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RBS Finance & Grants Committee 
2019-2020 Charges  

Approved 
 

Date: August 14, 2020 
 

Committee Charter 

 
NASBLA’s Recreational Boating Safety Finance & Grants Committee focuses on  

best practices and resources for state RBS grants management and financial interactions with the 
U.S. Coast Guard Boating Safety Division. 

 

 
NOTE: COVID-19 has had a significant impact on the productivity of the committee despite the hard 
work and attention from the committee’s leadership and many of its members. Many members have 
had to either step back or significantly decrease their volunteer hours to the committee due to 
restrictions and state workloads related to the COVID-19 pandemic. The committee was still be able to 
deliver significant products/deliverables to advance the goals and charges but many charges will be 
recommended for carryover for further development and work. 
 
The 2020 Finance & Grants Committee is assigned a total of four (4) charges for the 2020 – 2021 
Committee year. Joe McCullough serves as Chair of the committee. Corey Britcher serves at the NASBLA 
Executive Board liaison. 
 
FG_2020-1 : Program Positions 
 
Document the importance and requirements of key boating program positions related to finance and 
RBS grant management. 
 
Deliverable(s): [[Appendix A]] With limited resources (people and volunteer time) this year due to 
COVID-19, more focus was given to those charges with more immediate deadlines. The charge team was 
able to complete the first phase of this charge, which was identifying the “’types” of positions related to 
finances and grants management. The charge team identified the types of positions (Field/Programming, 
Finance and Support) and their unique roles and responsibilities in the grants management process. If this 
charge continues, the charge team will begin identifying more specific jobs that fall into each of these 
categories and get more granular in the job requirements of each as they related to RBS grants 
management. 
 
Next cycle recommendation: Discretion of the Executive Board. 
 
Charge Leader: John Reardon (MA) 
Charge Members: Melissa Kelts-Martin (NY) 
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FG _2020-2 : Sport Fish Restoration and Boating Trust Fund 
 
Examine the historical successes of the national RBS program and recommend marketing materials to 
aid in the reauthorization of the Sport Fish Restoration and Boating Trust Fund and the State’s 
understanding of where the money comes from, where it goes and how it is working for the States. 
 
Deliverable(s): [[Appendix B]] The charge team worked with three (3) pilot states to identify the layout 
and necessary information needed to create updated marketing materials for each state. The document 
for each pilot state have been completed and are ready to present to the membership for feedback and 
comments. 
 
Next cycle recommendation: Recommend as a carry-over charge. The charge team will develop reports 
for all 56 states and territories after feedback on pilot states. 
 
Charge Leader: Joe McCullough (AK) 
Charge Members: Melissa Kelts-Martin (NY), Alex Otte (NASBLA) 
 
FG _2020-3 : Training 
 
Develop and facilitate virtual and in person training for financial and grant management staff. 
Develop and launch a training survey for financial and grants management personnel on what 
training they need. 
 
Deliverable(s): [[Appendix C]] The committee create an electronic survey to gauge the training needs of 
those who manage or interact with state Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) grants. The survey has been 
sent to BLAs and other state financial personnel contacts.  
 
Next cycle recommendation: Recommend as a carry-over charge. The charge team will begin 
development of training based on the survey results. 
 
Charge Leader: Charley Hesse (CA) 
Charge Members: Brock Talley (TX), Craig Fraser (USPS), Gary Jensen (USCG) 
 
 
FG _2020-4 : State Guide 
 
Review the updated State Guide. Determine and develop resources to be made available to state 
personnel for the understanding and implementation of the State Guide. 
 
Deliverable(s): [[Appendix D & E]] The charge team, with assistance from Deb Gona, submitted the 
package of comments from the states regarding the draft state guide to the USCG [Appendix E]. In 
addition to this, the charge team reviewed the comments that were submitted and created an executive 
summary of all the comments submitted by the states [Appendix D]. 
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Next cycle recommendation: Recommend as a carry-over charge so a comparison document can be 
created of the current State Guide and the draft State Guide. The charge team will also monitor the 
progress of the State Guide with the USCG. 
 
Charge Leader: Melissa Kelts-Martin (NY) 
Charge Members: John Reardon (MA),  Mark Brown (OK) 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

Appendix A 



NASBLA RBS FINANCE & GRANTS COMMITTEE     Aug 2020 

FG 2020-1 PROGRAM POSITIONS: Document the importance and requirements of key boating 

program positions related to finance and RBS grant management. 

Everyone has a role to play in the successful management of the RBS State Grant Program. This 

draft breaks down grant management into three (3) primary categories and outlines unique 

roles and responsibilities. 

Programmatic / Field: 

The Programmatic / Field portion of RBS grant management is responsible for the daily 

operation and enforcement of the Recreational Boating Safety laws and education. Decisions 

and priorities are determined at this level for proposed changes to laws as well as proposed 

focus of resources (time, money & people).  

Finance: 

The Finance portion of RBS grant management is responsible for grant application via 

Grants.Gov, grant setup via the State Accounting System, State Procurement System, federal 

reporting, Quarterly Draw via ASAP, coordination with State Treasury and USCG as well as 

determining allowable grant costs and advising the Programmatic decision makers. All have 

access and training within the State Accounting System and State Procurement System. Select 

personnel have had formalized USCG RBS Grant Training as well as the USCG RBS sponsored 

Cost Principals and Accounting training. 

Support: 

The Support portion of RBS grant management provides valuable assistance and timely data to 

support Programmatic and Finance operations day to day as well as providing critical numbers 

for the Final Report.  

To be eligible to participate in the state Recreational Boating Safety grant program, a state 

recreational boating safety program must have: 

▪ A vessel numbering system. 

▪ A cooperative boating safety assistance program with the Coast Guard. 

Sufficient patrol and other activity to ensure adequate enforcement of applicable state 

boating safety laws and regulations. 

▪ A state boating safety education program that includes the dissemination of information 

concerning the hazards of operating a vessel under the influence of alcohol or drugs. 

▪ A marine casualty reporting system. 
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14
Incidents

59,553
Registered

Boats

11
Fatalities

The Kids Don’t Float© (KDF) Education Program is a model curriculum targeting school grades four and up. It

contains easy to teach short lessons with learning objectives and activities that emphasize the dangers of cold

water, and the proper selection and use of life jackets. Each lesson includes a written test (written to NASBLA

test standards) and class and instructor evaluations.  A total of 475 Kids Don’t Float© classes

for 14,204 students were provided by staff in 2019. Total Kids Don’t Float Education Program attendance, since

program inception through FFY 2019 has reached 201,446 in 5,739 courses.

The Alaska Department of Public Safety (DPS) actively enforces state boating laws. Officers logged

over 1,479 on-the-water RBS mission hours, made 3,813 RBS compliance checks, well above the goal of

contacting at least 5% of Alaska’s registered boats (about 2,500). Officers issued 139 boating citations

and 353 warnings and again participated in the Operation Dry Water campaign. 

Alaska is a non-mandatory education state yet almost 10,000 students have completed a NASBLA-approved

course since 2007.

The majority of Alaska’s funding is from the federal grant. Alaska must secure state support and funding if it is

to increase its education and law enforcement outreach.

P R O J E C T S  &  P R O G R A M S

BOATING  SAFETY  DOLLARS  AT  WORK

Alaska Office of Boating Safety

Lakes                                     3,000,000 acres

Rivers                                     14,000 miles

Coastline                               34,000 miles

Federal Grant Award          $853,627

S T A T S

2019

Alaska Office of Boating Safety 550 W Seventh Ave, Ste 1380 Anchorage, Alaska  99501-3561
Primary Contact: Joe McCullough, AK Boating Law Administrator

The Alaska Boating Safety Program is pleased to

offer Alaska Water Wise, a boating course for Alaskans.

This free course is approved by the National Association

of State Boating Law Administrators (NASBLA) as

meeting the American National Standard for basic

boating knowledge. 

A L A S K A  W A T E R  W I S E

mailto://Joseph.mccullough@alaska.gov


219
Incidents

440,381
Registered

Boats

15
Fatalities

Over the past five years, the agency has purchased and leased out more than 20 boats to state, county and

local agencies. The practice of purchasing commercial grade, durable hull boats over the last several years has

allowed us to now shift our focus from purchasing new patrol boats to repowering existing patrol boats. Over

the last five years, we have repowered 24 vessels used for marine patrol.

New York’s Public Vessel program provides for the inspection and licensing of operators for vessels that carry

passengers for hire on sole New York State waters. Each year approximately 375 vessel inspections are

conducted by Marine Services Bureau staff.  

Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) funding is used each year to conduct various trainings. Each year,

approximately 80 officers undergo a week of training in Basic Marine Law Enforcement (MLE) practices.

Another 80 officers receive a week of training in Marine Patrol Vessel Operations (MPVOC).  These funds also

support a number of other trainings including Accident Investigation, Impaired Boater Recognition, Seated

Battery, Tactical Vessel Operations and more.

P R O J E C T S  &  P R O G R A M S

BOATING  SAFETY  DOLLARS  AT  WORK

New York State Parks - Bureau of Marine Services

Lakes                                     3,790,000  acres

Rivers                                     >70,000 miles

Coastline                               2,625 miles

Federal Grant Award          $2,548,842

S T A T S

2019

NYS Office of Parks Recreation & Historic Preservation (NYS OPRHP) Marine Services Bureau 625 Broadway Albany, New York 12238
Primary Contact: Christopher Fallon, NY Boating Law Administrator and Marine Bureau Director

New York has implemented a phased in

mandatory education law. Brianna’s law,

named after 11-year-old Brianna Lieneck

who was killed in a boating accident off the

coast of Long Island, requires all operators

of motorized vessels to take a boating

safety course and obtain a boating safety

certificate.  The law is phased in by age and

will apply to all ages by January 1, 2025.

Federal funds are being used for print and

digital media advertising to educate the

public about the specifics of the new law.

B R I A N N A ' S  L A W :  M A N D A T O R Y
E D U C A T I O N

mailto://christopher.fallon@parks.ny.gov


31
Incidents

194,966
Registered

Boats

8
Fatalities

Oklahoma is a NASBLA BOAT program accredited partner moving toward uniformity among U.S. states as a

force multiplier and participate in marine law enforcement training opportunities to respond to requests for

assistance during natural and man-made disasters. 

Bobby the Boat and B-OK (Boat Oklahoma) in-school boating and water safety education programming

provide boating and water safety education for students age pre-k through adulthood

OUI Special Emphasis saturation patrol program. OUI & DUI Special Emphasis coordination to EndDUI (On the

Road; On the Water) 

Have a Drink (of Water) on Me program.  Using private labeled water with special Operation Dry Water (ODW)

message and Wear It messages on the label to encourage persons enjoying boating to substitute water for an

alcoholic beverage and to wear a life jacket. 

Wear It and other life jacket use promotional campaigns including radio PSA’s and Facebook postings

reference boating and water safety.

P R O J E C T S  &  P R O G R A M S

Pursue legislation to enhance penalties

for OUI convictions.

Pursue legislation to enhance OUI

penalties when minor children are

present on the vessel.

Pursue legislation to require boating

safety education for persons “born on or

after” date.

Pursue legislation for a vessel operator

endorsement on driver licenses.

L E G I S L A T I V E  P R I O R I T I E S

BOATING  SAFETY  DOLLARS  AT  WORK

Oklahoma Highway Patrol - Marine Enforcement Division

Lakes                                     896,640 acres

Rivers                                     167,600 miles

Federal Grant Award          $1,672,219

S T A T S

2019

Oklahoma Highway Patrol 220 NE 38th Terrace Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105
Primary Contact: Mark Brown, OK Boating Law Administrator

mailto://mark.brown@dps.ok.gov
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RBS Finance & Grants Training Survey

1 / 16

81.25% 26

59.38% 19

53.13% 17

53.13% 17

50.00% 16

46.88% 15

46.88% 15

46.88% 15

0.00% 0

Q1 Below are some of the topics related to RBS grants management.
Check the boxes for the topics you are interested in receiving training on.

Answered: 32 Skipped: 2

Total Respondents: 32  

Allowable Uses
of Grant Funds

Matching Funds
Requirements

Allocation
Formula

Program Income

Grant
Narrative...

Performance
Report Part II

Sport Fish
Restoration ...

State Grant
Forms (ex.,...

Other (please
specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Allowable Uses of Grant Funds

Matching Funds Requirements

Allocation Formula

Program Income

Grant Narrative Writing

Performance Report Part II

Sport Fish Restoration and Boating Trust Fund Structure and Reauthorization

State Grant Forms (ex., Program Expenditures Template, Federal Financial Report SF-425, Report of CON Issued)

Other (please specify)
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

 There are no responses.  
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Q2 Please rank the options below in order of preference for how you would
like to receive training (1 = this is how I would most prefer to receive

training, 6 = this is how I would least prefer to receive training.)
Answered: 34 Skipped: 0

26.47%
9

32.35%
11

11.76%
4

8.82%
3

17.65%
6

2.94%
1

 
34

 
4.32

14.71%
5

17.65%
6

29.41%
10

23.53%
8

11.76%
4

2.94%
1

 
34

 
3.91

6.06%
2

30.30%
10

27.27%
9

21.21%
7

12.12%
4

3.03%
1

 
33

 
3.88

36.36%
12

15.15%
5

6.06%
2

6.06%
2

6.06%
2

30.30%
10

 
33

 
3.79

5.88%
2

2.94%
1

20.59%
7

35.29%
12

26.47%
9

8.82%
3

 
34

 
3.00

12.12%
4

3.03%
1

6.06%
2

6.06%
2

24.24%
8

48.48%
16

 
33

 
2.27

Live webinars

Recorded
webinars/videos

Self-paced
virtual courses

In-person
training...

Micro-learning
videos

Digital PDF
manuals

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL SCORE

Live webinars

Recorded webinars/videos

Self-paced virtual courses

In-person training (pending travel
restrictions/approvals)

Micro-learning videos

Digital PDF manuals
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Q3 What is your role in managing or contributing to the work related to
your state Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) grants and the financial

interactions with the U.S. Coast Guard Boating Safety Division?
Answered: 34 Skipped: 0
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# RESPONSES DATE

1 RBS Application, Complete SF425's, collect STATS for CONS and Performance Report PII
Reports

8/17/2020 8:29 PM

2 BLA; have direct input and contribute to grant work. Approve correspondence between state
and Coast Guard

8/17/2020 8:46 AM

3 Grant Manager for the RBS grant. Complete the application and performance reports. 8/16/2020 7:57 AM

4 Boating Law Administrator 8/15/2020 11:43 AM

5 fiscal officer 8/14/2020 3:54 PM

6 Write the Application, Performance Report I, & Performance Report II 8/14/2020 9:40 AM

7 I am the Grants Administrator in charge of the applicaiton and all reporting/management of the
grant.

8/14/2020 8:06 AM

8 Reimbursements and financial reporting 8/13/2020 10:48 PM

9 Overseeing financial transactions as submitted by the local agency as well as preparing and
submitting Federal Financial Reports and Requests for reimbursement.

8/13/2020 5:58 PM

10 i compile the application and submit it, draw funds, and prepare and submit financial reports 8/13/2020 1:34 PM

11 Financial Specialist. I process reimbursements from USCG, Fiscal forms and perform annual
audits for subrecipiants.

8/13/2020 12:34 PM

12 I am responsible for obtaining and compiling all financial information for reporting, as well as
obtaining and compiling information for performance report part II. Also responsible for
monitoring expenses and correctly appropriating various funding sources.

8/13/2020 12:31 PM

13 Reviewer and Approver of grant usage 8/13/2020 12:28 PM

14 Currently, State BLA and Federal Grant Coordinator positions are vacant. Training will be
critical for these positions once hired.

8/13/2020 12:18 PM

15 Grants Accountant 8/13/2020 12:15 PM

16 Grant Manager Procurement Officer Grant Application Grant Maintenance / Reporting 8/13/2020 11:59 AM

17 Fiscal Office Support/Grant Administrator 8/13/2020 11:49 AM

18 Federal Aid Coordinator 8/13/2020 11:46 AM

19 Prepare financial reports 8/13/2020 11:41 AM

20 Grants Management from start to finish, financial is conducted through financial section of our
agency.

8/13/2020 11:39 AM

21 I have an administrative role, coordinating the grant application process and the financial and
performance reporting .

8/13/2020 11:36 AM

22 Financial 8/13/2020 11:36 AM

23 Grant manager (accounting and programatic) 8/13/2020 11:33 AM

24 Grant Manager 8/12/2020 3:51 PM

25 Grant Administrator 8/12/2020 10:24 AM

26 BLA, grant submission and reporting 8/12/2020 8:27 AM

27 BLA...narrative, performance reports, state visits etc... 8/11/2020 5:39 PM

28 Preparation of the grant application and year end reports 8/11/2020 1:58 PM

29 I oversee the Grant Application process from beginning to end. I do work with internal
specialist on the online entries.

8/11/2020 1:40 PM

30 BLA - I assist with budget development, write the application narrative and complete the
Performance Report Part II.

8/11/2020 1:35 PM
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31 Boating Law Administrator 8/11/2020 1:19 PM

32 Fiscal matters. Invoices, budgeting, etc. 8/11/2020 1:17 PM

33 As the BLA, I have to work directly with our Grant division and Fiscal Department to ensure
the grant is properly written and expenditures are captured properly.

8/11/2020 1:06 PM

34 I write the grant and work with our fiscal section on reimbursements. 8/11/2020 12:55 PM



RBS Finance & Grants Training Survey
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Q4 What current training do you receive related to RBS grants and
finances?

Answered: 34 Skipped: 0



RBS Finance & Grants Training Survey
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# RESPONSES DATE

1 Subawarding for Pass Through Entities Uniform Adminstrative Requirements for Federal
Grants 2CFR200 Managing Federal Grants and Cooperative Agreements

8/17/2020 8:29 PM

2 One on one dialogue with staff person who has received training and manages details of grant
application

8/17/2020 8:46 AM

3 I have attended 2 in-person training classes on CFR200. 8/16/2020 7:57 AM

4 Management Concepts Training provided by USCG BLA workshop training NASBLA
Conference training

8/15/2020 11:43 AM

5 none but only because of the pandemic 8/14/2020 3:54 PM

6 I've taken the in-person United States Coast Guard Financial Assistance Training for Grants
Management Training in the past. I believe it was in National Harbor, MD.

8/14/2020 9:40 AM

7 I went to one in person training in Florida last year, but have not had any additional training. 8/14/2020 8:06 AM

8 Uniform Administrative Requirements for Federal Grants: 2 CFR 200 (Subparts A-D) Internal
Controls for the Federal Grants Community

8/13/2020 10:48 PM

9 None at the moment. 8/13/2020 5:58 PM

10 none 8/13/2020 1:34 PM

11 I have attended one training: Subrecipiant for Passthrough Entities. 8/13/2020 12:34 PM

12 I have partaken in several Management Concepts training opportunities offered by the Coast
Guard and was fortunate enough to have a brief one-on-one training with our financial
coordinator earlier on in my position.

8/13/2020 12:31 PM

13 None 8/13/2020 12:28 PM

14 Limited training opportunities for financial support staff. 8/13/2020 12:18 PM

15 None 8/13/2020 12:15 PM

16 CFR 200 RBS Grant Manager Course 8/13/2020 11:59 AM

17 I have received 2 CFR 200 (Subparts A - D) training and am enrolled in an up-coming 2 CFR
200 (Subpart E) course. I also participated in the "Subawarding" course in Olympia, WA last
year.

8/13/2020 11:49 AM

18 None. 8/13/2020 11:46 AM

19 None 8/13/2020 11:41 AM

20 Management Concepts 8/13/2020 11:39 AM

21 2 CFR 200 Parts A-E 8/13/2020 11:36 AM

22 I have attended in-person training in the past. 8/13/2020 11:36 AM

23 None 8/13/2020 11:33 AM

24 Word of mouth, asking questions as needed. 8/12/2020 3:51 PM

25 Management Concept Courses in relation to allowable costs. 8/12/2020 10:24 AM

26 None. OJT 8/12/2020 8:27 AM

27 BLA workshop/NASBLA conference 8/11/2020 5:39 PM

28 None 8/11/2020 1:58 PM

29 None 8/11/2020 1:40 PM

30 I have received training at the NASBLA BLA Leadership Academy and at other RBS meetings.
Some of our financial staff have attended USCG grants training.

8/11/2020 1:35 PM

31 Only been provided the concept management training that USCG provides which is general
info but does not provided the program specific detail that is needed.

8/11/2020 1:19 PM
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32 None 8/11/2020 1:17 PM

33 none 8/11/2020 1:06 PM

34 None, 14 plus years as BLA, I'm dialed in 8/11/2020 12:55 PM
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Q5 Please provide any additional comments/ideas you would like to share
regarding training for RBS professionals related to RBS grants

management and financial interactions.
Answered: 18 Skipped: 16

# RESPONSES DATE

1 None 8/17/2020 8:29 PM

2 None 8/15/2020 11:43 AM

3 None 8/14/2020 9:40 AM

4 I am new to my grant management role and watercraft too. I have a lot to learn and value
interactions with Coast Guard staff too. It is great to get to know who I am working with. I think
this can be done effectively through live webinars.

8/14/2020 8:06 AM

5 January through May is the best time to have training for me. 8/13/2020 10:48 PM

6 I would like to receive more information about the Fiscal side of the RBS Grants Management
rather than the program side.

8/13/2020 12:34 PM

7 When I first started, it was hard to understand the program and my responsibilities. I've learned
a lot over the past 7 years, so I'm relatively confident in my understanding of my
responsibilities now. However, I strongly encourage creating some resources and opportunities
that are readily available to all individuals who are newly brought into employment with duties
pertaining to the program because I had to wait for opportunities to be offered and piecemeal
the information together over years.

8/13/2020 12:31 PM

8 Recurring training opportunities is needed for agency financial support staff. This survey is
appreciated.

8/13/2020 12:18 PM

9 USCG funded courses offered periodically via Management Concepts 8/13/2020 11:59 AM

10 I appreciate the continued commitment to training opportunities sponsored by the CG. 8/13/2020 11:49 AM

11 None 8/13/2020 11:41 AM

12 None at this time 8/13/2020 11:39 AM

13 n/a 8/13/2020 11:36 AM

14 With my impending retirement, there will be new staff responsible for the boating program in
Wisconsin. It is imperative that the new staff receive training as soon as possible upon
appointment.

8/12/2020 3:51 PM

15 NA 8/12/2020 10:24 AM

16 n/a 8/12/2020 8:27 AM

17 I would love to learn more about this grant application. 8/11/2020 1:40 PM

18 N/A 8/11/2020 1:06 PM
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NASBLA Finance & Grants Committee – Executive Summary State Comments re Draft State Guide 

FG _2020-4: State Guide        August 2020 

Charge: Review the updated State Guide. Determine and develop resources to be made 
available to state personnel for the understanding and implementation of the State Guide.  

Executive Summary of State comments on the DRAFT State Guide (USCG) 

Formulas/ Program Measurement Tool 
2.4 [Exhibit 2-1]. The major area of the State RBS Program Guide that states had comments on/concerns 

with dealt with the formulas used as a measurement for adequate and sufficient programs. This area 

was such a concern that the charge team would ask the U.S. Coast Guard representatives to not only 

take the written comments into account, but also note that many states voiced their agreement with 

the initial comments made by Cody Jones (TX) and Mark Brown (OK), and didn’t feel a need to be 

redundant. In addition, most, if not all, member states within the Western States Boating Administrators 

Association (WSBAA) questioned the formulas, which was communicated in the letter from Aaron Kerr 

(WY), WSBAA President. Many of the comments questioned the numbers (constants) within the 

formulas and how they were established. Specific concerns dealt with: 

• Methodology for the calculations. 

• A “one size fits all” or “cookie cutter” approach creating an unfair/unrealistic representation of 

programs. Mark Brown, Oklahoma BLA, made a comment that the scoring had a possibility of 

unfairly punishing states for being efficient with reduced staff and utilizing outside (or part-time) 

staff. This comment was echoed by many.  

• The lack of accounting for unregistered vessels (especially paddlecraft, which are demanding a 

growing amount of a state’s resources due to increasing incidents, access issues and overall 

growth).  

• Clear definitions for terminology such as “other” officers, patrol equipment, dealer programs, 

school programs and training.  

• There was some disagreement that states (especially those without mandatory education) 

should be expected to conduct a set number of courses and who those students needed to be – 

“boat operators.” Many felt the materials distribution section needed to be updated.  

• There were several comments regarding scores for boat accident reporting – many felt it was 

subjective and poorly defined.  

Certification of Numbered Vessel. 6.6 “…should not include documented vessels.” 

• Multiple comments indicate a need to re-evaluate this decision because documented vessels 

use and receive the same resources/services as any other recreational boat and should be 

counted toward the formula. 

 



*Numberings referenced correspond with numberings in the DRAFT state guide. 

 

Accident Reports 
System, approved by the Secretary, for reporting marine casualties. 2.3 (e)(4) “NOTE: An electronic 

copy of each State’s accident and investitive report data, including any alcohol/drug test results, will be 

post-marked to the Boating Safety Division’s Program Management and Operations Branch (CG-BSX-21) 

at USCG Headquarters within 30 days of receipt of the initial casualty or accident report.” 

Boating Accident Report. 6.7 “…or property damage in excess of $2,000 or complete loss of the vessel. 

States are required to forward copies of the reports or electronically transmit report data to the USCG 

within thirty (30) days of their receipt of the report. The report data forwarded to the USCG is entered 

into the national database of recreational boating accident statistics.” 

• Multiple comments regarding indication that “all information” will now be expected to be sent 

to Coast Guard, which was not previously what was believed to be of interest to or required by 

the Coast Guard.  

• Concerns were brought up regarding the multiple different types of documents which would be 

expected if this is the case, as well as the difficulty of acquiring/submitting all supplemental 

reports.  

• Additional comments regarding “postmarks” and timelines.  

• Suggestions to utilize language more in-line with future BARD/USCG system requirements and 

updates to indicate requirements regarding submission in the electronic system instead of 

“postmarked.” 

Education Programs 
Adequate State boating safety education. 2.3 (d)(5) “Cooperate with the USCG whenever possible in 

developing any public recreational boating safety education program.” 

• Multiple comments regarding intention of this statement.  

• Suggestions to change wording to “agreed upon” instead of “any” and “coordinate” instead of 

“cooperate.” 

Program Narrative 
Application for Federal Financial Assistance. 4.5(c) “A program narrative that does not provide 

sufficient detail on the goals and objectives of a State’s RBS program may result in the Grant 

Management Specialist delaying or denying approval of a grant application. States may choose to write 

a strategic plan that describes their program and clearly identifies goals and objectives. Documents such 

as these, which serve multiple purposes, may be accepted as the State’s program narrative. The 

Program Narrative should also include a description of the budget and should correspond to the SF-

424A. This may be submitted as a separate budget narrative.” 

• Multiple comments suggesting either a fillable form or samples of acceptable Program 

Narratives to better ensure consistency. 
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COMPILATION OF COMMENTS RE DRAFT COMMANDANT PUBLICATION 16755.3B 
 
This document captures comments submitted as of May 31, 2020, to the NASBLA Connect community 
State RBS Grant Program regarding the draft COMMANDANT PUBLICATION 16755.3B T Subject: 
State Recreational Boating Safety Grant Programs. The feedback was in response to a Feb. 26, 2020, 
request from Verne Gifford, Chief, USCG Boating Safety Division, for review of the draft by the states 
and other stakeholders before the final version of this publication is produced and released to the 
states. 
 
As of May 31, the following provided feedback primarily by marking up / inserting comments in the 
PDF version of the draft Guide: Cody Jones (TX), Mark Brown (OK), Jeff Clauson (NE), Trevor Carbo 
(VT), Ty Hunter (UT), Danny Rodriguez (AZ), Chris Fallon (NY), Stephanie Weatherington (AR), Aaron 
Kerr (WY), and Joe McCullough (AK); and Deb Gona and Mark Chanski (both NASBLA*). Their 
comments have been inserted (in blue) under the affected text in this copy of the Guide. Blue 
highlighting signals suggested grammatical / typo corrections; yellow highlighting points to text in 
which substantive comments have been made. 
 
Dan Hesket (KS), Dave Dahms (ID), Aaron Kerr on behalf of the Western States Boating Law 
Administrators Association (WSBAA), and Mark Chanski (NASBLA*) also provided additional 
comments via their posts to the community discussion thread. That additional feedback can be found 
at the end of this compilation. All of the original submissions to the New State RBS Grant Program 
Guide thread  – feedback posted in the messages and via mark ups / comments to the PDF version of 
the Guide – will be retained for future reference.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
------------------------ 
 
*Comments posted by NASBLA staff / SMEs do not represent an official position of the association.  

https://community.nasbla.org/communities/community-home/digestviewer/viewthread?GroupId=1051&MessageKey=53348ac4-ab5f-4fc5-b561-de6963e8327e&CommunityKey=fde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a&tab=digestviewer&ReturnUrl=%2fcommunities%2fcommunity-home%2fdigestviewer%3fcommunitykey%3dfde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a%26tab%3ddigestviewer
https://community.nasbla.org/communities/community-home/digestviewer/viewthread?GroupId=1051&MessageKey=53348ac4-ab5f-4fc5-b561-de6963e8327e&CommunityKey=fde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a&tab=digestviewer&ReturnUrl=%2fcommunities%2fcommunity-home%2fdigestviewer%3fcommunitykey%3dfde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a%26tab%3ddigestviewer
https://community.nasbla.org/communities/community-home/digestviewer/viewthread?GroupId=1051&MessageKey=53348ac4-ab5f-4fc5-b561-de6963e8327e&CommunityKey=fde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a&tab=digestviewer&ReturnUrl=%2fcommunities%2fcommunity-home%2fdigestviewer%3fcommunitykey%3dfde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a%26tab%3ddigestviewer
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COMMANDANT PUBLICATION 16755.3B 
 

Subj: STATE RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY GRANT PROGRAMS 
 

1. PURPOSE. This Publication provides a reference to the laws, regulations, and guidelines that 
govern the acceptance of State Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) programs and the 
administration of grant funding that is available to eligible States (as defined in Chapter 1). It 
will assist the States inapplyingin applying for and administering funds provided under the 
National Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) State Grant Program. 

2. ACTION. All State managers of the State RBS Program will comply with the provisions of 
this Publication. All Coast Guard District RBS Specialists will use this Publication as a 
reference when providing guidance to State RBS Programs. Internet release is authorized. 

 
3. DIRECTIVES AFFECTED. The STATE RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETYPROGRAMS 

"State Guide," COMDTPUB Pl6755.3A, dated 25 October 2001, is superseded by this Publication. 
 

4. OBJECTIVE. The goals of the program is are to encourage the States to assume the 
primary role in carrying out boating safety activities within their jurisdictions. This 
Publication provides key elements and requirements for program approval, and 
describes monitoring and enforcement actions that may be taken by the Coast Guard. 
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5. DISCUSSION. 
 

a. The major functions of the National RBS Program are to encourage greater State 
participation and uniformity in boating safety efforts and particularly to permit the States to 
assume the greater share of boating education, assistance, and enforcement activities. 

 
b. Commandant (CG-BSX-2) is responsible for administration of the State RBS Grant 

Program. Within Headquarters, the day-to-day program administration is managed by the 
Program Management and Operations Branch (CG-BSX-21) and the financial 
administration is managedbymanaged by the Grants Management Branch (CG-BSX-22) 
of the Boating Safety Division (CG-BSX-2) of the Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety 
(CG-BSX). State applications for grant funding and the associated financial reports are 
submitted to Commandant (CG-BSX-21 and CG-BSX-22) for review to ensure accuracy 
and to determine program compliance and certification of eligibility. 

 
c. The States have the greater share of RBS education and on-water enforcement activities. 

The primary role of the Coast Guard in relation to boating safety education and 
enforcement is coordination, training, liaison, monitoring program effectiveness, and 
public information. 

 
d. This Publication contains guidance that promulgate procedures and policies to 

accomplish the purpose of this publication. 
 

6. DISCLAIMER. This document is intended to provide administrative requirements for Coast 
Guard personnel and it imposes legally-binding requirements on recipients of grant funding 
from theStatethe State RBS Grant Program. 

 
7. PROCEDURES. State grant managers will: 

 
a. Comply with the procedures andpoliciesand policies contained herein. 

 
b. Ensure that all personnel assigned to duties affecting the administration of any element of 

the State RBS grant program are familiar with the contents of this Publication. 
 

c. Advise Commandant (CG-BSX-2) of additional elements that should be included in future 
changes to this Publication. 

 
8. RECORDS MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS. This instruction has been thoroughly 

reviewed during the directives clearance process, and it has been determined there are records 
scheduling requirements, in accordance with Federal Records Act, 44 U.S.C. 3101 et seq., 
National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) requirements, and the Information 
and Life Cycle Management Manual, COMDTINST M5212.12 (series). 

9. ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECT AND IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS. 
a. The development of this publication and the general policies contained within it have been 

thoroughly reviewed by the originating office in conjunction with the Office of Environmental 
Management, Commandant (CG-47). This publication is categorically excluded under current 
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Department of Homeland Security (DHS) categorical exclusion DHS (CATEX) A3 from further 
environmental analysis in accordance with the U.S. Coast Guard Environmental Planning Policy, 
COMDTINST 5090.1 and the Environmental Planning (EP) Implementing Procedures (IP). 

 
b. This publication will not have any of the following: significant cumulative impacts on the 

human environment; substantial controversy or substantial change to existing 
environmental conditions; or inconsistencies with any Federal, State, or local laws or 
administrative determinations relating to the environment. All future specific actions 
resulting from the general policy in this publication must be individually evaluated for 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Environmental 
Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions, Executive Order 12114, Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) NEPA policy, Coast Guard Environmental Planning policy, and 
compliance with all other applicable environmental mandates. 

 
10. FORMS/REPORTS. All forms described herein are available electronically from 

www.grants.gov or www.uscgboating.org . 
 
 
 
 
 

Richard Timme 
Rear Admiral, U. S. Coast Guard 
Assistant Commandant for Prevention Policy 

http://www.grants.gov/
http://www.uscgboating.org/
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DEFINITIONS 
 

General comments on Definitions: 
 
(DEB GONA) I don't know whether it would be within protocol for a COMDTPUB or not, but if there is no format restriction, I'd 
suggest that in front of each Chapter, the terms frequently used/referenced in said Chapter be listed with their definitions. The 
full list should still appear at the front of this Publication, but it seems to me that by the end you have to do a lot of flipping 
back to see, for example, who's who (example in the 9.8 appeals section). 
 
Better yet, get this into the format that allows a pop-up window for such terms and their respective definitions. 

 
Advance A payment of Federal funds to a State, upon its request or through the use 

of predetermined payment schedules, before expenditures are made by the 
State. A State must justify the need for an advance. 

Allocation The amount of funds that are reserved for a State from Federal funds 
available during a fiscal year for the purposes of 46 U.S.C., Chapter 131. 

Available Federal 
Funds 

Federal funds available for allocation may include: 
 
(1) Funds appropriated for allocation during a given fiscal year; 
(2) Funds previously allocated to a State that 

werewithdrawnwere withdrawn because they were 
unobligated at the end of a three-year period; and, 

(3) Funds carried forward that were not allocated by the 
Commandant at the end of the previous fiscal year. 

Code of Federal 
Regulations 
(C.F.R.) 

A codification of the general and permanent rules published in the Federal 
Register by the Executive departments and agencies oftheof the Federal 
Government. 

Cooperative 
Agreement 

An agreement between a State and the USCG (district office) that defines 
the relationship between the parties in carrying out RBS programs. May 
also be called Memorandum of Understanding or Statement of 
Understanding. 

Department of 
Homeland Security 

A cabinet-level department in the Federal government. The USCG is a 
service in this Department (DHS) except when it is operating as a service 
in the Department of the Navy. 

Designated State 
Agency 

The lead authority or agency designated by the Governor of a State to 
carry out the State’s RBS program. 

 
(DEB GONA) There is some variation in use in this publication. On page 3-1, it is noted as 
"designated state agency or authority," on page 4-4 as "designated state agency" and at 
item 6.4 as "state authority or agency."  Given that "authority" is typically used in CFR, 
perhaps it would be preferable to use the term "Designated State Authority" while 
maintaining the inclusion of "authority or agency" in the definition. 

Eligible State A State with a RBS program that has been approved by the USCG as 
meeting the requirements of 46 U.S.C. §13103 and all applicable 
regulations. 

Federal Fiscal 
Year (FY) 

The 12-month period beginning on 1 October and ending on the following 
30 September. 



 

Financial 
Assistance 

A grant of Federal funds to a State in support of its RBS program. 

Grant Management 
Branch 

Grants Management Branch (CG-BSX-2). 

Grant Management 
Specialist 

Individual in the USCG Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety's Grants 
Management Branch (CG-BSX-22) responsible for the financial 
administration of Federal financial assistance for State RBS programs. 
 
 



 

Grants Officer Chief, Grants Management Branch (CG-BSX-22). 

Insular Areas The Insular Areas are American Samoa, Guam, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

Matching Share That portion of total program costs required to be committed by the State 
to qualify for Federal financial assistance. 

Obligation The amount of orders placed, contracts and sub-grants awarded, goods 
and services received, and similar transactions during a given period that 
will require payment by the grantee during the same or a future period. 

OMB The Office of Management and Budget. 

Outlays The sum of actual cash expenditures made and indirect costs incurred by a 
State in support of its RBS program. 

Program Branch 
Chief 

Chief, Program Management and Operations Branch (CG-BSX-21). 

Program Director Director of Inspections and Compliance (CG-5PC). 

Program Manager Chief, Boating Safety Division (CG-BSX-2). 

Program Office 
Chief 

Chief, Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety (CG-BSX). 

Recreational 
Boating Safety 
(RBS) Program 

Coordinated activities aimed at promoting RBS. 

Reimbursement Payment by Electronic Funds Transfer of the Federal share of a State’s 
expenditures for its boating safety program. 

Secretary The Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security. 

Single Audit An audit conducted by an independent auditor for the State. 

State A State of the United States, Guam, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
the U.S. Virgin Islands, American Samoa, the District of Columbia, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

State Program 
Coordinator 

Individual within the USCG Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety's 
Program Management and Operations Branch (CG- BSX-21) who is 
assigned responsibility for the programmatic administration of Federal 
financial assistance for State RBS programs. 

U.S. Coast Guard 
(USCG) 

A military service and a branch of the armed forces of the United States. 
The USCG is a service in the Department of Homeland Security except 
when operating as a service in the Department of the Navy. 

 



 

United States Code 
(U.S.C.) 

The code of the laws of the United States of America. 

Unliquidated 
Obligations 

The amount of obligations incurred by a State that has not been paid. 

Unobligated 
Balance 

The portion of funds authorized by the Federal agency that has not been 
obligated by the State and is determined by deducting the cumulative 
obligations from the cumulative funds authorized. 
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Purpose. This Publication provides guidance related to the Federal laws, rules 
implementing those laws, standards and procedures applicable to acceptance of a 
State Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) Program and receipt of funds 
administered by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). Guidance applicable to State RBS 
program approval also is provided. Every effort has been made to ensure that 
information contained in this Publication is thorough and up-to-date. The material 
is intended as amplification for interpretation of the laws and regulations 
governing Federal funds for State RBS programs; however, it is not intended to 
supersede any Federal requirement and States should not rely solely on its 
contents. 

 
1.2 Applicability and Scope. The guidance contained in this publication is 

applicable to the State RBS program authorized by the following chapters of Title 
46, United States Code (U.S.C.): 

 
a. Recreational Vessels (46 U.S.C., Chapter 43); 
b. Reporting Marine Casualties (46 U.S.C., Chapter 61); 
c. Numbering Undocumented Vessels (46 U.S.C., Chapter 123); and, 
d. Recreational Boating Safety (46 U.S.C., Chapter 131). 

 
1.3 Eligible Participants. States (as defined in 2 C.F.R., Part 200.90 and in this 

Publication) may apply to the USCG for approval of the boating safety program 
enacted by the State. States with approved programs and national nonprofit public 
service organizations (nonprofit organizations) are eligible to apply for RBS funds. 

 
a. Eligible State – A State that has a USCG-approved RBS program as 

outlined in Section 2.3 of this Publication. 
 

b. National Nonprofit Public Service Organization – Each year a Federal 
Financial Assistance Application Package is prepared and made available to 
all prospective grantees that provides guidance on the eligibility 
requirements and includes the latest application procedures for national 
nonprofit public service organizations. 

 
1.4 Agency Administration. The Secretary of Homeland Security has delegated the 

authority to administer these State RBS programs and funds to the USCG. Within 
the USCG, the Program Director is the Director of Inspections and Compliance. 
Coast Guard District Commanders (see addresses found later in this section) have 
been delegated the authority to enter into Cooperative Agreements with States and 
local jurisdictions on RBS-related matters. The role of the District is “supportive” 
not “directive” with respect to the States. The Districts’ role is to facilitate the 
States’ ability to be effective, especially in coordinating the use of USCG assets. 
The approval of applications for RBS funds and authority to enter into financial 
agreements is reserved for the Grants Officer. Questions concerning State RBS 
programs may be directed to the appropriate USCG Headquarters or District Office 
(see addresses found later in this section). Questions concerning the Federal 
financial assistance program should be directed to the Grants Officer. The 
following is a listing of USCG Offices. 
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Grants Officer 

 
 
 
 

Program 
Branch Chief 

 
 
 
 
 

Program 
Manager 

 
 
 
 

Program 
Office Chief 

 
 
 
 

Program 
Director 

USCG HEADQUARTERS  (DEB GONA) Address lines are messed up. See 
Program Branch Chief and Program Director for best format. 

Chief, Grants Management Branch (CG-BSX- 
22) Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Headquarters 2703 Martin 
Luther King Ave, SE 
Washington, DC 20593-7501\ 

 
Chief, Program Management and Operations 
Branch (CG-BSX-21) 
Chief, Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety 
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters 
2703 Martin Luther King Ave, SE 
Washington, DC 20593-7501 

 
Chief, Boating Safety Division (CG-BSX-
2) Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Headquarters 2703 Martin 
Luther King Ave, SE 
Washington, DC 20593-7501 

 
Chief, Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety (CG- 
BSX) 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Headquarters 2703 Martin 
Luther King Ave, SE 
Washington, DC 20593-7501 

 
Director of Inspections and Compliance (CG-5PC) 
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters 
2703 Martin Luther King Ave, SE 
Washington, DC 20593-7501 

 
U. S. COAST GUARD DISTRICTS 

First District Commander, First Coast Guard 
District (dpi) 408 Atlantic Avenue 
Boston, MA 02110-3350 

 
Fifth District Commander, Fifth Coast Guard 

District(dpi) Room 416 
431 Crawford St. 
Portsmouth, VA 23704-5004 

 
Seventh District Commander, Seventh Coast Guard 

District (dpa) Federal Building 
909 SE First Avenue Miami, 
FL 33131-3050 
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Eighth District 
 
 
 

Ninth District 
 
 

Eleventh 
District 

 
 

Thirteenth 
District 

 
 

Fourteenth 
District 

 
 

Seventeenth 
District 

Commander, Eighth Coast Guard District (dp-rbs) 
500 Poydras Street 
Room 1341 
New Orleans, LA 70130-3396 

 
Commander, Ninth Coast Guard District (dre) 
1240 East Ninth Street 
Cleveland, OH 44199-2060 

 
Commander, Eleventh Coast Guard District (dpi) 
Coast Guard Island, Bldg. 50-8 
Alameda, CA 94501-5100 

 
Commander, Thirteenth Coast Guard District (dpi) 
Jackson Federal Building 
915 Second Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98174-1067 

 
Commander, Fourteenth Coast Guard District (dpi) 
300 Ala Moana Blvd, Room 9-212 
Honolulu, HI 96850-4982 

 
Commander, Seventeenth Coast Guard District (dpi-rbs) 
P.O. Box 25517 
Juneau, AK 99802-5517 

 
1.5 Changes.  This Publication will periodically be updated when laws and 

regulations applicable to the State RBS program or the grant program are amended 
or revised. Changes will be provided to all addressees on the distribution list 
maintained by the Program Manager. 

 
(DEB GONA): I don't think "periodically" is very helpful as applied here. The Publication should probably be 
REVIEWED periodically (or better yet, reviewed on a set schedule) to determine need for updates. But as 
written, "periodic" doesn't jive with updates WHEN laws/regs are amended or revised (which would suggest 
that the contents of the Publication [laws/regs/addresses, etc.] would be edited on an ongoing basis).  
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CHAPTER 2 – STATE RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY (RBS) PROGRAMS 
 

2.1 Purpose. This Chapter provides guidance on the general requirements, 
standards and procedures for State RBS programs. 

 
2.2 Applicability and Scope. This Chapter is applicable, in general, to the 

requirements to receive USCG approval of State RBS programs. Each of the 
authorizing statutes (listed in Chapter 1) and the implementing regulations 
provide the minimum requirements. The material in this Chapter is a summary of 
the requirements of laws and regulations applicable to State RBS programs and is 
not intended to supersede any existing laws and regulations. 

 
2.3 Program Approval Requirements. Requirements for USCG approval of a 

State RBS program are set forth in 46 U.S.C. § 13103. USCG will approve a 
State RBS program and the State will be eligible to receive RBS funds if the 
program includes: 

 
a. Vessel numbering system approved by the Secretary. This program will: 

 

(1) Provide for facilities, personnel and systems needed to administer the 
approved State vessel numbering system in accordance with the 
provisions of 46 U.S.C., Chapter 123 and the implementing 
regulations in 33 C.F.R., Parts 173 and 174. 

(2) Assure that a State will compile and submit the annual “Certification of 
Numbered Vessels” statement to the USCG not later than 31 January of 
each year (see Section 6.6 of this Publication). 

(3) Include revisions to the approved State numbering system that require 
USCG approval [46 U.S.C. § 12302(f)]. States must submit to the 
appropriate State Program Coordinator one copy of the revised State 
law, implementing regulations, applicable forms, and policy 
statements, if any, that pertain to the numbering system revisions. 

 
(CODY JONES) Is this done annually, when things change or just when a visit is conducted? It may 
be addressed later in the document but seems to be an open-ended statement. 

 
b. A cooperative recreational boating safety agreement with the USCG. A 

RBS Cooperative Agreement between the USCG and a State sets forth the 
respective responsibilities for RBS functions/activities and for such other 
arrangements as may be agreed upon. In addition, agreements between States 
relating to comity and uniformity of laws and regulations and permitting 
maximum use of boating safety resources are encouraged. An agreement 
between neighboring States may be made part of the USCG/State RBS 
Cooperative Agreement.  The Cooperative Agreement will address 
provisions contained in COMDTINST 16750.8 (series) FEDERAL/STATE 
RELATIONS – RECREATIONAL BOATING SAFETY. 

 
(CODY JONES) This is typically done at the District Level Correct? Should that be stated as part of this 
statement? 
 
(TY HUNTER) Agree with Cody Jones that this agreement has traditionally been handled by the District. 
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NOTE: State Aids to Navigation agreements are governed by 33 C.F.R., 
Subpart 66.05 and are separate from this cooperative agreementsthis 
cooperative agreement. Any Aids to Navigation agreements, if needed, 
will incorporate the provisions described in the Code of Federal 
Regulations and the Aids to Navigation Administration Manual 
Administration, COMDTINST M16500.7 (series). A copy of such 
agreements will be filed with Commandant (CG-BSX-2). 

 
c. Sufficient patrol and other activity to ensure adequate enforcement of 

applicable State boating safety laws and regulations. This program will: 
 

(1) Provide acceptable facilities, vessels, vehicles, and personal equipment 
necessarytonecessary to conduct law enforcement operations. 

(2) Maintain enough qualified marine patrol officers to conduct law 
enforcement operations. 

(3) For the Program Measurement Tool for Adequate and Sufficient 
Programs (PMTASP, Exhibit 2-1), score a minimum of 80 for 
Items P1 and P2, combined, in Group I (Exhibit 2-1). Score a 
minimum of 60 for Item P3 in Group II. Score a minimum of 50 
for Items P5 and P6 in Group III. 
 
(MARK BROWN): See comments in the corresponding sections for score calculations. 
 

(4) Ensure the enforcement of State boating safety laws and regulations. 
(5) Promote public awareness and acceptance of RBS laws and regulations. 

 
d. Adequate State boating safety education. This program will: 

 

(1) Meet or exceed the National Boating Education Standards 
(knowledge based). 

 
(Mark Chanski): Would it be appropriate to include the use of the 
NOWS (National On-Water Standards) at this time now that they 
have been developed? Including a reference to the NOWS may help 
in creating an “American Certificate of Competence” or “true” 
reciprocal boating certificates in the US. 

 
(2) Be available throughout the State and throughout the year, 

either in classrooms, on line, or through correspondence 
courses. 
 
(Mark Chanski): As the recent COVID pandemic has proven these 
are not the only methods that can be used to deliver boating 
education to the public. Technology is rapidly changing and the use 
of it should be encouraged to engage the public in meaningful and 
cost effective boating education. (Virtual classrooms, for example.) 
 

(3) Include at least one public recreational boating safety course 
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that meets or exceeds the national boating education 
standards. 
 
(Mark Chanski): This should be defined better. Is it one course per year, one course from a 
particular vendor, or one course for power, sail or human propelled vessels.  Suggest changing to: 
Make as many public recreational boating safety courses that meet or exceed national boating 
education standards available to the public as possible. This can be accomplished by allowing 
nationally approved private companies to conduct boating education in each state and should 
not be limited to a sole source provider. Boating education course should be promoted in the 
power, sail and human propelled disciplines.  
 

(4) For the PMTASP score a minimum of 100 for Items P7 
through P11, combined, in Group IV. 

 
(MARK BROWN): See comments in the corresponding sections for score calculations. 

 
(5) Cooperate with the USCG whenever possible in developing 

any public recreational boating safety education program. 
 

(CODY JONES): I am not sure I understand what is intended by this statement? 
 
(MARK BROWN): I feel that “developing any” may be overreaching. I think cooperation is implied 
and in place in the State’s RBS program. 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): "agreed upon" language or something similar seems more appropriate. "Any" 
is a strong term 
 
(STEPHANIE WEATHERINGTON) Perhaps Coordinate is a more appropriate term than cooperate. 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): I agree with Cody. This needs to be rewritten to describe the intended purpose 
better. 
 

(6) Continue to maintain and supervise the State RBS education 
program when using volunteer instructors. 
 

(7) Not count the value of volunteer services (to include hours of 
teaching, preparation, or transportation to venue) toward the 
State's matching shares of program costs. 

 
(MARK CHANSKI): Although not counted, are volunteer services 
accounted for in any way. It would be nice to know how much boating 
education in the US relies on volunteer efforts. 
 

e. A system, approved by the Secretary, for reporting marine 
casualties. This program will: 

 

(1) Provide a uniform State system for reporting marine causalities in 
accordance with 46 U.S.C. § 6102 and 33 C.F.R., Parts 173 and 
174. 

(2) Provide for the State’s active enforcement of failure to report a reportable boating 
accident.  
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(CODY JONES): Wonder if this should now read "boating incidents" rather than "boating 
accidents" 
 
(DEB GONA): Recognize that "accident" is employed in CFR, but concur with suggestion that 
"incident" -- the preferable terminology used in the reporting project recommendations -- should 
be considered for use in this document. Would further suggest that there be a corresponding 
definition for it. 
 
GENERAL SUGGESTION: Substitute “incident” for “accident” throughout. 

 
(3) Provide for the compilation and submission to the USCG of reports, 

information, and statistics on casualties reported to the State as required 
by 33 C.F.R. Part 174. Reports will include information on casualties in 
which the use of alcohol or drugs contributed to the casualty. 

(4) For the PMTASP, score a minimum of 12 for Item P4 in Group II. 
 

NOTE: An electronic copy of each State’s accident and investigative report data, 
including any alcohol/ drug test results, will be post-marked to the Boating Safety 
Division's Program Management and Operations Branch (CG-BSX-21) at USCG 
Headquarters within 30 days of receipt of the initial casualty or accident report. 
 

   COMMENTS REGARDING THE REFERENCE TO “INVESTIGATIVE REPORT DATA” 
 

(CODY JONES): I have always been told that USCG BSX doesn't want criminal investigative reports so 
should this read "statistical"? I would rather that the Coast Guard accept the officers criminal 
investigation report with all necessary USCG fields included rather than a separate report but have 
been told that may not be feasible. 
 
(DEB GONA): In the open comment period for the reporting project, state commenters expressed 
concerns that recommendations regarding the submission of "all information" on the incident to the 
USCG were suggesting submission of the totality of the investigative / criminal files. That was not 
what the project workgroup intended and -- as Cody indicated -- it is not what we had been told was 
of interest to or required by the Coast Guard. The affected recommendations' language was 
subsequently modified to ensure that the report submission would be of the data elements presented 
in section 5 of the project recommendations.  

 
It is true that the data elements' recommendations would call for more detail information on the 
operator and victim's alcohol and drug use but even BAC is indicated as optional. 
 
So, the question is, what was the intent of including "investigative" report here? Was it to be in 
reference to alcohol/drug test results? 

 
(MARK BROWN): I'm not sure you really mean copies of all investigative report data? That report 
could include witness statements, photographs, videos, medical examiner's reports, etc. What would 
be the method of submitting this data? BARD currently doesn't accept attachments.   
 
(CHRIS FALLON) Agree with others regarding including investigative report data.  Given the multitude 
of agencies that could potentially investigate/report an accident, it is often difficult to obtain the 
report; let alone the supplemental data which could take months depending on the nature of the 
casualty. 
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(STEPHANIE WEATHERINGTON) Agree this should be statistical data as outlined in CFR only and not 
the full criminal investigation 

 
COMMENTS REGARDING THE REFERENCE TO POSTMARKS and TIMELINES 

 
(CODY JONES): So is this to mean that we are to mail in a copy of every report since it says 
"postmarked"? I know the federal code has old language on mailing it but i thought this COMDTPUB 
could update it by saying that it must be submitted into the Coast Guards electronic system within 30 
days of receipt? Also, the accident reporting project has some modified timelines that would need to 
be considered in this section. 

 
(DEB GONA): CFR currently states electronic or paper copy submission to the Commandant, attn 
Boating Safety Division, so even this NOTE isn't a verbatim of the regulatory language. Given that 
discrepancy, then, can't this NOTE simply state something like "Each State's incident report data 
should be submitted to the electronic reporting system [BARD] or if as paper copy to the Boating 
Safety Division's Program Management and Operations Branch ... etc., etc."? 
 
As for the 30- day stipulation, Cody is correct in that the reporting project recommendations have 
modified timelines and submission requirements. I assume that since those will require regulatory 
amendment, the current provision must be acknowledged here. That said, does the phrasing "post-
marked," which is not used in CFR, mean something special here --beyond the obvious use of the term 
in snail mail, because it does not apply to electronic entry. 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): Would recommend language cleanup to be more in line with future BARD 
requirement. I.e. post-marked seems outdated and the accident and investigative report data is not 
clear as it implies all reports vs how current process is entered into BARD 
 

2.4 Program Duration. Requirements for USCG approval of a State RBS Program 
remain in effect until such time as the State program is changed to where it is no 
longer consistent with the above provisions and the State is so notified by the USCG. 
The USCG/State RBS Cooperative Agreement (required under section 2.3.b of this 
chapter) can be canceled by either the USCG or the State with at least 30 days’ 
notice to the other party. Approval of a State’s RBS program is automatically 
rescinded upon cancellation of the Cooperative Agreement. 
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Criteria for Determination of State Eligibility 
State Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) Program 

 
Program Measurement Tool for Adequate and 

Sufficient Programs Under 46 U.S.C. § 13103(c)(3) & (4) 
 

Group Activity Max Min/Group 
I 
Officers & 
Equipment 

P1 Law Enforcement Officers 80 
80 

 
80 P2 Law Enforcement Equipment 

II 
Enforcement 
Activity 

P3 Boardings/Compliance Inspections 80 
15 

60 
12 P4 Boating Accident Reporting 

III 
Officer 
Training 

P5 Officer Initial Training 60 
45 

 
50 P6 Officer Continuing Training 

IV 
RBS 
Education 

P7 Courses Delivered 120 
25 
25 
25 
30 

 
 
 

100 

P8 Dealer Programs 
P9 In-school Programs 
P10 Materials Distribution 
P11 Public Service Announcements 

V 
 

Administration 
P12 Boating Law Administrator Assigned 20 

 

20 
20 
20 
20 

 
 

 

P13 Law Enforcement Coordinator 
Assigned 
P14 Education coordinator Assigned 
P15 Adequate Administrative Reporting 

 TOTAL POINTS 685 302 
 

(MARK BROWN): Clarify how the score is calculated for each of the categories in Min/Group column 
(JOE MCCULLOUGH): Should there be a score in the Min/Group cell for V. Administration? 
(MARK CHANSKI): How is this [Materials Distribution/PSAs] accounted for given the use of social media? Does using 
social media platforms cover these items? 
 
The above table shows the various activities, maximum points possible, and the 
minimum points required in each group. The total program requires a minimum of 
335 points including 302 points distributed among the first four groups as shown 
above. The first four groups measure adequate law enforcement and sufficient 
patrol, and sufficient education programs. This approach will ensure a balanced 
program as well as a minimum acceptable program. 

 
The following provides formulas for point determinations. 

 
NOTE: Numbers denoted by (*) within the formulas are constants used to reach a 
score range that is more easily recorded and tracked. 



 

Group I Officers and Equipment 
 

a. Patrol Activity 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING THE FORMULA / METHOD USED 
 
(MARK BROWN):  I don't agree with your formula. I think your expected staffing levels are too high.  Most states 
don't live in a perfect world where just because "you need an officer, you get an officer". The States are all expected 
to do more with less when it comes to personnel.  Staffing is definitely based on state economy and agency budget - 
not "ideal" needs within a formula. Based on my research, a more realistic level would be 1 patrol officer in the 
range of 5,000-6,000 registered vessels.  Registration doesn't equate to constant or frequent use by the vessel 
owner.  (Your own statistics should indicate the average exposure hours.)  Arbitrary figures such as the one used in 
the formula shouldn't be set at levels where agencies are penalized for efficiently and sufficiently providing 
adequate service.  You're expecting agencies in states with 200,000 vessels to provide a minimum of  67 marine 
patrol officers in order to obtain maximum score.  Your proposed method penalizes smaller agencies and agencies 
that have special services units assigned to the specific mission of marine enforcement - such as my own.  How will 
this affect pass-through agencies that don't directly hire personnel?  If I can count in "other officers" personnel that 
are available to provide assistance when requested but not directly assigned to marine patrol duties then I can reach 
your maximum number.  Otherwise, if the score was calculated today, I'd only be able to score 42 out of maximum 
80 points meaning my agency would need to nearly DOUBLE the number of personnel assigned to our agency's 
marine patrol duties in order to reach maximum points. 
 
Staffing levels based on a single factor such as registration numbers will not produce accurate results.  I know this 
after having completed multiple manpower/staffing studies for marine patrol officers for my agency.  Multiple 
factors must be considered so that a formula is scientifically relevant, accurate and defensible. I don't feel a SWAG is 
the way to go in this matter. 
 
It appears your formula is based on an assumption that nationally all agency RBS programs are created equally and 
operate identically. This is a FALSE assumption and produces an unrealistic and inaccurate representation for the 
purposes of proper staffing levels - a common statistical and scientific error. You have failed to consider impact 
factors such as length of the boating season (Northern vs Southern), surface acres of water with boating access 
available to boaters, total visitation by both resident and transient boaters, weather anomalies (such as drought, 
hurricanes, floods) and economic factors such as a state's median income and the cost boating in that state.  These 
are only a few measurable factors that impact vessel registration and a state's ability to fund LE positions. 
 
I don't agree with this cookie-cutter approach to determining adequate and sufficient.     
 
(TREVOR CARBO): National average numbers affecting each state equally, despite the seasonal or demographical 
factors are not an accurate comparison. These numbers won't take into account the seasonal nature of some states. 
registration laws can also skew registration numbers 
 
(CHRIS FALLON) Although it does not negatively impact most states, this formula could be somewhat unfair for 
states that include non-motorized vessels in their registration numbers. 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): These calculations are based on “registered boats.” With the growing number of paddlecraft is 
this still an accurate method to determine the amount of officers and equipment? 

 
The formula for determination of the points for patrol activity is as follows: 
This formula is based on 1 patrolman/3,000 registered boats with a 
maximum score of 80. 
 
(CODY JONES): Is there a historic bases for this span of control? 
 
240,000* (L1 + L2 +L3) = P1 
# of Registered Boats 
 

(CODY JONES): Where does the 240,000 come from? 
 



 

L1 = Total  NumberTotal Number of Full Time 
Officers   
L2 = Total Number of  Part  Time  Officers   
L3 = Total Number of Other Officers 

 
P1 = Total number of points not to exceed 80. 

 
(CODY JONES): There is currently no clear definition of what is to be included in each of these 3 categories. 
While some may think it is self- explanatory., if you are going to hold states accountable and want consistent 
numbers you will need to provide clear guidance.  
 
Example: Texas trains outside officers for water safety work. We would code that as "part time officers". 
Other states hire seasonal workers. Are those seasonal Part Time Officers? Also, what are "other Officers"?  
 
(TREVOR CARBO): What is the definition of other officers? 

 
b. Patrol Equipment 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING THE FORMULA / METHOD USED 
 
(MARK BROWN): I don't agree with your formula as being representative of program adequacy and sufficiency.   
See my comments from "Patrol Activity" above reference choosing arbitrary numbers for formula calculations.  I 
don't agree with your formula as being representative of program adequacy and sufficiency.   
 
(TREVOR CARBO): This is a broad based formula that lacks a bit of true safety related patrol equipment. There is a 
double value factor for radio equipped boats vs aircraft? Some states have the ability for officers to utilize portable 
radio where boat based radios are of little value. It would seem there would be a much higher value to aircraft or 
UAV (which isn't mentioned). An agency that is heavy in vehicles or cars doesn't seem to truly equate much value to 
an RBS program. I would also agree that safety equipment and technology, (sonar, mandatory wear, engine cutoff 
etc) are also higher value pieces of equipment that are not calculated. 
 

This formula is based on 1 boat or vehicle/4500 registered boats with a 
maximum score of 80. The formula is as follows; 

 
(CODY JONES): Any historic bases for this span of control and vehicles carry the same weight as a boat if I am 
reading this correctly, right?? 

 
(B1 (2) + B2 + A + V) 360,000* = P2 (comments on this formula continue next page) 

# of Registered Boats 
 

(MARK BROWN): Why are boats with radios a 2X multiplier and a radio equipped patrol vehicle not? 
 
If we're talking patrol equipment, lets include all the equipment.  Give bonuses in the formula if officers are 
equipped with items such as: vessels with cut-off switches, PFD's, cell phones, computers, handheld radios, 
unit/vessel/body cameras, side scan sonar, FLIR, drones (are they aircraft?). etc.   I suggest using this score as 
a way to encourage states to provide adequate marine patrol vessels and officer safety equipment.  Think 
about the safety policies the USCG would like states to adopt and then reward them with points in this area 
when the states comply.  Wearing an Engine-cutoff switch and officer PFD wear are just two examples.  
Proper equipment helps an officer be more "adequate and sufficient".   Efficiency leads to changes in 
manpower allocations... It's all related. 
 
(CODY JONES): where does the 360,000 come from? 
 
(JEFF CLAUSON): I think Mark is correct with the multiplier for radio equipped boat. For some of us inland 
states, our officers have handheld radios that are worn by the officer that through our trunked system, would 
mean that our boats have radios on them when operated by an officer. 

 
B1= # of boats that are radio equipped 



 

B2 = # of boats that are not radio equipped  
 

(CODY JONES): So a boat with a radio is considered two entities based on the 2 multiplier but we don't provide 
the same multiplier to a truck with a radio? Also, can we now count Unmanned Aerial Systems (Drones) in our 
Aircraft calculations? Maybe some definitions would be helpful. Do you consider a boat with an officer with a 
handheld radio as meeting B1? 
 
(TY HUNTER): Why do we care if the boat has a radio or not?  In many circumstances the boat will not have a 
radio but the officer has a hand-held radio.  Is this a method to just purchase equipment to be counted to 
obtain a higher score? 
 
(STEPHANIE WEATHERINGTON) Agreed [re C Jones comment]. Some clarification/definitions are needed.  
So does a radio have to be "physically hard-wired" into the boat to count as radio equipped or can an 
officer with a hand-held radio count as radio equipped? 
 
A = # of Aircraft 
V = # of other patrol vehicles (trucks, cars, ATV) P2 

 
= Total number of points not to exceed 80. 

 
Group II Enforcement Activity 

 

a. Law Enforcement Activity 
 

OVERALL COMMENTS REGARDING THE FORMULA / METHOD USED (comments on formula continue next page) 
 

(MARK BROWN): Aren't Boarding/Inspections, Warnings and Arrests ALL law enforcement activities?  
These above activities all take LE officers time.  Why is there no credit/consideration in LE Activity given for:  
1.  Accident/Incident investigation hours?   
2.  HIN inspection/issuance (# issued & hours spent)?  
3.  SAR missions (# of missions and hours spent)?  
4.  Vessel assists (# of assists and hours spent)? 
Marine LE officers do more than just inspect boats and write tickets. 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): Although I understand the point of this section, I have concern of the "quota" nature of this. Again, 
the # of registered vessels may not truly equate to a number of boaters regularly on the water in any given state. And a 
state that can only do inspections/boardings based on stopping boaters for probable cause would be disadvantaged in 
the ability to meet this "quota". Additionally, if you had a state with a great education program and/or high visibility 
enforcement program, mixed with very responsible boaters not getting stopped for violations, inspections/boardings 
may be minimal and not a true account of a successful program. A cool/wet season for a state that already has a very 
short boating season could also drastically affect the ability to meet the minimum score. 
 
(CHRIS FALLON) Not sure how to apply it to a formula but I agree with the comments from Mark Brown that there are 
many other LE activities that should be considered; not just citations or boardings.  I also feel that boardings and 
inspections cannot always be used interchangeably.  These two terms can be defined and or applied differently by 
different agencies. 
 

  C x 1200* = P3 
# of Registered Boats 

 
(CODY JONES): where does the 1200 come from? Would it not be easier to consider if you want 5% of 
"registered" vessels boarded to determine 5% of that states Registered vessels (ie. # Registered X 0.05 = 5%) 
and compare the actual boardings reported to give a score of (needs improvement 3%, Meets 4% to 6%, and 
exceeds greater than 6%)? just a thought.  

 
C = # of boardings/inspections or 4 times the # of citation reports issued. 

 
(CODY JONES): So if I am to read this correctly we can either report our boarding or just capture 4 times the # 



 

of citations issued whichever is a better number for us? Our state has always captured boardings. Also, do 
citations include warnings? 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): I think this is a very poor calculation and potential for negative public perception. The 
number of citations should not be a measure of success or calculation of work product. This type of "measure" 
only leads to citations unnecessarily being issued during otherwise educational moments. 
 
(STEPHANIE WEATHERINGTON) I believe warnings should absolutely be captured - they validate/verify a 
"contact" was made with a boater, not every contact deserves a pay citation - we are going for compliance of 
the laws not $.  So perhaps a better term would be Officer Violator Contacts; or something all inclusive of 
warnings and citations. 

 
This formula is based on boarding 5% of the registered boats with a maximum 
point score of 80. 

 
(JEFF CLAUSON): We do not capture boardings in NE so we are then left to our citation numbers. Doesn't this 
put an inordinate amount of pressure on states like ours to issue citations in order to meet a predetermined 
percentage without taking into consideration warnings, both verbal and written. To me there is a lot more to 
LE activity than the number of citations issued to get the true meaning of sufficient LE activity. 

 
P3 = Total number of points not to exceed 80. 

 
b. Boating Accident Reporting 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING SECTION 
 
(MARK BROWN): I believe that until a BARD SYSTEM (or whatever the name it will be called) IS AGREED UPON, 
FINALIZED AND IMPLEMENTED ONLINE AND INITIAL TRAINING HAS BEEN COMPLETED THAT THIS ASSESSMENT 
SHOULD NEVER OCCUR.  PERIOD - END OF STORY!! 
 
BARD is currently broken and unreliable as a source for states to be evaluated on. 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): Hopefully the BARD changes will have taken place before this new change does. There has been no 
training. 

 
(DEB GONA): Are the three below all based on the same measures that were incorporated into the old iterations of the 
National RBS Strategic Plans?   That is, for Timeliness - The percent of reports received in BARD over the time that 
lapsed between the accident date and the entry date. [A well-known issue and one that does not account for delay in 
notification...something that the reporting project workgroup addressed in its recommendations regarding timelines 
for submission of reports.]]    For Completeness - The length of the vessel recorded (selected as a benchmark at the time 
because it has been used as a basis for regulations.  For Accuracy - Based on the entry of duplicate reports into BARD. 
 
There were/still are issues with the meaningfulness of all three as measured. If the bases have changed, however, then 
what are they? Whatever the case they should be defined in this document.  
 
(CHRIS FALLON) Much of this seems subjective; what constitutes complete or accurate?  If follow up/investigative data 
is not included, is it incomplete?  Given the multitude of agencies that could investigate or report a boating accident, it 
is impractical to reach everyone through training.  Therefore, we receive many reports with missing data; tracking 
down the missing data and getting the report to the Coast Guard in a timely manner is a challenge. 

 
Timeliness = 5 pts for 100% on time 

= 4 pts for <100% but > 80% on time 
= 0 pts for < 80% on time 

 
(CODY JONES): This should only be based on the actual date of notification to the agency and should not be 
based on the date of the accident. You can't hold an organization accountable for something they are 
unaware occurred. Also, media reports while a nice addition to the data should not be considered in this 
assessment 



 

 
(TY HUNTER): I agree with Cody Jones and also is there any account taken when dealing with other federal 
agencies that have NO accountability! 
 
(AARON KERR) Agreed [with C Jones comment] 

 
Completeness = 5 pts for 100% all reports complete 

= 4 pts for <100% but > 80% all reports complete 
= 0 pts for < 80% all reports complete 

 
(CODY JONES): This is an arbitrary determination unless you spell out what is required in this section. Are you 
basing this on the CFR requirements or the policy position and will you incorporate the recommendation of the 
accident reporting work group in this? 
 
(JOE McCULLOUGH): If all the information available is provided/reported is that complete? 

 
Accuracy = 5 pts for 100% all reports accurate 

= 4 pts for <100% but > 80% all reports accurate 
= 0 pts for < 80% all reports accurate  

(CODY JONES): Who determines accuracy? I agree with Completeness and Timeliness but if you are 
questioning accuracy you are saying that the officer didn't do their job correctly. Also, how can a operator’s 
report if not accurate be held against the state? 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): Who determines accuracy? 
 
(JOE McCULLOUGH): I agree with CJ – in addition who decides accuracy? 
 
P4= Total number of points not to exceed 15. 

 
Group III Officer Training 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): What type of training, RBS or any? 

 

a. Officer Initial Training (Minimum of 32 hours) 
 

(JEFF CLAUSON): Maybe it is because I am fairly new to this, but what does initial training mean? I couldn't find the 
definition in this document. Is it the initial boat accident (incident) investigation class? Does that continue to get 
counted as you move forward? It looks to me like all of the inservice training that an officer receives would be 
calculated in the continuing ed portion below.  
 
(DANNY RODRIGUEZ): What is this referring to? Is this limited to only marine officer training or all forms of LE 
training? Where does the 32 hours come from? 

 
(Total # of Officers Trained) x 60* = 
P5 

L1 + L2 + L3 
 

(MARK BROWN): Clear definitions are needed for these terms. This formula uses different terms than are 
counted in an earlier formula.  Terms are not consistent within this document. 
 
(CODY JONES): These [all] need to be defined. Also, is an "Other RBS Officer" different from an "Other Officer" 
in the first section? 

 
(TREVOR CARBO): What is the definition of this [Other RBS Officerx]? How different than the other officers in 
the patrol activity? 



 

 
L1 = Full Time RBS Officers 
L2 = Part Time/Seasonal RBS Officers 
L3 = Other RBS Officers 

 
P5 = Total number of points not to exceed 60. 

 
b. Officer Continuing Training (in-service performed IAW state agency 

guidelines) 

(MARK BROWN): Are these bonus points for LE agencies? Are non-LE agencies required to have continued 
professional development/training? Everyone should receive credit for continuing education/professional 
development.   This would be a great place to include bonus credit for attending BLA Workshop, NASBLA 
annual Conference. NASBLA Leadership Training, Management Concepts training and other professional 
organizations' conferences and workshops. 

 
(TREVOR CARBO): Continued training in what topics? This would be a good area to incorporate a point system 
that can somehow affect the overall program point wise by agencies actively involved in the continuation of 
RBS training such as attending the safety summit, BLA workshops, annual conference etc. 
 
(CHRIS FALLON) I'm not sure how other states measure this.  For states that rely primarily on data from one, 
core LE agency, it seems simple.  However, due to the many agencies that perform marine law enforcement in 
NY, we likely do not capture a lot of the in-service training that happens at the local level. 

 
(Total # of RBS officers receiving training) x 15* = P6 

L4 
 

L4 = Total # of RBS Officers (L1 + L2 + L3) 

P6 = Total number of points not to exceed 45. 

 
 
Group IV Boating Safety Education 

 

Public education and training requirements will be based on the number of 
registered boats (RB) within the state and the number of persons attending a 
RBS course meeting the minimum national boating education standards. 

 
(MARK CHANSKI): With the number of paddlecraft on the rise (most not registered) this may 
be an antiquated accounting method. The number of paddling related fatalities are increasing 
and many states are working on educating the paddling community and those efforts should 
be accounted for. 

 
a. Courses (classroom, home study, web based) to educate at least 2% annually. 

 
(MARK BROWN): I'm not sure the formula takes into consideration the decline in motorized boating participation 
and the lack of uniformity in boating education requirements in the states and territories.  If you were to plot "new" 
boaters that were completing boating education, you would probably observe that most of those attending are 
boaters who have attained a minimum age where they are required to have a completed a boating safety course to 
operate,  I'm not sure 2% is an sustainable level of expectation with current trends in boating where boating 
education is not a requirement.   
 
(TREVOR CARBO): Is this a necessary area of concern to have levied? The states without mandatory education may 
always see a negative impact here. A BLA can't make people take a course... This is a good goal for agencies but not 



 

necessarily an achievable one that can be controlled by the participating agency. 
 

  E1 x 5,000* = P7 
# Registered Boats 

 
E1 = # of boat operators attending a RBS course meeting the minimum 
national boating education standards from all providers as reported by the 
state. 
P7 = Total number of points not to exceed 120. 

 
(CODY JONES): I am not sure that boat operators needs to be included as it should be all attendees. I believe 
that is the intent. 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): I agree. Perhaps this goes back to the thought that if you were taking a boating course you 
were going to be an "operator." However, it is important that everyone onboard the vessel have some boating 
education. 

 
b. Other education and outreach programs (distribution of materials, in-school 
programs, and dealer cooperative programs) 

 
(MARK BROWN): I'm OK with this being a "Yes" or "No" answer.  Needs a definition as to what  dealer cooperative 
program is.  I count it when our officers visit a dealership to deliver safety materials or complete and dealership 
administrative inspection for licensing compliance and theft prevention.  Is a boat show a dealer program? 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): What exactly is the definition of dealer and in school programs and what is the expectation to 
meet a yes? 
 

Dealer Programs 
 

  (CODY JONES): needs to be defined what is a qualified dealer program. 
 
 (STEPHANIE WEATHERINGTON) Agreed. 
 
(AARON KERR) I agree. 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): I agree with Cody's comment. 

 
Yes = 25 pts = P8 
No = 0 pts = P8 

 
In-school Programs 
 

 (CODY JONES): Needs to be defined what a qualifying In-school program is. Can I teach kids a swimming 
program and that counts? Can the Ag Teachers teaching Boater Education in schools count toward the 
Classroom Boat Ed and also the In-School Program or would it be considered double reporting? 

 
Yes = 25 pts = P9 
No = 0 pts = P9 

 
(MARK BROWN): I'm OK with this being a "Yes" or "No" answer.  I do agree with Cody Jones that a definition is 
needed.  I would suggest that any in-school program (regardless of who provides it) that includes at least 60% 
boating AND water safety information be acceptable as a YES. 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): I agree with both of these comments [under In-School Programs] 
 
 

 



 

Materials Distribution 
 

(CODY JONES): If we have virtual publications can we count the number of clicks. Printed materials are 
becoming fewer and fewer. There needs to be consideration of new technologies and how to capture. 
 
(TY HUNTER): This is again so subjective and not really a scientific way of determining an effective reach. 
 
(TREVOR CARBO): This should include digital and/or social media. A large amount of our printed materials 
are found in the trash after the trade shows and/or public events. The "shares" and "likes" and regular 
digital material we can push out to so many more people compared to printed materials. 

 
(CHRIS FALLON) What constitutes materials?  Is it just publications or does it include stickers, decals, whistles, 
promotional items, etc.?  Also agree with comments by Cody Jones that many materials can be considered 
distributed via virtual clicks. 
 
(STEPHANIE WEATHERINGTON) Agreed. Virtual publications far out way printed materials anymore.  There 
needs to be some way to capture and include in the count of distribution. 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): I agree with both of these comments [Cody’s above and Mark’s below]. However, I'm not 
sure that a simple "click" is the proper accounting metric. Simply "clicking" on something doesn't indicate if 
the viewer actually took the time to look sat the material of it just flashed in from of their eyes. This would 
make a difference in what information the viewer retained from viewing the materials. 
 

( # pieces distributed ) x 16* = P10 
# Registered Boats 

 
(MARK BROWN): Online contacts should be included with printed materials here.  Printed materials 
are often available for customers (boaters) to download or read online.   

 
This formula is based on distribution of # of pieces produced 
equal to 156% of the registered boats with a maximum point 
score of 25. 

 
P10 = Total number of points not to exceed 25. 

 
c. Public Service Announcements (PSA) (comments continue next page) 

 
(DANNY RODRIGUEZ): What about billboard publications? 

PSA TV (produced or aired, including social media) = A1 

Yes = 10 pts = A1 
No = 0 pts = A1 

 
(CODY JONES): This section should include social media and not as a subcategory of TV, Radio, or news print 
which doesn't make any since. As social media continues to grow and the reach far exceeds other form of 
public service announcements there needs to be a consideration for providing it with more weight then to just 
give it 10 points.  
 
I think you would get more meaningful information if you were to rework this entire section.  
 
(TREVOR CARBO): This seems to indicate that if a state does a PSA via social media, they would meet yes for 
all three of these categories? 
 
(CHRIS FALLON) Agree with comments by others; social media should be a stand alone category. 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): I agree with Cody's comments in this section. The entire media section needs to be 



 

reevaluated as the way people (and specific demographic groups) receive their information these days.   
 

Radio PSA (produced or aired, including social media) = A2 

Yes = 10 pts = A2 
No = 0 pts = A2 

 
Newspaper/Magazine PSA (including social media) = A3 

 
Yes = 10 pts = A3 
No = 0 pts = A3 

 
A1 + A2 + A3 = P11 

 
(MARK BROWN): Since this section is "Yes" or "No" answers I'm OK with it as is.  It could help you gather 
statistical data as to which states and territories have social media programming if you had "Social Media" as 
a separate category. 

P11 = Total number of points not to exceed 30. 
 

(JEFF CLAUSON): I agree with both Cody and Mark.  This section needs to be reworked instead of tweaked to 
capture all of the changes since this was initially written.  Using antiquated information such as number of 
boat guides distributed, doesn't tell you anything other than the agency spent money on something that most 
younger users don't use and all get recycled, but need to do that in order to be in compliance with the CFR.  
Getting into the 21st century to capture all things in the electronic media would give the USCG a much better 
idea of what states are doing in this regard 

 
Group V Administration 

 
a. Assigned Boating Law Administrator responsible of the administration and fiscal 
control of the program. 

 
Yes = 20 pts = P12 No = 0 pts = 
P12 

 
b. Assigned Law Enforcement coordinator. 

 
Yes = 20 pts = P13 No = 0 pts = 
P13 

 
c. Assigned Education coordinator. 

 
Yes = 20 pts = P14 No = 0 pts = 
P14 

   
(AARON KERR) I serve as Wyoming's BLA as well as my agency's RBS law enforcement coordinator and 
education coordinator.  Do these positions assigned to different people in order to answer "yes" and receive 
credit to our score?  Is a program inadequate if one person is responsible for coordinating multiple aspects?  
Please provide clarification. 

d. Adequate Administrative reporting (required reports submitted on  time)  
 
(MARK BROWN): I'd request that states are reminded of which required reports are referenced and what the 
report deadlines are. A quarterly email with the listed reports and deadlines in Exhibit 6-1 would most likely be 



 

sufficient.  This way all states and territories are aware that the listed reports and prompt deadlines are 
considered as part of the state's overall score.   
 
QUESTION: How are ratings determined? 
 "Good"  80% of all reports on time? 
 "Fair" - >50% of all reports on time? 
"Poor" - 50% or less of all reports on time? 
Or, is it left to individual arbitration? 
 
Is accuracy a key?   Is merely submitting a report on time the key to success? 
What if a report is returned or not accepted by USCG- does this affect how the time submitted is calculated? 

 
(TREVOR CARBO): May be good to list the reports due here 

   Good (on time) = 20 pts = P15 
Fair (NLT 30 days past due) = 10 pts = P15 Poor (over 
30 days past due) = 0 pts = P15 

 
CHAPTER 3 – FEDERAL ASSISTANCE AND STATE ALLOCATIONS 

 
3.1 Purpose. This Chapter provides guidance on the availability, 

eligibility, and allocation of Federal financial assistance provided to 
states to administer State RBS programs. 

 
3.2 Applicability and Scope. The guidance provided in this Chapter is 

applicable to Federal financial assistance administered by the USCG for State 
RBS programs. The material is intended as amplification for further 
interpretation of the provisions of laws and regulations on the availability, 
eligibility, and allocation of Federal funds, and is not intended to supersede 
any FederalrequirementFederal requirement. 

 
3.3 Availability. Federal financial assistance for State RBS programs from the 

Boat Safety Account of the Sport Fish Restoration and Boating Trust Fund 
is authorized by 46 U.S.C. § 13107(a). 

 
3.4 Eligibility. States with approved RBS programs may receive Federal 

financial assistance from the Sport Fish Restoration and Boating Trust 
Fund established by Section 26 U.S.C. § 9504, if the State demonstrates to 
the USCG's satisfaction that: 

 
a. The program submitted by a State to the USCG is consistent with 

Chapters 61, 123, and 131 of Title 46 U.S.C. and the Federal regulations 
implementing those statutes. 

 
b. Amounts received will be used to further develop and carry out a State 

RBS program containing the minimum requirements of 46 U.S.C. § 
13103(c). 

 
c. Sufficient State matching amounts are available from general State 

revenue, undocumented vessel numbering and operator license fees, State 
marine fuel taxes, or from a fund constituted from the proceeds of those 
taxes and established to finance a State RBS program. The matching 
amount must be monetary. (See next page for comments) 

 



 

(MARK CHANSKI): DISCLAIMER- I AM NOT AN EXPERT IN THIS AREA. However, given the recent 
economic impact upon state budgets due to natural disasters and the COVID pandemic is requiring 
matching funds FOR EDUCATION PURPOSES appropriate at this time? States may lose education grants 
because of the underrepresented impact that they are (will) experience. If a state doesn't have money 
to match a grant they will lose money. These grants might be the only way a state will be able to 
continue in limited capacity to educate boaters and save lives. 
 

d. The program submitted by the State designates a State lead agency or 
authority to carry out or coordinate carrying out the State RBS program, 
including the requirement that the designated State agency or authority 
submit required reports that are necessary and reasonable to carry out the 
program and that are in the form prescribed by the Secretary. 

 
3.5 Distribution of Federal Financial Assistance. Federal funds appropriated 

for State RBS programs will be distributed as follows: 
 

a. An amount equal to 17.315 percent of the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish 
Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. § 777c) will be made available to the Secretary 
of the department in which the USCG is operating for coordination of a 
national RBS program and administration of State RBS programs under 
section 13107 of title 46. 
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b. Not more than 5 percent of the amount available for allocation and 
distribution in a fiscal year may be allocated for national boating safety 
activities of national nonprofit public service organizations [46 U.S.C. § 
13104(c)]. 

 
c. The balance will be allocated and distributed for State RBS programs. 

 
3.6. Computation of State Allocations. 46 U.S.C. § 13108 requires the USCG to 

determine, during the second quarter of a FY and on the basis of 
computations made under 46 U.S.C. § 13106 and submitted by the States for 
the preceding FY, the percentage of the amounts available to which each 
eligible State is entitled for the next FY. In accordance with 46 U.S.C. § 
13104(a), State allocations will be determined as follows: 

 
a. One-third allocated equally each FY among eligible States. 

 
b. One-third allocated among eligible States that maintain a State vessel 

numbering system approved under 46 U.S.C. § 12302 and a marine 
casualty reporting system approved under 46 U.S.C. § 6102. The amount 
allocated each FY to each eligible State will be in the same ratio as the 
number of vessels numbered in that State bears to the number of vessels 
numbered in all eligible States. 

 
(CODY JONES): I feel as though there is a disparity in this category for those collecting paddlecraft that 
are being registered. This has created an overwhelming need for states to pass legislation so that they 
register paddlecraft in order to not fall behind the curve in this category. Also, in the same vein, if a 
state registers documented vessels they should be allowed to be included as they use the same 
resources as other recreational vessels. With bankers pushing people to document their vessels for first 
right of lien because of the higher prices in boats this impacts the state in a detrimental way. This 
should be corrected. 
 
(MARK BROWN): Most documented vessels in Oklahoma are registered and utilized as recreational 
vessels.  These boats expect the same level of support, services and access to resources as other boats. 
There vessels rarely leave the waters within the state. 
 
(CHRIS FALLON) Agree with Cody; registration of paddlecraft could potentially skew the numbers in this 
formula for some states 

 
c. One-third allocated so that the amount allocated to each eligible State 

will be in the same ratio as the total State expenditures for the RBS 
program during the prior fiscal year bears to the amounts expended by 
all eligible States for RBS programs during that FY. 

 
3.7. Availability of Allocations. Under 46 U.S.C. § 13105 amounts allocated to 
a State are available for obligation by that State for a period of three years after 
the date of allocation. The date of allocation is the date the States are formally 
notified in writing by the USCG of the amount of allocation. Federal funds 
unobligated by a State at the end of the three years will be withdrawn and will be 
available with other amounts to be allocated during that FY. States will be 
notified of the potential loss of funds. 

 
NOTE: Notification of amount of final allocation is normally provided 
by the end of the 1st quarter of the federal fiscal year (December 31). 

 
3.8. Limitation on Amounts Distributed. 46 U.S.C. § 13104(b) limits the 



 

amount of Federal funds that a State can receive in a FY to not more than one-half of 
the total cost incurred by that State in developing, carrying out, and financing that 
State’s RBS program in that FY. 

 
NOTE: In compliance with 46 U.S.C. § 13104(b) and 48 U.S.C. § 1469a(d), the 

USCG will enforce the statutory requirement governing the State RBS Grant 
Program that local matching funds be provided by the Insular Areas for 
allocation amounts as determined by the Grants Officer. 
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CHAPTER 4 – FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION 
 

4.1 Purpose. The purpose of this Chapter is to provide guidance on the general requirements, 
standards and procedures for the administration of RBS funds. 

 
4.2 Applicability and Scope. Administrative requirements and standards for Federal financial 

assistance, namely the Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit 
Requirements for Federal Awards, are published in the Code of Federal Regulations under 
2 C.F.R., Part 200, which can be accessed at www.ecfr.gov. The material contained in this 
Chapter is intended as amplification for interpreting the requirements of applicable laws 
and regulations and to provide established USCG procedures. However, the contents of the 
Chapter are not intended to supersede any Federal requirement. 

 
4.3 Availability of Federal Funds. The following general provisions are applicable to RBS 

Grant Program funding. 

a. A State’s allocation of Federal financial assistance remains available for expenditure 
or obligation by that State for RBS program functions/activities for three years 
following the date of the final allocation notice issued by the USCG. 

 
b. A State may apply for all or part of its Federal allocation, but not more than the 

amount of the State’s matching funds for that FY. 
 

(1) If a State applies  for less  than the amount  allocated to  that State for the  FY, 
the balance of the allocation remains available for the remainder of the three years 
(see Section 3.7). 

 
(2) A State may apply for its remaining allocation if sufficient State matching 

amounts become available during the FY. If not, the balance may be carried 
forward and added to the allocation for the subsequent FY, subject to the 
matching share provision. The State may not apply for Federal funds in excess of 
the total amount available to that State. 

 
(3) If the State agency’s authority to expend Federal funds is subject to appropriation 

by the State Legislature, the State may not request more than the amount 
authorized by the State legislature. 

 
c. Federal funding for a State RBS program is provided for the twelve-month period of 

performance from October 1 to September 30 of the following year. When the USCG 
enters into a RBS Financial Agreement with a State, the entire RBS program is 
approved (includes provisional approvals). The RBS Financial Agreement includes 
anticipated total RBS program costs.  When the RBS Financial Agreement is 
accepted, the State is committed to provide its share from general State revenue unless 
the Financial Agreement is subsequently amended (see Sections 4.8 and 4.9). Failure 
to meet this commitment may result in disallowance of all or part of the requested 
Federal share. 

http://www.ecfr.gov/


 

4.4 State Program. An approved State RBS program must contain the program elements 
(functions/activities) listed in Section 2.3 of this Publication. Federal financial assistance 
is provided to supplement the State matching amounts provided for the RBS program and 
is intended for use in accomplishing the program purposes as provided by the authorizing 
laws. Unless changed by subsequent State law, a State RBS program approved by the 
USCG under 46 U.S.C. § 13103 continues in effect, whether or not the program is 
supported by Federal financial assistance. 

 
4.5 Application for Federal Financial Assistance. Eligible States are required to apply for 

federal RBS funds on an annual basis, even if sufficient carryover funds are available, in 
order to have their activities programmatically approved. The Grants Management 
Branch (CG-BSX-22) generally publishes the State RBS Notice of Funding Opportunity 
(NOFO) each May with an application deadline of September 30. The NOFO is published 
on www.grants.gov and includes specific instructions on how to apply, as well as any 
required forms and/or documents needed for submission. States are encouraged to review 
the NOFO carefully, as its requirements become a part of the approved application 
package. 

 
NOTE: To ensure States, U.S. Territories, and nonprofit organizations do not 
discriminate in their programs and activities, the USCG Civil Rights Directorate may 
conduct Title VI compliance reviews of grant recipients receiving funds under the National 
Recreational Boating Safety Program. States will receive guidance directly from the Office 
of Civil Rights at USCG Headquarters on Title VI compliance and required documentation 
needed for compliance. A compliance statement may be made part of the Program 
Narrative. 

 
a. The information contained in the application package is the basis upon which the 

Grants Management Specialist determines whether the proposal meets eligibility 
requirements and the standards for approval. Once approved, the application package 
becomes a contractual agreement between the USCG and the State. The application 
package and applicable instructions are available at www.grants.gov. 

 

b. The application must be submitted by the State authority or agency designated to 
carry out, or coordinate carrying out, the State RBS program. 

 
c. The application requires a narrative description of all ongoing and planned RBS 

activities that are anticipated by the State during the period of performance, regardless 
of the source of funds for these activities. The Program Narrative must address each 
program function/ activity to be funded, even though the application is submitted as a 
single program. A Program Narrative that does not provide sufficient detail on the 
goals and objectives of a State’s RBS program may result in the Grant Management 
Specialist delaying or denying approval of a grant application. States may choose to 
write a strategic plan that describes their program and clearly identifies goals and 
objectives. Documents such as these, which serve multiple purposes, may be accepted 
as the State’s program narrative. The Program Narrative should also include a 
description of the budget and should correspond to the SF-424A. This may be 
submitted as a separate budget narrative. (See next page for comments) 

 
 
(CODY JONES): It may be worthwhile to provide a fillable form for this like with other federal grant programs 
to garner better consistency and also avoid delays do to a lack of guidance. 
 
(MARK BROWN): I recommend that samples of acceptable Program Narratives or a fillable template should 
be provided as a guide to states.  A program narrative shouldn't have to be an exercise in creative writing. 

http://www.grants.gov/
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(CHRIS FALLON) Agree with comments by Mark Brown; a standard template for completing the narrative 
would be preferable. 
 
(AARON KERR) Re Mark Brown’s comment: I like this idea. 

 
4.6 Intergovernmental Review. If a State has selected the RBS program for review under 

Executive Order 12372, the State review process must be followed. A 60-day comment 
period is provided by Executive Order 12372. Any comments must accompany the 
application. If the program was not selected for review or no comments were made, this 
should be indicated in item 16 of the Application for Federal Assistance (SF-424). 

 
4.7 Review and Approval of Applications. Applications will be reviewed by the USCG 

State Program Coordinator and Grants Management Specialist. 
 

a. If the review identifies omissions or raises questions, the applicant will be contacted to 
obtain additional information to resolve the issues. 

 
b. When determined to be fully satisfactory, the application will be approved and the 

Financial Agreement will be submitted to the State by the Grants Officer once funding 
is finalized for the fiscal year. 

 
4.8 Financial Agreement.  The  FinancialThe Financial Agreement is used to contract with 

and distribute to the State RBS funds for carrying out work the approved programs, 
activities, etc., as described in the State’s application. The Financial Agreement may also 
include other conditions, either explicitly or by reference. Upon execution by the Grants 
Officer, the Financial Agreement is a contractual obligation of the Federal Government 
for payment of a proportionate share of the allowable costs of the State RBS program. A 
State requesting project funds indicates acceptance of the award and its associated terms 
and conditions per DHS and USCG. Signature by an authorized official of the State 
commits the State to provide the non-Federal share to carry out the work described in the 
application. 

 
NOTE: Section B of the RBS Financial Agreement specifies that amounts received will be 
used to develop and carry out the State RBS program objectives, and to pay travel and 
associated costs for attendance of State RBS program personnel at national and regional 
RBS centric conferences and meetings. 

 

4.9 Amendment to Financial Agreement and/or Approved Application Documents. 
An amendment to the RBS Financial Agreement must be submitted to the State Program 
Coordinator and Grant Management Specialist for approval prior to the close of the 
original RBS Financial Agreement period of performance. If the amendment involves 
changes in any of the documents supporting the RBS Financial Agreement, attach a copy 
of the applicable revised document(s). An amendment must be submitted for approval in 
any of the following circumstances: 

 
a. The addition or deletion of any program function/activity. 

 
b. Increasing or decreasing the total Federal funding obligated bythe RBS Financial 

Agreement. 
 

c. A qualifying budget revision as described in section 4.14 Budget Revision. 
 



 

4.10 Responsibility. It is the responsibility of the State to implement adequate procedures 
for the proper management of State RBS Funds. The State will provide the USCG 
with periodic financial reports as required in Chapter 6 of this Publication. 

 
4.11 Financial Management Systems. States will follow their own laws and procedures to 

expend and account for Federal funds, including sub-grants to others. However, 
States, as well as their sub-grantees and cost-type contractors, must have sufficient 
control and accounting procedures to permit preparation of required reports and to 
establish that Federal funds have not been used for unauthorized purposes. 

 
4.12 Standards for Financial Management Systems. Federal standards for financial 

management systems are outlined in 2 C.F.R. § 200.302(b). Financial management 
systems established by the States to administer the State RBS program must meet the 
following conditions. Other aspects may be added at the discretion of the designated 
State agency. 

 
a. The system must provide accurate, current, and complete disclosure of the financial 

status of the State RBS program. 
 

b. The records must adequately identify the source and application of funds, i.e., 
where the funds came from (Federal, State) and for what the funds were disbursed 
(personnel, fringe benefits, equipment, etc.). The records must also contain the 
following information for each function/activity: authorizations, obligations, 
unobligated balances, assets, expenditures, income, and interest. Records are to be 
supported by source documentation. 

 
c. The financial management system will provide for effective control over and 

accountability for all funds, property, and other assets. 
 

d. The system must provide comparison of budgeted amounts and actual expenditures 
by function/activity and fiscal period. 

 
e. There must be written procedures for the State to request payment based on a 

reimbursement basis. 
 

f. The system must include procedures for determining allowable costs and, where 
applicable, the allocation of costs between RBS and other programs. 

4.13 Budget Information. The financial elements of the State RBS program are defined in 
the Budget Information (SF-424A) of the approved application. 

 
a. Budget elements are defined as follows: 

 
(1) By function/activity (Administration, Law Enforcement, Education, 

Navigational Aids (NAVAIDS), Boat Registration/Titling, and Public Access). 
 

(2) By object class (Personnel, Fringe Benefits, Travel, etc.). 
 

(3) By Federal fiscal quarter. 
 

b. The State must monitor expenditures by each budget classification, compare actual 
expenditures to the anticipated rate of expenditure, compare expenditures to 
performance, assure that expenditures by category are within established budgets, 



 

and, under the conditions outlined in Section 4.14, formally request approval of 
budget revisions from the USCG. 

 
4.14. Budget Revision. Budget revision refers to the shifting of funds, both Federal and non- 

Federal, from one function/activity within the approved financial plan to another. The 
need for revision  of the  budget should be considered whenever the financial status    
or program performance review indicates that there has been significant deviation from 
the cost or performance estimates made at the time of the Financial Agreement. It is 
necessary for proper management that the performance program and the budget are 
kept current. 

 
a. States must request prior approval from the USCG when a revision is necessary for 

any of the following: 
 
(CODY JONES): So we need prior approval from you all before we submit a final budget when the final 
allocation is made? I am not sure that is what is intended but if I read it correctly that is what it says. 

 
(1) A final budget is submitted once the Final Allocation Chart has been distributed 

to the States. 
 

(2) There is a change in scope or objective of the program. 
 

(3) The revisions involve the addition of items requiring approval in accordance 
with the provisions of 2 C.F.R. § 200.407. 

 
(4) The transfer of funds among direct cost categories or programs, functions, and 

activities in which the Federal share exceeds the Simplified Acquisition 
Threshold and the cumulative amount of such transfers exceeds or is expected 
to exceed 10 percent (10%) of the total approved budget. 

 
(5) A transfer of funding from a non-construction activity to a construction activity 

or vice versa. 
 

b. States do not need prior approval from the USCG to make the following changes to 
their budget: 

 
(1) The use of allowable State funds in furtherance of State RBS program objectives 

over and above the minimum share included in the approved budget. 
 

(2) The transfer of amounts budgeted for direct costs to absorb authorized increases 
in indirect costs. 

 
4.15 Audit Requirements. Federal standards covering audit procedures are contained in 2 

C.F.R., Part 200, Subpart F. 
 

a. Audits will be conducted by the State or an independent auditor in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards for financial and compliance 
audits. 

 
b. The provisions of 2 C.F.R., Part 200, Subpart F do not limit the authority of the 

USCG to audit State programs. However, if independent audits conducted by the 
States meet the requirements of 2 C.F.R., Part 200, Subpart F, the USCG will rely 
on them and any additional audit work will build upon the work already done. 



 

 
c. Specific guidance for audit compliance requirements and suggested audit 

procedures for this program are provided in Chapter 6 of this Publication. 
 

4.16 Allowable Costs. Costs incurred in carrying out the State RBS program are divided 
into two major types – direct and indirect – and are governed by the principles set 
forth in 2 C.F.R., Part 200, Subpart E. 

a. Direct costs are those that can be clearly identified as being incurred in performance 
of State RBS activities. Typical direct costs are: 

 
(1) Compensation of employees for their time and efforts devoted specifically for 

State RBS activities. 
 

(2) Cost of materials and equipment acquired specifically for State RBS activities. 
 

(3) Other items of expense incurred specifically to carry out State RBS activities. 
 

(4) Services furnished specifically for State RBS activities by other agencies. 
 

b. Indirect costs are those incurred for a common or joint purpose benefiting more than 
one cost objective and not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically 
benefited without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. 

 
(1) Indirect costs are allowable only if an approved cost allocation plan is in effect 

to distribute indirect costs to the several direct functions benefited. If a State 
agency already has a cost allocation plan that has been audited and approved by 
its cognizant Federal agency, supporting documentation should be included with 
the application for State RBS Grant funds that is sent to the USCG. If such a 
plan has not been developed, the State agency should assemble adequate 
supporting documentation and contact the Federal agency responsible for the 
approval and audit of its indirect cost rates and cost allocationplansallocation 
plans. 

 
(2) Guidelines for determining items that may be included in indirect costs and 

methods of allocation are available in 2 C.F.R., Part 200, Appendix VII. 
 

c. Specific examples of costs that are allowable under the provisions of this Federal 
financial assistance programareprogram are: 

 
(1) Costs of administering and enforcing the State RBS program. 

 
(2) Costs of facilities, equipment, and supplies for RBS education and law 

enforcement. 
 

(3) Personnel costs for employees who work in the State RBS programs (see 
Section 4.18 of this Chapter). 

 
(4) Costs of State RBS training, including salaries of instructors, costs of operating 

training facilities, costs of training equipment and supplies, and costs of travel 
and per diem related to suchtrainingsuch training. 

 
(5) Costs for public State RBS education, e.g., the cost of safety-related exhibits at 



 

boat shows or educational programs developed for the general public, various 
segments of the boating community, and the public school system 

 
(6) Costs related to administering and operating State vessel numbering and titling 

systems, including investigations of stolen boats. 
 

(7) Costs of establishing local watercraft controls required for the safety of boaters. 
 

(8) Costs of establishing and enhancing existing waterway markers and other 
appropriate aids to navigation to the extent they benefit the State RBS program. 
Neither State funds nor Federal financial assistance can be used to maintain 
markers and other navigational aids for which the USCG is responsible. 

 
(9) Costs for emergency assistance to recreational boaters. 

 
(10) Costs related to safety inspections of recreational boats. 

 
(11) Costs of inspecting boat liveries and livery boats. 

 
(12) Costs of issuing permits for and patrolling races or regattas where such permits 

and patrols are required to ensure the safety of participants and spectators. 
 

(13) Costs of attending RBS meetings and conferences, both in-State and out-of- 
State, when such meetings and conferences are clearly beneficial to the State RBS 
program. 

 
(14) Costs of State RBS research projects. 

 
(15) State payments to political subdivisions for allowable costs in support of the 

State RBS program. 
 

(16) Costs for the investigation of accidents involving recreational boats, including 
costs for body or vessel recovery, that are directly related to a recreational 
boating accident or the investigation thereof. 

 
(17) Costs for acquisition, construction, repair and maintenance of public access sites 

identified in the State application approved by the USCG. 
 

(a) Costs for public access sites other than for the State RBS program are not 
allowable. 

 
(b) Maintenance is defined as all commonly accepted practices necessary to keep 

the public access site(s) operating in a state of good repair and to protect it 
from deterioration resulting from normal wear and tear. Activities that allow 
the facility to function include routine recurring maintenance, such as minor 
repairs, and non-routine cyclical maintenance, which is major maintenance or 
renovation activities conducted at intervals normally greater than 1 year. 
General upkeep (e.g., mowing lawns, daily cleaning, etc.) is not an allowable 
cost of the State RBS program budget. 

 
4.17 Equipment. A State will use, manage, and dispose of equipment acquired with funds 

from the Federal RBS financial assistance program in accordance with State laws and 
procedures. 



 

 
4.18 Personnel Compensation. Many States have personnel whose duties are not limited to 

the State RBS program. For example, State RBS duties may be performed by Fish and 
Game or Conservation personnel who enforce State RBS laws as well as hunting or 
fishing laws. Title 2 C.F.R., § 200.430 requires that the salaries and wages of such 
personnel be supported by appropriate time distribution records that equitably distribute 
the time and effort. 

 
a. A State may establish its own procedure(s) to comply with the requirements of 2 

C.F.R., § 200.430, or it may use the alternative method below, which has been 
approved by the Department of Health and Human Services. 

 
b. Alternative Method for Time Distribution. Each pay period, or at least once a 

month, prepare a time sheet that covers all employees whose costs are chargeable to 
more than the RBS program and includes the following information: 

 
(1) Name and Social Security number of each employee. 

 
(2) Total salary of each employee. 

 
(3) Total hours each employee worked. 

 
(4) Percent of employee’s time charged to State RBS program. 

 
(5) Hours for each employee that were charged to the State RBS program. 

 
(6) Amount of employee’s salary charged to the State RBS program. 

 
(7) Certification by the next higher supervisor. 
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4.19 Program Income. Program income means gross income earned by the State that is 
directly generated by a supported RBS activity or earned as a result of the RBS award 
during the period of performance. Program income includes, but is not limited to, 
income from fees for services performed, the use or rental or of real or personal 
property acquired under the RBS award, the sale of commodities or items fabricated 
under the RBS award, license fees and royalties on patents and copyrights associated 
with the State RBS program, and principal and interest on loans made with RBS 
award funds. Interest earned on advances of RBS funds is not program income. 
Program income does not include rebates, credits, discounts, and interest earned on 
any of them. Regulations governing program income can be found in 2 C.F.R., § 
200.307. 

 
a. Per the Terms and Conditions of the Financial Agreement, program income is to be 

spent on allowable State RBS expenditures and applied to the State’s share of 
expenditures as described by the cost sharing or matching method in 2 C.F.R. § 
200.307(e)(3). 

 
b. Taxes, special assessments, levies, fines, and other such revenues raised by the 

State are not program income. 
 

4.20 Payments. After it has expended part or all of its non-Federal share, a State may 
submit a request for payment in the Automated Standard Applications for Payments (ASAP, 
www.asap.gov) module. 

 
a. Payments will be made by reimbursement. The State expends funds for the State 

RBS program under its usual procedures. When submitting the quarterly Federal 
Financial Report, SF-425, the State determines the portion of program expenditures 
that are considered to be the Federal share. The reimbursement request(s) should 
match the cumulative Federal share of expenditures reported for the quarter(s). 
Please note that the State must liquidate all obligations incurred under the Federal 
award within ninety (90) calendar days after the end of the period of performance. 

 
b. Payments will be made by Electronic Funds Transfer from the Department of the 

Treasury. It is the responsibility of the State to ensure that the USCG Finance 
Center has on file a current Vendor Express Form (ACH), which provides 
information on the State’s agency and financial institution. 
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CHAPTER 5 – PROCUREMENT 
 

5.1 Purpose. This Chapter supplements the basic administrative requirements of 2 
C.F.R., Part 200 related to the procurement of property and/or services under 
the State RBS program. 

 
5.2 Applicability and Scope. This Chapter is applicable, in general, to the 

procedures for procurement of property and services under the State RBS 
program. 

 
5.3 Procurement Procedures. When procuring property and services under a grant as 

per 2 C.F.R. § 200.317, a State will follow the same policies and procedures it uses 
for procurements from its non-Federal funds. The state will comply with 2 C.F.R. § 
200.322, Procurement of Recovered Materials, and ensure that every purchase order 
or other contract includes any clauses required by 2 C.F.R. § 200.326, Contract 
Provisions. 

 
5.4 Contract Provisions. Any clauses or conditions required by Federal statutes 

and Executive Orders and their implementing regulations must be included in 
any contract or purchase order. The non-Federal entity's contracts must contain 
the applicable provisions described in 2 C.F.R., Part 200, Appendix II— 
Contract Provisions for Non-Federal Entity Contracts Under Federal Awards. 

 
a. Contracts for more than the simplified acquisition threshold currently set at 

$150,000, which is the inflation adjusted amount determined by the Civilian 
Agency Acquisition Council and the Defense Acquisition Regulations Council 
(Councils) as authorized by 41 U.S.C. § 1908, must address administrative, 
contractual, or legal remedies in instances where contractors violate or breach 
contract terms, and provide for such sanctions and penalties as appropriate. 

 
b. All contracts in excess of $10,000 must address termination for cause and for 

convenience by the non-Federal entity including the manner by which it will be 
effected and the basis for settlement. 

 
c. Equal Employment Opportunity. Except as otherwise provided under 41 C.F.R., 

Part 60, all contracts that meet the definition of “federally assisted construction 
contract” in 41 C.F.R. § 60-1.3 must include the equal opportunity clause 
provided under 41 C.F.R. § 60- 1.4(b), in accordance with Executive Order 
11246, “Equal Employment Opportunity” (30 F.R. §§ 12319, 12935; 3 C.F.R., 
Part, 1964-1965 Comp., p. 339), as amended by Executive Order 11375, 
“Amending Executive Order 11246 Relating to Equal Employment 
Opportunity,” and implementing regulations at 41 C.F.R., part 60, “Office of 
Federal Contract Compliance Programs, Equal Employment Opportunity, 
Department of Labor.” 



 

d. Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 3701-3708). Where 
applicable, all contracts awarded by the non-Federal entity in excess of $100,000 
that involve the employment of mechanics or laborers must include a provision 
for compliance with 40 U.S.C. 3702 and 3704, as supplemented by Department 
of Labor regulations (29 C.F.R., Part 5). Under 40 U.S.C. § 3702 of the Act, 
each contractor must be required to compute the wages of every mechanic and 
laborer on the basis of a standard work week of 40 hours. Work in excess of the 
standard workweek is permissible provided that the worker is compensated at a 
rate of not less than one and a half times the basic rate of pay for all hours 
worked in excess of 40 hours in the work week. The requirements of 40 U.S.C. 
§ 3704 are applicable to construction work and provide that no laborer or 
mechanic must be required to work in surroundings or under working conditions 

 
e. Rights to Inventions Made Under a Contract or Agreement. If the Federal award 

meets the definition of “funding agreement” under 37 C.F.R. § 401.2(a) and the 
recipient or subrecipient wishes to enter into a contract with a small business 
firm or nonprofit organization regarding the substitution of parties, assignment 
or performance of experimental, developmental, or research work under that 
“funding agreement,” the recipient or subrecipient must comply with the 
requirements of 37 C.F.R., Part 401, “Rights to Inventions Made by Nonprofit 
Organizations and Small Business Firms Under Government Grants, 
Contracts and Cooperative Agreements,” and any implementing regulations 
issued by the awarding agency. 
 
(DEB GONA): do you really need the quote marks on this second mention of funding agreement? 
 

f. Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q.) and the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387), as amended. Contracts and subgrants of amounts in 
excess of $150,000 must contain a provision that requires the non-Federal award to 
agree to comply with all applicable standards, orders or regulations issued pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q) and the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act as amended (33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387). Violations must be reported to 
the Federal awarding agency and the Regional Office of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). 

 
g. Mandatory standards and policies relating to energy efficiency that are contained 

in the state energy conservation plan issued in compliance with the Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 6201, et seq.). 

 
h. Debarment and Suspension (Executive Orders 12549 and 12689). A contract 

award (see 2 C.F.R. § 180.220) must not be made to parties listed on the 
government wide Excluded Parties List System in the System for Award 
Management (SAM), in accordance with the OMB guidelines at 2 C.F.R., Part 
180, that implement Executive Orders 12549 (3 C.F.R., Part 1986 Comp., p. 
189) and 12689 (3 C.F.R., Part 1989 Comp., p. 235), “Debarment and 
Suspension.” The Excluded Parties List System in SAM contains the names of 
parties debarred, suspended, or otherwise excluded by agencies, as well as 
parties declared ineligible under statutory or regulatory authority other than 
Executive Order 12549. 

 
i. Byrd Anti-Lobbying Amendment (31 U.S.C. § 1352). Contractors that apply or 

bid for an award of $100,000 or more must file the required certification. Each 



 

tier certifies to the tier above that it will not and has not used Federal 
appropriated funds to pay any person or organization for influencing or 
attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a member of 
Congress, officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a member of 
Congress in connection with obtaining any Federal contract, grant or any other 
award covered by 31 U.S.C. § 1352. Each tier must also disclose any lobbying 
with non-Federal funds that takes place in connection with obtaining any Federal 
award. Such disclosures are forwarded from tier to tier up to the non-Federal 
award. 

 
5.5 Responsibilities. The State is responsible for: 

 

a. The settlement of administrative issues (e.g., source evaluation, protests, disputes 
and claims) resulting from State procurement actions without recourse to the Federal 
Government. 

 
b. The supervision and inspection of services, materials, supplies and construction 
provided under contract, purchase order, or agreement to ensure compliance with 
stipulations, specifications, or conditions. 

 
c. The maintenance of records for detailed documentation of procurement. 
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CHAPTER 6 – REPORTING AND RECORDS RETENTION 
 

6.1 Purpose. This Chapter provides guidance on the maintenance of records and the 
completion and submission of financial reports for State RBS program 
expenditures under 46 U.S.C. §§ 13106-13107 and of other reports required of the 
States for the RBS program. Exhibit 6-1 establishes a schedule of reports and their 
due dates. 

 
6.2 Applicability and Scope. The guidance provided in this Chapter is applicable to 

reporting and records retention for Federal financial assistance for State RBS 
programs administered by the USCG. The material is a summary of the 
requirements of the regulations in 2 C.F.R., §§ 200.327, 200.333 and 33 C.F.R., 
Parts 173 and 174, and is not intended to supersede any existing laws and 
regulations. 

 
6.3 Responsibility. Under 46 U.S.C. § 13103, the designated State authority or 

agency will submit required reports in the form prescribed by the USCG. States 
with approved RBS programs are responsible for managing the day-to-day 
operations of grant and sub-grant activities as required under 2 C.F.R., Part 
200.331. States must monitor each program function or activity to ensure 
compliance with applicable Federal requirements and that performance goals are 
being achieved. 

 
6.4 Financial Reports. The designated State authority or agency will submit 

financial reports in accordance with the requirements in 2 C.F.R. §200.327. 
 

a. Federal Financial Report. SF-425 is used to report the State’s RBS 
program expenditures. 

 
(1) An SF-425 must be submitted to the financial coordinator not later than thirty 

(30) days after the end of each quarter. Prior approval is required for any 
late submissions. Submissions more than forty-five (45) days beyond 
the due date must be requested on agency letterhead by the State’s 
agency authorized representative.  A final report will be submitted 
within ninety (90) days after the end of the period of performance. The 
fourth quarter and final reports may be combined into a single report 
provided the report is completed and submitted by the fourth quarter due 
date. The SF-425 should be prepared on a cash basis. 

 
(DEB GONA): should the above be “State agency's authorized representative”? 

 
(2) The State must liquidate all obligations incurred under the Federal award 

within ninety (90) calendar days after the end of the performance period. 
 

(3) The USCG will use the SF-425 to monitor program expenditures to 
ensure that goals for the program activities are achieved. 



6-2  

(a) RBS program expenditures must be allowable under 46 U.S.C. § 
13106(a) and 13107(b) and meet the requirements of 2 C.F.R., Part 
200, Subpart E. RBS expenditures reported on the SF-425 must occur 
during the period covered by the report. Subject to the amount of 
Federal funds available, States will determine the Federal share of 
total program expenditures reported for the period. 

 
(b) The Federal share cannot exceed one-half of the total program expenditures. 

 
(4) The total State expenditures reported in the final SF-425will be 

considered for purposes of computing allocations under 46 U.S.C. § 
13104(a)(3). 

 
(5) Amounts authorized by the Financial Agreement but not expended at the end 

of the FY will be carried forward as part of the next FY program. 
 

b. State Boating Safety Program Expenditures. The State Boating Safety 
Program Expenditures is a supplemental report form. This form was developed 
for States to report expenditures by object class (mirroring Section B of the SF- 
424A) and enables comparison of actual program expenditures to what was 
projected in the States’ applications. This form does not have an OMB approval 
number. The submission is voluntary and is used by the program as a monitoring tool. 

 
c. Request for Reimbursement. Reimbursement requests are submitted via 

ASAP. The request must not exceed the total expenditures for the program 
period as reported on the SF-425. 

 
6.5 Performance Report. The annual Performance Report should accompany the 

final SF-425 and must be submitted within ninety (90) days after the end of the 
period of performance. The Performance Report will contain brief information on 
the following: 

 
a. A comparison of actual accomplishments to the objectives established for 

the period in the Program Narrative submitted with the application for the 
Federal fiscal year. 

 
b. The reasons why established objectives were not fully met. 

 
c. Additional pertinent information including, when appropriate, analysis 

and explanation of cost variances. 



 

6.6 Certification of Numbered Vessels. One-third of the Federal funds designated for 
State RBS grants is allocated to the States based on the number of vessels 
numbered in that State in ratio to the number of vessels numbered in all eligible 
States. Not later than 31 January of each year, the State must submit a 
“Certification of Numbered Vessels” to report the number of current State 
Certificates of Number outstanding as of 31 December of the preceding year. Only 
vessels that are validly numbered in accordance with Federal requirements in 33 
C.F.R., Parts 173 and 174 can be counted for purposes of the allocation. The 
certification should not include documented vessels, vessels that are exempted 
from display of the State-issued number, or numbers issued to manufacturers or 
dealers. The State should ensure that lapsed registrations are purged and that only 
active files are counted for purposes of thecertificationthe certification. 
 
(CODY JONES): I believe this [regarding documented vessels] should be re-looked at based on my previous 
statements. Documented vessels that are state registered use the same resources that other recreational 
vessels use. I believe there needs to be a hard look at how this is audited because I believe that many states are 
reporting these in their numbers and I believe we all should be allowed to. 
 
(TY HUNTER): I concur with Cody Jones.  Documented vessels require state registration and place the same 
demands on the recreational system as any other vessel. 
 
(CHRIS FALLON) Agree with comments made by Cody Jones.  If a vessel is documented for pleasure and is also 
registered in the state, they use and receive the same services as any other recreational boat and should be 
allowed to count toward the formula. 

 
NOTE: The “State Registration Data” CGHQ-3923, which is due prior to 1 
March of each year, will be used to compile statistical data on vessels for other 
RBS purposes. In addition to vessels numbered in accordance with Federal 
requirements, a State may use the “Commercial” section of CGHQ-3923 to 
reflect documented vessels that are required to be registered in the State and 
vessels that are issued Certificates of Number but are exempted from display of 
the State-issued number. 

 
6.7 Boating Accident Report. In accordance with 33 C.F.R., Parts 173 and 174, a Boating 

Accident Report must be filed whenever an accident results in loss of life or 
disappearance from a vessel; an injury that requires medical treatment beyond 
first aid; or property damage in excess of $2,000 or complete loss of the vessel. 
States are required to forward copies of the reports or electronically transmit 
report data to the USCG within thirty (30) days of their receipt of the report. The 
report data forwarded to the USCG is entered into the national database of 
recreational boating accident statistics. 
 
(CODY JONES): Again I think this clearly needs to state that reports need to be entered into the Coast Guard 
System. 
 
(DEB GONA): Ditto to Cody's comment – see other related comments in prior sections 
 
(MARK CHANSKI): re the property damage in excess of $2,000, Is this sufficient to capture accurate data about 
incidents involving paddlecraft? 

 
6.8 Audit Reports. The Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996 (31 U.S.C. §§ 7501- 

7507) requires States that receive $750,000 or more a year in Federal funds to 
have an audit made for that  year.  2 C.F.R., Part 200, Subpart F provides 
Federal requirements for implementation of the Single Audit Act. 

 



 

a. Frequency. Audits will be made annually unless the State has a constitutional 
or statutory requirement for less frequent audits. For those States, the USCG 
will permit biennial audits. 

 
b. Scope of Audit. The Single Audit Act provides that: 

 

(1) The audit will be performed by an independent auditor in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards for financial 
andcomplianceand compliance audits. 

 
(2) The audit will cover the entire operations of a State or, at its option, may 

cover departments, agencies or establishments that received, expended, or 
otherwise administered Federal financial assistance during the year. 

 
6.9 Retention and access requirements for records. All financial and programmatic 

records, supporting documents, statistical records, and other State records that are 
required in support of the RBS program must be maintained for three years 
following the date of the final SF-425 for the grant period. 

 
a. Copies made by microfilming, photocopying, or electronic methods may 

be substituted for the original records. 
 

b. Access to records will be provided to the USCG, the DHS Inspector General, 
and the Comptroller General of the United States, or any of their authorized 
representatives. Unless required by Federal, State or local law, grantees are not 
required to permit public access to their records. 

 
c. Retention and access requirements are further defined in 2 C.F.R. §§ 

200.333-337. 
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FY = Federal Fiscal Year 

SCHEDULE OF REPORTS AND DUE DATES 
 

FINANCIAL REPORTS 
 

Standard Form Frequency Period Covered Due Date 
 

Federal Financial Quarterly 10/01/FY-12/31/FY 01/30/YR 
Report SF-425  and  01/01/FY-03/31/FY 04/30/YR 

Annually 04/01/FY-06/30/FY 07/30/YR 
(Final Report)  07/01/FY-09/30/FY 10/30/YR 

10/01/FY-09/30/FY  12/30/YR 

 
*State Boating Safety Program " " 

" Expenditures (Not OMB approved) 
 
*Supplemental form to the SF-425. Developed for States to report expenditures by object class. 

NON-FINANCIAL REPORTS 
 

Application for Federal Assistance Annually 09/30/FY 

 
Performance Report 

 
Annually 10/01/FY-09/30/FY 

 
12/31/FY 

 
Certification of Numbered Vessels 

 
Annually 01/01/YR-12/31/YR 

 
01/31/YR 

Report of Certificates of Number Annually 01/01/YR-12/31/YR Prior to 
Issued to Boats  03/01/YR 

 
Boating Accident Report 

 
Whenever an accident results in: 

 
Within 

 Loss of life or disappearance from a 30 days 
 vessel; an injury which requires medical of 
 treatment beyond first aid; or property report to 
 damage in excess of $2,000 or complete State 
 loss of the vessel.  

YR = Calendar Year 
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CHAPTER 7 – PROGRAM FACILITIES 
 
 

7.1 Purpose (General). This Chapter provides guidance for the acquisition, 
construction and repair of facilities necessary to support State RBS program 
activities. 

 
7.2 Applicability and Scope. The guidance provided in this Chapter is applicable, in 

general, to facilities acquired, constructed, and repaired with RBS Grant program 
funds. The material is intended as guidance for further interpreting requirements 
of applicable laws and regulations, and is not intended to supersede any Federal 
requirements. 

 
7.3 Eligible Purposes. A program facility must be necessary to carry out program 

functions/activities and should be needed for a duration of time adequate to justify 
the capital investment. Program facilities include those facilities necessary to 
accomplish recreational boating law enforcement, vessel registration and titling, or 
training and education activities, e.g., offices, classrooms, or facilities for storage 
and repair of boats, vehicles and equipment. 

 
7.4 Documentation. Budget Information (SF-424C) and a narrative providing the 

following information for each facility being acquired, constructed or repaired 
should be submitted with the program application: 

 
a. Need. Explain why a new facility is needed or an existing facility needs 

enlargement, improvement, or repair. 
 

b. Objective. Provide a concise statement of what the project will 
accomplish in terms of the stated need. For example: 

 
(1) Construct a 2,000-square foot shed at (specified location) on Lake 

George to house patrol boats during the boating season. 
 

(2) Renovation of regional vessel registration/titling office in Johnson City. 
 

(3) Construct a 3,000-square foot combination office/classroom facility for 
State RBS program personnel at (station) on Lake Mead. 

 
c. Location. Identify and provide a map to the specific location of the 

facility to be constructed or improved. The map must be detailed enough 
so that a person could drive to the location using the map provided. 

 
d. Approach. Describe the work and how it will be done. Detailed site plans 

and specifications are not needed unless specifically requested by the State 
Program Coordinator. 
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e. Estimated Cost. Provide the work schedule, estimated total cost, amount of 
Federal and/or State funds to be used, and the anticipated cost by year for the 
project. 

 
7.5 Allowable Costs. Costs for development and construction of facilities designed 

or intended for multiple use (e.g., facilities designed or used for vessel 
registration/titling that are also used to issue fishing and hunting licenses) must 
have the funds proportionally allocated from the State RBS program’s and 
various State funds. If the non-RBS program purposes are incidental to the 
primary use, costs do not need to be allocated. 

 
7.6 Maintenance. Maintenance means all commonly accepted practices necessary to 

keep the facility operating in a state of good repair and to protect it from 
deterioration resulting from normal wear and tear. Activities that allow the facility 
to function include routine recurring maintenance such as minor repairs, and non- 
routine cyclical maintenance, which is major maintenance or renovation activities 
conducted at intervals normally greater than one year. General upkeep (mowing 
lawns, daily cleaning, etc.) is not an allowable cost of the State RBS program 
budget. 

 
7.7 Real Property. Real property acquired with Federal funds for a facility to be used 

in the State RBS program will be administered in accordance with Federal 
regulations in 2 C.F.R. § 200.311. 

 
a. Title to real property will vest in the State or its sub-grantee. 

 
b. Real property must continue to serve the purposes for which it was acquired, 

and the State or its sub-grantee will not dispose of or encumber its title or other 
interests in the property. 

 
c. When the real property is no longer needed for the originally authorized 

purpose, the State or the sub-grantee will request disposition instructions from 
the State Program Coordinator. 
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CHAPTER 8 – PUBLIC ACCESS SITES 
 

8.1 Purpose (General). This Chapter provides guidance on the 
development and construction of facilities that provide access to water 
resources for the use and enjoyment of recreational boaters. 

 
8.2 Applicability and Scope. The guidance provided in this Chapter is applicable, 

in general, to all public access sites acquired, constructed, and repaired by 
RBS Grant program funds. The material is intended as guidance for further 
interpreting requirements of laws and regulations applicable to State 
recreational boating public access sites. The guidance in this Chapter is not 
intended to supersede any FederalrequirementsFederal requirements. 

 
8.3 Eligible Purposes. A public access site is defined as a facility provided 

for the ingress and egress of the recreational boater to the body of water 
for the purposes of recreation, to include boat ramps, wharfs, dry 
storage facilities with launch capabilities, and marinas. State RBS 
public access sites will have objectives related to the following: 

 
a. Elimination of overcrowding and congestion of waterways to enhance the 

safety of recreational boaters. 
 

b. Equitable access to waters of the State for various forms of recreational 
boating, such as, cruising, water-skiing, fishing, hunting, or use of 
personal watercraft, and will address the needs of the handicapped. 

 
(DEB GONA): some of the terminology and selection of mentions seems dated; also wonder whether 
reference to ADA is preferable to "address[ing] the needs of the handicapped." 

 
c. Developing or improving areas to enhance use and enjoyment of water 

resources by recreational boaters. 
 

(MARK CHANSKI): re b. & c. - Are there guidelines for meeting the needs of the 
handicapped? When developing or improving access points the space and cost 
requirements of complying with ADA requirements can be exorbitant and 
because of this the area is not developed of improved. Is there a method to 
determine a realistic application of ADA accessibility when creating or improving 
a access point? 

 
d. Providing for the protection and safety of the facilities and the users of the facilities. 

 
8.4 Documentation. Budget information (SF-424C) and a narrative 

providing the following information for each public access site being 
acquired, developed, or repaired should be submitted with the program 
application. 

 
a. Need. State the reason why a new facility is needed or an existing facility 

needs to be improved, e.g., reduce congestion or repair damage. 
 

b. Objective. Provide a concise statement of what the project will 
accomplish in terms of stated need. For example: 
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(1) Develop a six-lane boat launching ramp, parking for 75 vehicle/boat 

trailer units, and toilet facilities on Lake Mead at (the specified location). 
 

(2) Reduce congestion by construction of an additional boat launching ramp 
and 25 additional parking spaces for vehicle/boat trailer units at 
(existing site) on Lake George. 

 
(3) Renovation of (existing site) to provide access for the handicapped. 

 
c. Location. Identify the specific location of the facility to be constructed or 

improved and provide a map designating the location. The map must be 
detailed enough so that a person could drive to the location using the map 
provided. 

 
d. Approach. Describe the work and how it will be done. Detailed site plans 

and specifications are not needed unless specifically requested by the 
Program coordinator. If applicable, describe third party arrangements for 
operation of the facility, including how revenue from any user fees will be 
handled. 

 
e. Estimated Cost. Provide the work schedule, estimated total cost, and the 

anticipated cost by year for accomplishing the objectives. The work 
schedule will include the components of the major structures to be 
constructed such as boat ramps, parking lots, or toilet facilities. 

 
8.5 Allowable Costs. Costs are allowable only for those public access sites that 

are identified in RBS applications approved by the USCG. The costs for 
development and construction of facilities designed for multiple use will be 
allocated among the various programs that receive benefits from the facility. 
If the non-RBS program purposes are incidental to the primary use, costs need 
not be allocated. 

 
8.6 Maintenance. Maintenance means all commonly accepted practices necessary 

to keep the public access site operating in a state of good repair and to protect it 
from deterioration resulting from normal wear and tear. Activities that allow 
the facility to function include routine recurring maintenance such as minor 
repairs, and non-routine cyclical maintenance, which is major maintenance or 
renovation activities conducted at intervals normally greater than one year. 
General upkeep (e.g., mowing lawns, daily cleaning, etc.) is not an allowable 
cost of the State RBS program budget. 

 
8.7 Real Property. Real property acquired with Federal funds for a public access 

site under the RBS program will be administered in accordance with Federal 
regulations in 2 C.F.R. § 200.311. 

 
a. Title to real property will vest in the State or its sub-grantee. 

 
b. Real property must continue to serve the purposes for which it was 
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acquired, and the State or its sub-grantee will not dispose of or encumber 
its title or other interests in the property. 

 
c. When the real property is no longer needed for the originally authorized 

purpose, the State or the sub-grantee will request disposition instructions 
from the State Program Coordinator. 

 
8.8 Special Provision. The following provision is specifically applicable to public 

access sites supported by Federal financial assistance provided for the State RBS 
program: On- site notification will be maintained at each facility to make the 
public aware that the public access site is supported by the Sports Fish Restoration 
and Boating Trust Fund administered by the USCG to assist the State’s RBS 
program. The following language is recommended for this purpose;: 

 
“This (Project/public access facility) was paid for in (whole/part) by funds from the 
Sport Fish Restoration and Boating Trust Fund administered by the U.S. Coast 
Guard” 
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CHAPTER 9 – ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 
 

9.1 Purpose. This guidance establishes the procedures to be followed by USCG personnel 
administering grants in support of the State RBS program. 

 
9.2 Applicability and Scope. The guidance contained in this part is applicable to the State 

RBS program authorized by the following chapters of Title 46 U.S.C.: 
 

a. Recreational Vessels (46 U.S.C. §§ 4301-4312) 
b. Reporting Marine Casualties (46 U.S.C.§§ 6101-6104). 
c. Numbering Undocumented Vessels (46 U.S.C. §§ 12301-12309). 
d. State Boating Safety Programs (46 U.S.C. §§ 13101-13109). 
e. Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for 

Federal Awards (2 C.F.R., Part 200). 
 

9.3 Requirements. It is the responsibility of the State(s) to comply with the programmatic 
terms and conditions stated in the USCG State RBS Program’s Funding Opportunity 
Announcement (FOA). The terms and conditions stated in the FOA are a binding legal 
contract and all States must fully comply. All States and Territories are funded based on 
their agreement to comply with all terms and conditions stated in the FOA. Submission of 
State applications acknowledges approval of the proposed recommendation of 
enforcement from the USCG. 

 
9.4 Background. In order to receive funding from the State RBS Program, the eligibility 

requirements must be met from 46 U.S.C. § 13103(c). A State must also comply with 
financial accounting and reporting requirements as set forth in 2 C.F.R., Part 200, grant 
terms and conditions documents, and this publication. 

 
9.5 Policy. The USCG will monitor State grant recipients via desk reviews, on-site and 

remote compliance assessments, and analysis of required reporting. 
 

a. The appropriate State Program Coordinator will make the initial determination 
whether a State is compliant and will initiate the first contact with the State detailing 
any concerns. 

 
b. A State will be in compliance with the RBS grant program when all applicable grant 

conditions of an approved program, including budget management and control, draw 
down and reimbursement requests, program income, matching funds, financial 
reporting, and programmatic performance and reporting are successfully met. 

 
c. A State that fails to comply with one or more of the eligibility requirements stated in 46 

U.S.C. § 13103, or fails to adhere to grant agreement requirements or conditions, 
whether stated in a Federal statute, regulation, assurance, application, or notice of 
award will be considered non-compliant. 
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d. The USCG may suspend or terminate funding of a grant in whole, or in part, if the 
USCG determines that a State is not meeting the following requirements: 

 
(1) Not complying with the requirements of the State RBS program or with other 

applicable provisions of Federal law; 
(2) Not making satisfactory progress toward the goals or strategies in the 

application and information as reflected by performance and status reports; 
(3) Not adhering to grant agreement requirements or conditions, whether stated in a 

Federal statute, regulation, assurance, application, or notice of award; 
(4) Not submitting reports in a timely manner, filing inaccurate information in an 

application, periodic report, or other document; 
(5) Not submitting for prior approval for any significant changes that the State 

anticipates being made to the application before implementing those 
changes. 

 
9.6 Programmatic Enforcement Actions. The following enforcement actions may be 

taken by the Grants Officer: 
 

a. A State will be notified via a signed document that will be delivered either through the 
mail or electronically that the State’s RBS program is considered “non-compliant” 
with one or more of the eligibility requirements as defined in 46 U.S.C. § 13103. 
The State will have 30 business days after the date of receipt of notification from the 
USCG to provide a corrective action plan (CAP) to the USCG. Upon USCG 
approval of the proposed CAP, the State will be notified in writing that the State RBS 
Program is “provisionally approved” pending completion of the CAP. This will allow 
for the State’s continued eligibility to receive funding and fulfill the terms and 
conditions of the grant without interruption. Upon successful completion of the 
approved CAP, the USCG will notify the State that its program is now “approved”. 
 
(CODY JONES): Re notification: Will this letter be sent to the BLA, the agency head or the Governor? My 
vote is to the state agency or BLA. 
 
(TY HUNTER): Agree with Cody Jones 
 
(AARON KERR) I agree with Cody’s comment that notification should go to the state BLA. 
 
(CODY JONES): Further, re the approval of the CAP … In cases where legislation would be required will the 
USCG provide reasonable time to get such action taken? Since our state only holds legislative sessions 
every 2 years this may make a process that exceeds the threshold for the 3 year expenditure window (this 
is not the case for every state). 
 
(DEB GONA): In follow-up to Cody's comment: there are variations in mention here as to the recipient of 
this notification (the State, the head of the State agency, the responsible agency head. Would be best to 
pick the best descriptor and use it consistently. See similar references in b. and c.  below. 

 
b. If following the 30-day notice to provide a CAP the State fails to do so or if the State 

does not meet the CAP deadline(s) to correct the non-compliant issue(s), the USCG 
will notify the head of the State agency in which the State RBS Program is 
administered. This notification will detail the non-compliance and include a copy of 
the State’s first notification from the USCG. If the State responds within 30 business 
days of the second notice, and upon providing an acceptable CAP, the State RBS 
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program will be considered “provisionally approved.” 
 

c. If the State fails to submit a CAP or correct non-compliant issues by CAP deadlines, 
the USCG may, for each non-compliant element, withhold an amount equal to no 
more than 25% of the total grant allocation a State would normally receive. If the 
State has already received all funds available for the fiscal year via reimbursement, 
then the USCG will withhold funds for the following fiscal year. The notification for 
this withholding will be sent to the responsible agency head. 

 
(CODY JONES): If I read this correctly it is a standard 25% withholding. I would agree with that rather than 
an arbitrary case by case determination of up to 25%. This is the only way to keep bias out of it and make it 
fair. 

 
d. Upon successful completion of the approved CAP within the time limits specified 

within the plan, amounts withheld may once again be made available to the State for 
obligation provided the original allocation availability has not expired. 

 
e. If a State fails to come into compliance after all other alternatives have been exercised, 

then a State may be found to be ineligible to receive Federal Financial Assistance 
under this program. 

 
9.7 Financial Enforcement Actions. The following enforcement actions may be taken by the 

Grants Officer: 
 

a. A State that fails to provide a quarterly financial report within the 30 days following 
the end of the quarter will not be able to draw funds for reimbursement of approved 
activities until such time as the required reports are provided and approved by the 
Grant Management Specialist. 

 
b. A State that fails to provide a final financial report within the 90 days following the 

end of the Federal fiscal year will not be able to draw funds for reimbursement of 
approved activities until the required reports are provided and approved by the 
USCG Grant Management Specialist. 

 
c. A State that fails to provide any of the required financial reports by the time the 

estimated allocation is finalized for distribution within the second quarter of the next 
Federal fiscal year will not be eligible to receive reimbursement for approved 
activities covered by the missing reports for the prior Federal fiscal year. 

 
9.8 Appeal Procedures. The USCG permits State RBS grant recipients to appeal certain 

post-award adverse administrative decisions made by USCG grant officials. The USCG 
has established a grant appeals procedure. 

 
a. The USCG will assume jurisdiction for the following adversedeterminationsadverse 

determinations;: 
 

(1) Termination, in whole or in part, of a grant for failure of the recipient to carry out 
its approved project in accordance with the applicable law and the terms and 
conditions of award or for failure of the recipient otherwise to comply with any 
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law, regulation, assurance, term, or condition applicable to the grant. 
 

(2) Determination that an expenditure is not allowable under the grant has been 
charged to the grant or that the recipient has otherwise failed to discharge its 
obligation to account for grant funds. 

 
(3) Denial (withholding) of a non-competing continuation award for failure to comply 

with the terms of a previous award. 
 

(4) Determination that a grant is void (i.e., a decision that an award is invalid because 
it was not authorized by statute or regulation or because it was fraudulently 
obtained). 

 
b. The formal notification of an adverse determination will contain a statement of the 

recipient’s appeal rights. The recipient must submit a request for review to the Grants 
Officer detailing the nature of the disagreement with the adverse determination and 
providing supporting documents in accordance with the procedures contained in the 
notification. 

 
c. The request for review must include a copy of the adverse determination, must 

identify the issue(s) in dispute, and must contain a full statement of the 
recipient’s position with respect to such issue(s) and the pertinent facts and 
reasons in support of the recipient's position. In addition to the required written 
statement, the recipient will provide copies of any documents supporting its 
claim. This appeal must be signed by the agency head and/or authorized 
representative. 

 
d. The State's request for review must be submitted no later than 30 business days after 

the written notification of the adverse determination is received; however, an 
extension may be granted by the Grants Officer if the recipient can show good 
cause why an extension is warranted. 

 
e. The Grants Officer will make recommendations to the Program Manager 

(Chief, Boating Safety Division, CG-BSX-2) for consideration in any 
decisions. The Program Manager is the deciding authority for first-level 
appeals. Should the State desire to challenge the decision of the Program 
Manager, an appeal following the same procedure as above may be filed with 
the Program Office Chief (Chief, Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety, CG- 
BSX), who is the final decision makingdecision-making authority. 

 
f. For issues other than those in sub-paragraph a above, the State may request 

reconsideration of any decision by the Coast Guard (CG-BSX-2) through the 
Program Branch Chief or the Grants Officer, as appropriate. If unsatisfied 
with the decision of the Branch Chief, the State may request reconsideration 
by the Program Manager and then the Program Office Chief. The Program 
Office Chief is the final decision makingdecision-making authority. Upon 
the State making the Branch Chief aware of the request for reconsideration, 
the Branch Chief will inform the State what information is needed. The 
request for reconsideration should be timely and within 30 days of the 
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original decision from which the State is making the request for 
reconsideration. If the request for reconsideration is for a decision that is 
older than 30 days, the State must explain the delay, and the Coast Guard has 
the option to consider the otherwise untimely request for reconsideration. 

 



ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK POSTED IN THE DISCUSSION THREAD AT  STATE RBS 
GRANT PROGRAM  
 
Dan Hesket (KS): April 14 2020 
 
“One good use of this document is to support the BLA's in their struggle with 
administration personnel that don't understand what it is they do and how they have to 
work in several avenues to keep the agency in compliance. 
 
“The 25% reduction of funding is found near the end in the enforcement of the 
program.  Once finalized, this may be important to move the needle for some BLA's 
within their agencies.  The formulas are interesting, I am pretty sure we can meet the 
requirements, but will be good knowledge for officers, so they understand why they are 
asked to do what they do” 
 
 
Dan Hesket (KS): April 24 2020 
 
“Ok everyone, or at least those that are reading this. 
“According to Verne's last email, the USCG is interested in our comments.  I am one of 
those few that was around when the formula's were determined to measure the states 
effectiveness. 
“This was one of my arguments then, and one I will make in this comment. 
 
“This relates to the effectiveness of Law Enforcement program and vessel inspections. 
The formula of C (number of vessel inspections or 4 X the number of citations) X 1200 / 
# of registered boats = P3 
 
“My issue then and today is what constitutes a valid vessel inspection.  Before I became 
a BLA we, officers in the field just turned in the number of boat checks we did every 2 
weeks. Our Compliance was calculated at that number divided by the number of 
citations and written warnings.  Our compliance rating was around 89%. 
As a field officer, I called B.S. on that number and when I became a BLA, I worked with a 
couple of college computer programmers and we came up with a data base and a 
method to collect vessel inspection information.  This required officers to record each 
vessel inspection and turn in the records weekly for data entry.  Only these data entries 
counted towards an officers annual inspection count.  The first year of doing this our 
compliance rating went from 89% to 49.8%, so tell me the old method was 
accurate.  Today we range around 55 to 56%. 
 
“The data system takes into account that we are recording the vessel information.  If 
multiple citations, warnings, or arrest are made to the same boat, the system only 
counts it as one non-compliant boat.  Under the old method, you could have one boat 
with 5 violations and the old addition/division system skews the true results. 
 
“So here is my argument:: 
If my system of hard documentation for a more precise method to measure compliance 
results in a 38 number for measurement of effectiveness vs. the old method of 

https://community.nasbla.org/communities/community-home/digestviewer/viewthread?GroupId=1051&MessageKey=53348ac4-ab5f-4fc5-b561-de6963e8327e&CommunityKey=fde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a&tab=digestviewer&ReturnUrl=%2fcommunities%2fcommunity-home%2fdigestviewer%3fcommunitykey%3dfde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a%26tab%3ddigestviewer
https://community.nasbla.org/communities/community-home/digestviewer/viewthread?GroupId=1051&MessageKey=53348ac4-ab5f-4fc5-b561-de6963e8327e&CommunityKey=fde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a&tab=digestviewer&ReturnUrl=%2fcommunities%2fcommunity-home%2fdigestviewer%3fcommunitykey%3dfde312df-b131-44bd-b571-fdc076f7a40a%26tab%3ddigestviewer


exaggerated numbers which would have resulted in a 89.6 number for measurement of 
effectiveness, then why is my program being penalized as a less than effective program 
compared to a state that still does it the old way??? 
 
“When looking at statistics and measurements, the method of collection should be 
standardized, or there should be correction factors.  I bet an analysis of variance to this 
would be insane on its +/- variance. Within 75% maybe??? 
 
“Ok that is my rant??? 
“Stay safe and healthy.” 
 
Major Dan Hesket 
 
 
Dave Dahms (ID), May 19, 2020 
 
“I agree with the majority of the specific comments made by Ty, Cody, Dan and the 
other BLAs so I won't rehash those points.  I wanted to make two general statements 
that I think are important. 
 
“1) Performance measures and subsequent calculations in PRPII are based on the 
number of registered boats.  While intuitively this seems reasonable, it does not take 
into consideration the explosion of non-motorized vessels that is occurring in many 
states.  In Idaho, the percentage of non-motorized boats that are now inspected as part 
of LE vessel safety checks has jumped from 14%  in FY 2015 to 28.5% in FY 2019.  SUPs 
are extremely popular and plastic kayaks can be purchased brand new for under $200 at 
many large retailers.  In the last 10 years we have had 56 non-motorized fatalities and 
52 motorized.  Non-motorized vessels are a huge burden despite the fact that this user 
group does not contribute to the Trust Fund.  Regardless, LE officers must still 
investigate accidents and respond to SAR events for non-motorized boaters.  None of 
this is adequately considered in PRPII and is a huge gap. 
 
“2) The state guidelines and PRPII handle all states the same and does not take into 
consideration the size and scope of individual state programs.  For example, it is 
completely unfair to expect to expect that our small program has the same opportunity 
to provide the amount of officer training similar to year-round state programs with 
dozens and dozen of officers solely dedicated to marine LE.  In Idaho, we are lucky if 
counties designate more that a couple officers as part-time marine deputies and many 
officers only work one boating season.  There is a tremendous amount of turnover and 
just because an officer is assigned to the marine unit one year that does not mean they 
will be involved the next year.  It is very difficult to get many officers through even basic 
training in some counties due to turnover and priorities of individual Sheriffs.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mark Chanski (NASBLA), May 29, 2020 

“I downloaded the pdf from Connect and have attached my comments. I believe that most of my points 
have been captured, and a couple of observations may not be relevant as I learned more about this 
document. 

“I also attached a proposed revision of the accounting spreadsheet. 

“The media outreach additions should be self-explanatory. One thing that I'd like to point out in my 
proposal in this section is that there is a new column that asks for the "TOTAL Dollars spent on media 
outreach campaigns. The following columns then ask for "Percentage of media budget spent on …..?" 
and a performance indicator. I know this document is not intended to be a "survey," however, if people 
are taking the time to fill this out, the information should be useful. Asking these questions should get 
people to think about using the most efficient methods to reach people that produce the best return on 
investment. 

“I'm making some recommendations in the "Class section," which I believe will paint a better picture of 
the real world. I left the "NUMBER OF PERSONS ATTENDING STATE/NASBLA APPROVED COURSES" and 
"NUMBER OF PERSONS SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETING STATE/NASBLA APPROVED COURSES AND 
CERTIFICATES" heading. I sort of understand why the information listed under both headings might be 
useful. However, I believe one of these headings could be eliminated if there was a "Total Number of 
Official State Boating Certificates Issued." I think that knowing the "Total Number of Official State 
Boating Certificates Issued" is an important number to know and will become more important in the 
future. 

“To give us a better understanding of what organizations are providing boating education in the US. I'm 
also suggesting that the boating education course provider category be better defined. I've edited the 
existing USCG categories and added a new one. (Bold red text is new.) 

-         STATE Agency Taught     

-         For-Profit Company Taught         

-         COAST GUARD AUXILIARY Taught             

-         US POWER SQUADRON Taught 

“I'm not sure why the USCG Aux and Power Squadrons are called out specifically. Doing this and not 
providing a place to count the for-profit companies providing boating education in the US does not give 
an accurate accounting of where boaters are getting their education. 

“I wanted to clarify the "State" category. To do this, I added "Agency Taught" to indicate the number of 
boating courses a state agency provided the public using its resources and taught by state employees 
and volunteers. It does NOT count "state-authorized" courses offered by for-profit companies. The "For-
Profit Company Taught" category would count all the classes taught by a for-profit company authorized 
to deliver boating education in that state.” 

https://community.nasbla.org/HigherLogic/System/DownloadDocumentFile.ashx?DocumentFileKey=2bc1aa48-ebe7-4ae4-b36f-03e31e5803f4
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WESTERN STATES BOATING ADMINISTRATORS ASSOCIATION INC 
Reply to: Aaron Kerr, President 
  3030 Energy Lane 
  Casper, WY  82604 

 

 

May 26, 2020 
 
 
Verne Gifford 
Chief, Boating Safety Division 
CG-BSX-2 
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters 
2703 Martin Luther King, JR Ave SE 
Stop 7501 
Washington, DC 20593-7501 
 
Dear Mr. Gifford: 
 
On behalf of the Western States Boating Administrators Association, I would like to thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comment on the draft State Recreational Boating Safety Program Guide, 
Commandant Publication 16755.3B.  WSBAA’s 18 member states and territories are working diligently 
to provide their citizens with excellent boating safety law enforcement and education programs.  Our 
partnership with the United States Coast Guard and the funding provided by the RBS grant enhances state 
programs and provides critical resources that benefit the public. 
 
The State RBS Program Guide is an important document outlining the structure of that partnership and 
the responsibilities of member states for maintaining adequate boating safety programs.  Speaking from 
experience, it takes some time for a new boating law administrator to learn how the RBS grant works and 
gain an understanding of their state program responsibilities.  BLAs and other state RBS personnel will 
greatly benefit from a clear, concise RBS grant reference document.  The draft State RBS Program Guide 
presented to the states for review at the February 2020 BLA workshop in Lexington, KY goes a long way 
toward addressing the needs of state personnel and improving overall understanding of the RBS grant 
program. 
 
Several WSBAA member BLAs have already provided individual comments on this document.  As an 
association, we feel this document review provides an opportunity to discuss some concerns shared by our 
membership.  The majority of these concerns are with the “Program Measurement Tool for Adequate and 
Sufficient Programs” on pages 2-4 through 2-8 of the document.  WSBAA recognizes that the intent of 
the numerical scoring system is to help the Coast Guard identify possible deficiencies within a state RBS 
program and respond accordingly.  We believe in accountability and understand the importance of 
allocating RBS grant funds for the public good.  If the Coast Guard is going to use the program 
measurement tool going forward, we believe that clarification of the numbers used in the formulas and 
consistent direction on what data to include in the Performance Report Part II is critical. 
 
WSBAA is seeking clarification on how the formulas that generate the scores in each category are 
determined.  These formulas appear to score our member programs against an “ideal” RBS program, 
using established ratios for the number of law enforcement officers and equipment based on registered 



 
“Providing a forum and resources dedicated towards member collaboration 

in the interest of recreational boating.” 
 

 2 
 

watercraft and a minimum percentage of boaters taking a boater education course.  It is not clear to our 
membership how these numbers were established, and it is worrisome that a state or territory could have 
its RBS funding jeopardized by an insufficient score in one or more of these categories.  Given the 
diversity of RBS programs represented by WSBAA, it is likely that many of our individual programs 
score very differently.  It is also likely that we are not all reporting the same information on the 
Performance Report Part II, so some clear direction on what data is necessary would be helpful to include 
in the document. 
 
In addition to, or perhaps in lieu of, the program measurement tool, we ask the Coast Guard to consider 
other possibilities for determining whether a program is adequate and sufficient.  One suggestion 
WSBAA would offer is to capture data in the annual Performance Report Part II that helps to identify 
RBS trends within a state.  For example, non-motorized watercraft recreation continues to grow in 
popularity and member programs are dedicating increased time and resources to this user group.  
However, the formulas used for program scoring are based on registered vessels and fail to take non-
motorized watercraft, the vast majority of which are not registered, into account.  Collecting specific data 
on non-motorized use and program resources expended may help the Coast Guard and states cooperate to 
develop more meaningful law enforcement and education efforts for the public’s benefit.  This type of 
work may be more indicative of an adequate and sufficient program than a numerical score. 
 
Thank you for considering WSBAA’s comments during the review of this important document.  When 
finalized, the updated State RBS Program Guide will be a useful resource to BLAs and others within our 
member RBS programs.  Should you wish to discuss this matter in detail, please contact me at (307) 262-
9349. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Aaron Kerr 
President 
 
cc: WSBAA and NASBLA member BLAs 
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