when a boat is 
purchased and registered/titled in the State 
 

 
 
 

• Fund provides financial support to local governments, the DNR, and federal 
agencies in the form of grants and/or loans 

• Channel marking 
• Debris removal 
• Dredging 
• Boating information and education 
• Boating related shoreline erosion projects 

 
 



Maryland Cost Share Model (cont.) 
 

• Type of funding for eligible projects depends on: 
- Scope of project  
- Statutory guidelines 
- Technical & environmental considerations 
- Benefits to general boating public 

• Funding options include:  
- 100% State grant: 

 
 
 

- Minor construction, repair or navigation at boating facilities (up to $5K) 
- Development and maintenance of boating facilities (up to $100K) 
- Dredging, channel marking, jetty construction, debris removal (up to $100K) 

- Matching grants (max 50% state cost share) 
- Engineering, construction, maintenance of public boating facilities 
- Dredging channels and harbors (primarily serve local communities) 
- Acquisition of marine fire/rescue boats and equipment 

- 100% Interest Free Long Term Loans to local governing bodies (max 25 years) 
 - Dredging/navigation, spur channels, boating access facilities  



Maryland Cost Share Model (cont.) 
 
• Downward trend in revenue due to decreased boat sales 

 
 

 
 
 

• Exploring revenue enhancement opportunities: 
- Graduated registration fee 
- Increased titling fee 
- Raising excise tax to meet current sales tax rate (6%) 
- Decals on non-motorized vessels 
- Supplemented with bond bill or general funds 

 



Florida Cost Share Model 
 
• Two inland navigation tax districts in Florida -  

Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) and West 
Coast Inland Navigation District (WCIND). 

• Both created by Florida State Legislature – FIND in 
1927 and WCIND in 1947. 
 

 
 

• Created when Corps of Engineers needed local sponsors for dredging intracoastal 
waterways, but now handle local waterway management issues as well (dredging, 
channel marking, fishing & docking facilities). 

• Primary source of funding is property tax revenues from counties along the 
waterways (all properties in each county are assessed). 

• Rationale for tax is all property in the counties benefit from economic activity 
generated by waterways and their use. 



Florida Cost Share Model 
 
• Current assessment for FIND is $3.80/$100K property 

value and $3.94/$100K for WCIND 
 - FIND FY2014 revenue – approx. $21M  
 - WCIND FY2014 revenue - approx. $5M 
 
• Tax assessment collected annually and counties can 

apply for project funding, not to exceed the amount that 
their county contributed. 

 
 
 
 

• Applications must be submitted by local governments annually for funding of 
waterway projects in their jurisdiction 

• FIND – 75% navigation, 50% all others (ex: channel marking, boat ramps) 
• WCIND – 100% marine law enforcement, navigation, environmental education, 

50% boating safety and boating recreation   
 



 
 

Round Robin Committee Discussion  
 
• Potential for Local/County Cost Sharing Options 

in Delaware   
 
• Next Steps for Boating Survey 
  
 



 
 

Public Comments 
 

Concluding Remarks 
 

Next Meeting (Monday Oct. 20th) 
 
 
 











































DELAWARE WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT AND FINANCING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

DNREC, DIVISION OF WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP  
SHORELINE AND WATERWAY SERVICES FACILITY 

901 Pilottown Road, Lewes, DE 19958 
October 6, 2014 Meeting Notes 

 
AGENDA 

 Welcome and Announcements – 8:30 a.m. 
 

 Review and Acceptance of September 22 Meeting Notes 
 

 Recap of Last Meeting’s Discussion – 2013 Marine Fuel Sales in Sussex County, Maine’s Rental Car Tax, 
North Carolina’s Increase in Boat Registration and Titling Fees, Delaware’s Current Boat Registration 
Fees and Business Models for Increased Revenues 

 

 Presentation of Information on Economic Value of the Inland Bays, Sussex County Transfer Tax, Project Cost 
Share Models Used in Other States 

 

 Round Robin Committee Discussion – Potential for Local/County Cost Sharing Options, Need for a Boating 
Survey 

 

 Public Comments 
 

 Concluding Remarks and Next Meeting 
 

 
Members Present: 
 

 Frank Piorko – DNREC Division Director of Watershed Stewardship 
 Vicki Ford – Director of Office of Management and Budget 

 David Cropper – Vines Creek Marina  
 Jay Little – Tidal Finfish Advisory Council/Saltfish.net 

 Neil Sands – Rehoboth Bay Sailing Association  
 Pierce Quinlan – Lewes-Rehoboth Canal Improvement Association 

 Gerald Hocker – State Senate 20th District 

 Bill Carson – House of Representatives 28th District 

 Dave Ritondo – United States Coast Guard Auxiliary 

 Ed Lewandowski – University of Delaware 

 Clark Evans –  Old Inlet Bait & Tackle 
 
Not present: 
 

 Robert Venables, Co-Chair – State Senate 21st District 

 David Small, Co-Chair – DNREC Cabinet Secretary 
 Dave Russell – commercial charter boat captain 

 Ron Gray - House of Representatives 38th District 

 Chris Bason – Center for the Inland Bays 
 Rob Whitford – Precision Marine 

 David Green – Cape Water Taxi 



Other parties in attendance: 
 

 David Saveikis – DNREC Division Director of Fish & Wildlife 

 Douglas Messeck – DNREC Division of Fish & Wildlife Enforcement Officer  

 Tony Pratt – DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Administrator 

 Chuck Williams – DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Environmental Program Manager  

 Ariane Nichols - DNREC Division of Watershed Stewardship Environmental Scientist 
 
 
At the request of David Small, Committee Co-Chair, who was unable to attend, Frank Piorko opened the 
meeting at 8:37 am with a call to approve minutes from the last meeting.  They were approved as 
prepared.   He stated that the last meeting’s focus was on the cost/revenue models presented by Chuck 
Williams and Ariane Nichols.  The charge of the committee for this meeting would be to see if there 
were any other areas to consider and focus work on preparing a report for the General Assembly which 
is due in early November. 
 
Mr. Williams gave a recap of the last meeting’s discussion on 2013 Marine Fuel Sales in Sussex County, 
Maine’s Rental Car Tax, North Carolina’s Increase in Boat Registration and Titling Fees, Delaware’s 
Current Boat Registration Fees and Business Models for Increased Revenues.  He also said the 
committee discussed looking into a public survey to gauge a willingness to pay for waterway 
management. 
 
Ms. Nichols discussed the trends in marine fuel sales at the Indian River Marina and said they are the 
largest seller of boat fuel with a market share of approximately 35 – 40%. 
 
Mr. Williams said the four possible funding sources discussed to date were: 
  

• Utilize TTF Marine Motor Fuel Tax revenue for waterway management needs (would cut 
into DelDOT transportation needs) 

• Utilize some portion ($10K) of legislators individual CTF accounts (Rule 12) 
• Increase Boater Registration Fees (double current fees, add flat rate, graduated scale 

based on size of boat) 
• Initiate Boat Titling in Delaware 

 
Mr. Williams stated that the meeting discussions would focus on the Economic Value of the Inland Bays, 
the Sussex County Transfer Tax (where does it come from and what is it used for), Project Cost Share 
Models Used in Other States, the Potential for Cost Sharing in Delaware, and the Need for a Boating 
Survey. 
 
Mr. Williams began the discussion by stating that the data concerning the Economic Value of the Inland 
Bays was obtained from a 2012 publication done by the University of Delaware through their SeaGrant 
Program in addition to information provided by Chris Bason of the Center for the Inland Bays. 

• 300 square mile watershed, 32 square mile estuary with 87,000 full time residents 
• UD SeaGrant 2012 publication indicates State’s coastal economy is a multi-billion dollar sector 

       - $6.9B added to industry production  
       - 59,000 additional jobs supported 
       - $711M of additional taxes annually 



• Although the exact value is unknown, water-related activities in Inland Bays is included in these 
figures (fishing, boating) 

•  “Near Shore Zip Codes”, the four bordering the coast and Bays (19930, 19944, 19958, 19971) 
contain the most direct coastal activities   

• Inland Bays is a fishing mecca 
• Massey’s Landing is State’s busiest boat ramp 
• $149M spent on recreational fishing in Delaware in 2011 (ASA – American Sportfishing 

Association) 
• $343M spent on recreational boating in Delaware in 2010 (USFWS)  

 
Ms. Nichols referred to a handout on the Sussex County Transfer Tax and pointed out that it is the 
largest revenue source for Sussex County bringing in 31% of their annual budget. 

• Transfer tax rate in Sussex is 1.5% 
• Paid to the county in connection with the transfer of any interest in real estate 
• Transfer tax budgeted to be $16M in FY2015 (same as FY2014) 
• 50% of the RTT generated from unincorporated areas in the 4 “Near Shore Zip Codes”  
• Accounts for 31% of the FY2015 Budget 
• According to FY2015 Budget, surplus from FY2014 predicted to be $3M 
• FY2013 surplus of $4.5M  

 
Neil Sands commented that the chart presented is volatile.  Pierce Quinlan said it appears the surplus is 
going into some type of fund. 
 
Ms. Nichols then presented Information on cost share models used in other states (NC, MD & FL): 
 
North Carolina Cost Share Model  

• Water Resources Development Project Grant Program  
• Revenue generated from increase in registration and titling fees, motor fuel tax (1/6th of 1%), 

and general assembly appropriations 
• NC DNR is authorized to provide grants to local governments for water resource development 

projects  (ex. navigation, water management, stream restoration, beach protection, aquatic 
weed control, engineering studies) 

• Units of local gov’t and local political subdivisions are only eligible parties for grants 
• Includes projects planned by federal agency with local match and those without federal 

assistance   
• 50/50 Match  
• Grant applications are ranked using the following criteria:  

• Economic, social, and environmental benefits to be provided by the project 
• Regional benefits of project to an area greater than the area under the jurisdiction of 

the local sponsoring entity 
• Financial resources of the local sponsoring entity 
• Environmental impact of the project 
• Any direct benefit to State-owned lands and properties   

 
Maryland Cost Share Model 

• Maryland Waterway Improvement Fund created in 1966 to support development, use, and 
enjoyment of State waters for the general boating public 



• Funds are obtained primarily from the one-time 5% excise tax that is paid to the State when a 
boat is purchased and registered/titled in the State 

• Fund provides financial support to local governments, the DNR, and federal agencies in the form 
of grants and/or loans 

• Channel marking 
• Debris removal 
• Dredging 
• Boating information and education 
• Boating related shoreline erosion projects 

• Type of funding for eligible projects depends on: 
- Scope of project  
- Statutory guidelines 
- Technical & environmental considerations 
- Benefits to general boating public 

• Funding options include:  
- 100% State grant: 

• Minor construction, repair or navigation at boating facilities (up to $5K) 
• Development and maintenance of boating facilities (up to $100K) 
• Dredging, channel marking, jetty construction, debris removal (up to $100K) 

- Matching grants (max 50% state cost share) 
• Engineering, construction, maintenance of public boating facilities 
• Dredging channels and harbors (primarily serve local communities) 
• Acquisition of marine fire/rescue boats and equipment 

- 100% Interest Free Long Term Loans to local governing bodies (max 25 years) 
 - Dredging/navigation, spur channels, boating access facilities  

• Downward trend in revenue due to decreased boat sales 
• Exploring revenue enhancement opportunities: 

• Graduated registration fee 
• Increased titling fee 
• Raising excise tax to meet current sales tax rate (6%) 
• Decals on non-motorized vessels 
• Supplemented with bond bill or general funds 

 
Florida Cost Share Model 

• Two inland navigation tax districts in Florida - Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) and West 
Coast Inland Navigation District (WCIND). 

• Both created by Florida State Legislature – FIND in 1927 and WCIND in 1947. 
• Created when Corps of Engineers needed local sponsors for dredging intracoastal waterways, 

but now handle local waterway management issues as well (dredging, channel marking, fishing 
& docking facilities). 

• Primary source of funding is property tax revenues from counties along the waterways (all 
properties in each county are assessed). 

• Rationale for tax is all property in the counties benefit from economic activity generated by 
waterways and their use. 

• Current assessment for FIND is $3.80/$100K property value and $3.94/$100K for WCIND 
 - FIND FY2014 revenue – approx. $21M  
 - WCIND FY2014 revenue - approx. $5M 



• Tax assessment collected annually and counties can apply for project funding, not to exceed the 
amount that their county contributed. 

• Applications must be submitted by local governments annually for funding of waterway projects 
in their jurisdiction 

• FIND – 75% navigation, 50% all others (ex: channel marking, boat ramps) 
• WCIND – 100% marine law enforcement, navigation, environmental education, 50% boating 

safety and boating recreation   
 
A discussion followed regarding the State Revolving Loan Program.  Mr. Piorko said it is funded by the 
EPA through a grant and the cost share is 80% EPA and 20% State of Delaware.  In recent years, the use 
of the fund has expanded through the Clean Water Act.  It states that the loan can be used for any use 
that is compatible with a comprehensive management plan for a national estuary program.  Mr. Piorko 
pointed out that there is the Inland Bays Estuary Program and the Delaware Estuary Program in 
Delaware. It is conceivable DNREC could apply for a loan for certain projects through this program.  He 
said the caveat would be to have a dedicated source of revenue to repay the loan over time.   
 
Mr. Quinlan asked if the loan could be used for a docking system.  Mr. Piorko said he wasn’t sure and 
that Section 312 of the Clean Water Act would need to be reviewed.  Ed Lewandowski said he liked the 
idea of using the loan program to fix problems resulting from natural disasters like Superstorm Sandy 
and act quickly instead of waiting for the federal response.  Mr. Sands commented that borrowing 
money would increase the debt service and that the focus needs to be on finding a sustainable revenue 
source. 
 
Senator Hocker stated the goal of the committee is to find waterway management funding sources and 
that loans should be considered secondarily.   
 
Representative Carson said the economic impact was statewide.  Each year there are approximately 
$600K in violations and that perhaps adding a $2 fee for motor vehicle and boat infractions would 
generate some of the income.  Recently a $10 ambulance fee was added for the volunteer ambulance 
service.  Senator Hocker stated the fee did not generate the amount of income expected. 
 
Mr. Piorko asked if there was enough of a correlation between a motor vehicle infraction fee and using 
it for waterway management.  Tony Pratt said it would as it falls under transportation.  Representative 
Carson commented that it should be something to take a look at. 
 
Vicki Ford asked Mr. Piorko if Delaware was maximizing funds from the Clean Water Act and he said no.  
The loans go through a process by the financial assistance branch and that only a few projects are 
approved each year.  By having a smaller revenue generator to repay a loan that funds a large project 
would get it completed faster.  This in turn may create goodwill in exchange for any fees that get passed 
down.  Senator Hocker agreed there are many current large projects that need to be completed now 
and not later. 
 
Mr. Pratt explained there are two lists:  waterways that are currently navigable and those that require 
navigational management. 
 
Mr. Piorko pointed out that in looking at the three other states’ waterway plans, most are using 
multiple revenue sources for a variety of uses.  He asked if it’s practical for counties or municipalities in 
Delaware to contract out waterway projects.   Senator Hocker said he felt the state should handle these 



projects, but the counties should be part of the process.  Mr. Sands agreed the county (Sussex) should 
step up because these projects are assets that attract people to visit the area.  However, it will be 
difficult to secure funding from them.  He said funding should be statewide and generated by people 
who use the waterway.  Discussions followed regarding the state accommodations tax of 8% on hotels 
and motels.  This tax has been extended to rentals (in select municipalities), but on a limited basis and 
the rates vary.   
 
Ed Lewandowski asked if there was any consideration to adding waterway user fees similar to 
purchasing a duck stamp for hunting.   Mr. Piorko said it had not been discussed, but that that the state 
of Maryland was looking into a decal for non-motorized vessels such as kayaks.  Douglas Messeck 
explained that the Maryland boat ramps are part of a county system and revenue generated are district 
funds that cannot be used. 
 
Mr. Pratt said the funds currently received for waterway management are inadequate and projected to 
be so for the next 4 – 6 years.  The beach side of things is stable; however, the beach is defined as the 
Atlantic coast from Fenwick Island to Cape Henlopen and the bay coast up to Pickering Beach.  The 
shoreline erosion problems are wider than that defined area.  The state is restricted where they spend 
their funds but there are some additional opportunities coming up with beneficial use sites through 
projects by the Army Corp of Engineers.  The current erosion problems have become much more 
complex since the Beach Preservation Act was established in 1971.  One recent success was in Pepper 
Creek where DNREC was able to build wetlands and raise the marsh with dredged material.  The goal is 
finding a revenue stream to address dredging and shoreline protection through users paying into the 
fund.  Mr. Pratt explained the concept of proximity value in real estate and that it’s reflected in transfer 
taxes.  There is also an expectation that waterways are navigable from these properties.  The main 
concentration now is to focus on main channels and then address issues in spur channels.   
 
Mr. Piorko mentioned that other states maintain their waterways along with the Army Corps of 
Engineers.  In Delaware, there are only three main waterway “highways” that are maintained.  He said 
it’s similar to DelDOT plowing snow on main roads vs. side streets.  The waterway management plan 
would address the secondary waterway needs since the Army Corps of Engineers only focuses on the 
three main channels. 
 
Mr. Piorko asked the Committee about developing a simple survey and what questions should be asked.  
Mr. Lewandowski stated that Coast Day would have been an ideal place to capture an audience.  His 
opinion was that a web based survey would be the best way to expedite the process.  Ideally there 
would be three questions, the URL could be communicated through a press release, and Jay Little could 
share it on his website.  Mr. Little stated there is a national fishing registry and that perhaps a mass e-
mail could be sent to target a specific group.  David Saveikis said it could be done, but confidentiality 
may need to be a consideration.  Mr. Sands asked specifically what the survey would reveal.  Mr. Piorko 
replied that it could address the proposed fee structure.  Representative Carson stated there are 
different types of boaters (fresh vs. salt water) and Mr. Piorko commented the issue also extends 
beyond just boaters and fishermen.  Currently there are 87K full-time Inland Bay households and it may 
be helpful to query the non-boating residents if they would support a waterway management fee in 
addition to their annual property tax.   
 
Mr. Sands said to help gauge the approval of increased registration fees, he could send the survey to 
150 sailing members.  Mr. Piorko stated the process should be doable and not expensive.  Mr. Little said 
there are tools such as Survey Monkey that make the process easy, but that determining a sample may 



be more difficult.  He stated the results vary depending on audience surveyed and that it’s important to 
be careful or the data would be skewed on the poll. 
 
Mr. Piorko explained that the committee was charged with creating a report to give to the General 
Assembly in three weeks, but it did not have to be detailed in all the steps required to fund the 
waterway program.  Legislation would dictate exactly how the program would be funded.  Senator 
Hocker agreed that the report is a recommendation and that it should address how much funding is 
needed along with possible funding options. 
 
Representative Carson asked how long ago the Accommodations Tax was modified.  Mr. Pratt explained 
it was increased by 2% back in 1988 or 1989 and that 1% goes to the Convention and Visitors Bureau 
and the other 1% goes toward beach preservation. 
 
Mr. Sands said there is a clear need for a waterway management program and the three revenue 
options he sees are:  transfer tax based on proximity, fees for users of the waterways, and a possible 
hotel tax increase.  He said other revenue sources may be a stretch to justify a tax. 
 
Mr. Piorko commented that the survey should be done with the help of Mr. Lewandowski from the 
University of Delaware.  A short discussion followed stating the need for a survey to back up 
recommendations made to the General Assembly. 
 
Senator Hocker said that any increase to the Accommodations Tax would have to be for beach 
replenishment.  Mr. Pratt agreed that the funds should be used for the beaches, but that it’s also 
important to look at shoreline erosion all over the state.  Representative Carson asked if it would free 
up money currently being used elsewhere. Mr. Pratt answered it would not as there is a constant deficit 
vs. needs.  There would, however, be an added value to the boating public through jobs and services.  
The survey could help show an economic value and social value.  A waterway system that is functional 
has a huge value that benefits more than just the boating public.  Representative Carson added that 
there is an economic impact on all of Delaware and not just the beaches.  It would be important to 
capture that point in a survey.  Mr. Pratt stated the last survey done by the University of Delaware was 
hugely valuable because it educated people and can be used as an information piece.  Mr. Sands agreed 
the survey should consider the general public. 
 
Senator Hocker stated the next step is to conduct a survey and then work on the committee report.  Mr. 
Piorko confirmed the goal of the report is to capture the conversations that have taken place, convey 
recommendations, and to identify steps moving forward.  He asked if the committee wanted to meet 
again or if sending a draft report via email would be appropriate.  It was agreed that electronic 
distribution would work unless the survey feedback dictated a follow-up meeting.  Discussions followed 
regarding the survey, data collection, and that decision making should be based on findings.   
 
Mr. Piorko summarized the meeting by stating the survey instrument needed to be created with the 
help of Mr. Lewandowski and the University of Delaware.  A report for the General Assembly needed to 
be crafted in the next three weeks on the progress of the meetings and funding considerations should 
be defined in the document.  Mr. Pratt suggested there be a review of the economic benefits and values 
of Delaware’s waterways.  He stated he would be contacting the University of Delaware to see if they 
could assist.  Representative Carson thanked DNREC for their assistance with the entire process. 
 

Mr. Piorko adjourned the meeting at 10:12 am. 
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