
Krista B. Woodard, Executive Director 
Board of Pilot Commissioners 

May 1, 2017 

Department of Business and Professional Regulation 
2601 Blair Stone Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0773 

RE: Applications for Change of Rates of Pilotage at Port of Miami by: 
1. Florida - Caribbean Cruise Association 
2. Biscayne Bay Pilots 

Dear Ms. Woodard: 

We have completed our review and investigation of the above referenced applications and hereby 
present our Findings to the Pilotage Rate Review Committee, as required by Florida Administrative 
Code Rule 61G14-22.007. 

Cdr. Galen Dunton, U.S.C.G. Retired, Contract Consultant 
Department of Business and Professional Regulation 
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REPORT OF THE INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE 
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL REGULATION 

PILOTAGE RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF RATES OF PILOTAGE 

AT PORT OF MIAMI 
 
The following report and attached materials were considered by the investigative committee and 
are forwarded to the Pilotage Rate Review Committee for its action.  This report will follow the 
following format: 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
CERTIFICATION OF INFORMATION PRESENTED IN APPLICATION 

 

 
ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR REQUEST FOR CHANGE OF RATES 

 

 
EXHIBITS 

 

 
A          Port of Miami Port Data 

 

  
B          Handle Data – 2003, 2008, 2015 and 2016  
  
C          Consumer Price Index  
  
D          Historical Diesel Prices  
  
E          Pilot Boat Surveys and Dock Facilities Documents  
  
F          Comments: Maersk Line and Miami River Marine Group  
  
G          Comments by International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots  
  
RATE APPLICATIONS 
 
Due to the sizes of the FCCA application and the Biscayne Bay Pilot’s Association 
application, they are attached as an appendix by the Department. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
General Comments 
 
There are two applications for change of rates of pilotage at the Port of Miami. 
 
In March 2014, Florida – Caribbean Cruise Association (FCCA), a non-profit trade association 
composed of fifteen member cruise lines that call on the Port of Miami, submitted an application for a 
change in rates of pilotage requesting a 25% reduction in the draft and tonnage rates in the Port of 
Miami, but only for passenger vessels.  Rates for all other vessels are requested to remain at current 
rates.  A rate hearing was held in July 2014, but the results of that hearing were overturned in 2016.  
FCCA’s application was submitted for this subsequent rate hearing without any change to the 
requested 25% reduction on rates for passenger vessels or any updates on data or other information. 
 
The Biscayne Bay Pilots submitted an application dated March 24, 2016, to increase rates of pilotage 
over a five-year period. 
 
The Investigative Committee began the investigation of the two applications in March 2016, but due 
to litigation between the applicants, the investigation was suspended on May 27, 2016.  In February 
2017, the Investigative Committee was instructed to complete the investigation.  Both applicants 
agreed to not amend their original application and agreed not to require the other applicant to do so. 
 

FCCA’s Application 
 
The FCCA application presents data indicating that the passenger vessels pay a disproportionate share 
of pilotage fees, compared to their relative share of total handles.  In 2013, 34% of total handles were 
passenger vessels, while 64% of total pilotage revenue was passenger related.  The applicant asserts 
that, due to a number of key factors listed below, the pilotage rates charged to passenger vessels are 
not fair, just and reasonable as required by Chapter 310.151(3), Florida Statutes. 
 
Subsequent to the 2014 application, 2015 and 2016 passenger vessels represented approximately 39% 
on total handles and 60.5% of total revenue for both years. 
 
Key Assertions made by FCCA 
 

1. Pilotage fees based primarily on tonnage, do not correlate fairly to the various risks, 
complexity, or time required of pilots for passenger vessels, compared to cargo vessels of 
equal or smaller size, The newer, larger and more technologically advanced passenger vessels 
that now call on the Port of Miami are less difficult for pilots to handle and present less risks to 
the pilots than cargo vessels. 
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Key Assertions made by FCCA (continued) 
 

2. The workload of pilots has decreased in recent years and the number of current pilots relative 
to current workload is excessive.  This results in a lower average income per pilot which 
artificially deflates pilotage rates. 

3. Unfunded retirement benefits paid to retired pilots are not reasonable operating expenses of the 
piloting operations and should be included in the determination of average income per pilot, 
including all benefits. 

4. Current net income per pilot, including all benefits is excessive, considering: 
a. The physical risks of the profession compared to other professions of equal or greater 

risks; 
b. The responsibilities of the pilot versus the crew of a passenger vessel and their 

comparable rates of compensation. 
5. Pilots have limited liability because ship owners bear the greatest risk of loss for marine 

incidents. 
 
The above summarized, key assertions of FCCA are presented for the purpose of our Executive 
Summary.  Please read FCCA’s entire Rate Application for the full content of the Applicant’s 
assertions and justification for the requested rate decrease. 
 
FCCA’s Requested Rates 
 
The requested discounted rates on passenger vessels only, apply to all rates in which draft and tonnage 
apply: 
         Requested Rates for  
     Current Rates   Passenger Vessels Only 
Draft / Minimum 14 feet  $17.433 per foot  $13.075 per foot 
Tonnage / Minimum 2,500 GRT $.0364 per GRT  $0.0273 per GRT 
Shifting and Anchoring Offshore Draft and Tonnage Apply Draft and Tonnage Apply 
All Other Rates Remain the Same 
 
Pilotage revenue in 2015, for passenger vessels alone was $7,067,967.  The 25% discount would have 
decreased total pilotage revenue by $1,766,992.  Pilotage revenue for passenger vessels was 
$7,380,036 in 2016.  There were 73 more passenger handles in 2016, compared to 2015.  The average 
revenue per handle increased from $3,077 in 2015 to $3,110 in 2016.  Of the 2,077 passenger handles 
in 2016, 106 handles were less than 10,000 GRT and paid the minimum pilotage fee of $355.  A 25% 
discount on passenger vessels would result in a pilotage fee of $251, below the current minimum of 
$335.  Our analysis of average net income per pilot will estimate the effect that the requested rate 
reduction will have on pilot income. 
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Pilot’s Application (continued) 
 

Pilots’ Application 
 
The Pilots’ application is their first request to increase pilotage rates since the April 1, 2002 rate 
increase.  An application was submitted in 2009 but it was voluntarily retracted because what 
appeared at the time, was the beginning of a significant economic recession.  The Pilots knew it was 
bad timing for all parties affected. 
 
At some of the previous rate hearings by the Pilotage Rate Review Board and subsequently the “Rate 
Review Committee”, some members advised pilot organizations to avoid large rate requests and to 
make applications more frequently.  But the high cost of making an application, either by pilots or 
their customers, and the concurrent cost of defending against applications can be an onerous burden on 
either party. 
 
The 2014 application by FCCA and the related legal administrative procedures, that were resolved in 
early 2017, further delayed the Pilot’s opportunity to request a rate increase.  Nevertheless, the Pilots 
have not had a change in rates for over 15 years. 
 
The Pilots’ key assertions for the requested rate increase include: 
 

1. The 51.3% increase in operating costs exceeds the change in CPI (from December 1998 to 
December 2015) of 44.3% by 7.0%. 

2. Health Insurance premiums have increased 91.5% from 2002 to 2015. 
3. Employee Salaries have increased by 41.4%. 
4. The costs to provide and maintain harbor control should be an addition to standard pilotage 

fees, to make the cost of this service comparable to ports that charge extra for such services 
(by non-pilot entities). 

5. The increased cost of living in the Miami-Ft. Lauderdale area (especially the cost of housing) 
along with the decrease in pilot income, makes this port less attractive to deputy pilots. 

 
The above summarized, key assertions of Pilots are presented for the purpose of our Executive 
Summary.  Please read Pilots’ entire Rate Application for the full content of the Applicant’s assertions 
and justification for the requested rate increase. 
 
Pilots’ Requested Rates 
 
The Pilots’ requested rates are more complicated than they appear on the application.  The Committee 
presents the following analysis of the requested rates under the captions: Draft and Tonnage Rates; 
Minimum Draft; Harbor Control Change; CPI Adjustments; Cancellation and Detention Charges; and 
New Panamax Charges: 



REPORT OF THE INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE 
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL REGULATION 

PILOTAGE RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF RATES OF PILOTAGE 

AT PORT OF MIAMI 
 
 

 6

Draft and Tonnage Rates: 
 
The Pilots request a 5 year, 6% annual increase, plus an annual CPI adjustment (plus or minus), 
beginning in year 2, and an indefinite CPI adjustment after year 5.  The increases, which apply to all 
other rates in which draft and tonnage rates apply, are presented below: 
 

Year Percentage Increase CPI 
   
1 + 6.0% No Change 
2 + 6.0% ± CPI 
3 + 6.0% ± CPI 
4 + 6.0% ± CPI 
5 + 6.0% ± CPI 
Thereafter N/A ± CPI 

 
The following is an estimate of the annual and cumulative percentage rate increases for years one thru 
five using an estimate for the CPI from years two thru five of +2% per year.  See our analysis of 
historical CPI on pages 55 and 56. 
 

 
Year 

Percent Increase 
w/o CPI 

Estimated CPI 
Adjustment 

Combined Annual 
% Increase 

Cumulative % 
Increase 

1 +6% Zero 6% 6% 
2 +6% 2.0% 8% 14.48% 
3 +6% 2.0% 8% 23.64% 
4 +6% 2.0% 8% 33.53% 
5 +6% 2.0% 8% 44.21% 

Thereafter N/A + CPI   
 
The effect on Draft and Tonnage Rates, with and without the CPI element of the requested rates is 
presented below: 
 

 Without CPI With 2% CPI 
Year Draft Tonnage Draft Tonnage 

Current $17.433 $.0364 $17.433 $.0364 
1 $18.479 $.0386 $18.479 $.03858 
2 $19.588 $.0409 $19.957 $.04169 
3 $20.763 $.0434 $21.554 $.04503 
4 $22.008 $.0460 $23.278 $.04863 
5 $23.328 $.0488 $25.140 $.05252 
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Minimum Draft 
 
The minimum charge for draft will increase from 14 feet to 18 feet, in year one only. 
 
Harbor Control Surcharge 
 
A harbor control surcharge of $100 (one way) or $200 (inbound and outbound) will be charged to 
each vessel, regardless of size.  The surcharge will be modified by the change in CPI after year 1. 
 
CPI Adjustment 
 
All rates, fees, and surcharges (not just draft and tonnage) will be increased annually, using the 
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U), Miami-Ft. Lauderdale, published by the 
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
 
Cancellation Charges 
 
These fees would increase from a flat $50 to 25% of the pilotage fee for one movement. 
 
Detention Charge 
 
Currently $50 per hour, the fee would increase to 25% of the pilotage fee for one movement per hour, 
after the first half hour of delay.  Four hours of delay would generate a full pilotage fee. 
 
The cancellation and detention charges have not been charged in several years as a courtesy to the 
users of the port.  The pilots indicated they want these increases to serve as a deterrent for users that 
habitually cancel, delay, and otherwise encumber the pilots’ very tight schedule at peak times. 
 
Neo-Panamax Charge on Cargo Vessels 
 
Due to the size and visual limitations on Neo-Panamax vessels, the pilots request that a second pilot be 
used for each movement, and that the draft and tonnage charge would be doubled for such vessels. 
 
The Pilots application and their associated revenue projections indicate that the increase in pilotage 
revenue for this element of their requested rate increase will be offset by a declining number of cargo 
vessels. 
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Recent Rate Applications 
 
The current rate applications are the fourth and fifth applications in the last 21 years, as presented 
below: 
 
Year   Type of Application    Result 
 
1993   Application to Increase   5% increase 
1995   Application to Decrease   No Change 
1999   Application to Increase   3 Step Increase 
         2000 + 3% 
         2001 +3% 
         2002 +3.5% 
2014   Application to Decrease (FCCA)  Pending 
   (25% decrease for cruise only) 
2016   Application to Increase (Pilots)  Pending 
 

Current Rates 
 
Effective April 1, 2002, the current rates in the Port of Miami are as follows: 
 

Draft / Minimum 14 feet:    $17.433 per foot 
Tonnage / Minimum 2,500 GRT:   $0.0364 per GRT 
Minimum Fee:      $335.06 
Shifting and Anchoring Offshore:   Draft and Tonnage Apply 
Cancelled Orders – Pilot Onboard:   $50.00 per hour 
Detention Pilot on board:    $50.00 per hour 

 
Use of Estimates 

 
This report contains information that is based upon estimates of certain data.  In consideration of 
Chapter 61 G 14-22.012, Florida Administrative Code,  Determination of Disputed Issues of Material 
Fact; Formal or Informal Hearings”, we are disclosing the following “key estimates” to all interested 
parties and the Pilotage Rate Review Committee (Committee) so that in the absence of exact data, the 
Committee will be aware that certain information is derived from such estimates: 

1. Valuation of the unfunded retirement plan benefits allocated to active pilots. 
2. Total pilotage fees allocated by ranges of tonnage for cargo and cruise vessels. 
3. Estimated changes in the Consumer Price Index for 2016 to 2021. 
4. Projected Revenue and Expenses for 2016 through 2021. 
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Pilot Compensation 
 
The Pilotage Rate Review Committee is responsible for setting rates that are fair, just and reasonable, 
with primary consideration to the public interest in promoting and maintaining efficient, reliable and 
safe piloting services.  Although the Committee shall consider pilots’ total compensation and 
comparable industry compensation, the Committee does not set compensation.  There are too many 
unpredictable variables, such as traffic, size and mix of vessels, fuel and boat maintenance costs, and 
maintaining a sufficient number of qualified pilots to handle peak workloads, while also 
accommodating for injuries and retirements. 
 
The Pilots have provided information for the Investigative Committee to determine average net 
income of pilots in the port, including the value of all benefits as required by Chapter 310.151(5)(b), 
Florida Statutes.  However, as stated elsewhere in this report, the valuations of the unfunded 
retirement plan is subject to judgment and we are reluctant to assign a finite valuation to this benefit.  
We suggest that the Rate Review Committee consider a range of valuations for this benefit along with 
the context of all of the other factors provided in Chapter 310.151, Florida Statutes, and the additional 
evidence presented by FCCA and the pilots at the rate hearing, in making any conclusions regarding 
the pilots total net income. 
 
Using a valuation range of $30,000 to $45,000 for the unfunded retirement benefit, the average net 
income including all benefits is estimated between $396,170 and $411,170 per year for 2015. 
 
FCCA asserts (on page 7 of its application) that in order for the pilots to justify their estimated 
compensation, in the range of $300,000 to $350,000 per year, that pilots are forced to claim that their 
profession is incomparable to all other maritime professions.  Using estimated Senior Captain, foreign 
flagged, cargo or container vessel compensation of $200,000 as an example of some of the highest 
paid maritime industry positions, FCCA claims that the pilots’ current compensation far exceeds that 
of senior experienced captains. 
 
FCCA further states: “ultimately, pilots should be compensated at the equivalent, or slightly more than 
experienced captains… pilots could easily incur net income reductions of $100,000 and still be one of, 
if not the most, lucrative maritime professions in existence.” 
 
The 25% reduction in rates to passenger vessels produces a $1.767 million reduction in total pilotage 
revenue (applied to 2015 revenue) and $1.845 million reduction (applied to 2016 revenue), which 
divided by 16 pilots would result in a reduction of net income per pilot of approximately $110,000. 
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Pilot Compensation (continued) 
 
From the pilots perspective, pilots are best compared to other pilots, not senior captains that are 
employees of cargo and cruise lines.  Previous Rate Review Committees (and its predecessor boards) 
have been provided with testimony and documentation from local and national sources that indicate 
comparable pilot incomes ranges from $200,000 to $400,000 per year.  In the larger Florida ports, 
pilot incomes have ranged from $280,000 to $375,000 since the mid to late 1990’s.  In the 1995 
Miami rate hearing to decrease rates, pilot income was estimated at $325,000 and no rate change was 
approved.  For nearly 20 years, pilot income in Miami has remained in the $300,000 to $395,000 
range, which includes the value of all fringe benefits, lobbying, etc. (which are added to total net 
income per Chapter 310) and is not necessarily comparable to net incomes of U.S. Pilots in other 
ports, where the value of fringe benefits or other costs are unknown or not included in net income.  
This long history, along with similar Investigative Committee estimates of pilot income in 
Jacksonville, Tampa, Everglades, Canaveral and Key West, are indicative of a range of established 
pilot income for the pilots who serve the larger cargo and cruise vessels in Florida. 
 
Chapter 310.151(5)(b)6, Florida Statutes requires consideration of prevailing compensation available 
in other maritime services of comparable skill and standing as pilots in order to attract and hold the 
best and most qualified individuals as pilots.  Clearly, the Florida Legislature intended for the Board 
and the Rate Committee to apply the entirety of Chapter 310, Florida Statutes, including, but not 
limited to setting rates; issuing a prudent number of licenses in each port; and provide a system of 
economic regulation that protects the public interest by maximizing safety, avoiding uneconomic 
duplication of capital expenses and facilities and enhancing state regulatory oversight. 
 
The piloting profession should be the foremost profession to compare compensation, because Florida 
ports compete with all of the other piloting organizations in the U.S. and the world to attract and hold 
the best qualified pilots.  Florida’s Deputy Pilot exam is one of the most comprehensive exams in the 
U.S. and candidates need an average of 1,000 study hours just to pass the exam.  Pilot compensation is 
a good incentive to attract and encourage highly qualified deputy pilot candidates to compete for these 
openings. 
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Comparison of Rates to Port Everglades 
 
The comparison of current pilotage rates in Miami versus Port Everglades (Miami’s closest, 
competing, large volume port) is distorted by the fact that the Biscayne Bay Pilots serve as 
Harbormaster in the Port of Miami at no additional fee, whereas a separate Harbormaster imposes 
additional fees to all users of the port at Port Everglades. 
 

The Harbormaster rates per call (two handles, in and out) in effect at Port Everglades, since October 1, 
2015, are as follows: 
 
 Up to 10,000 GRT:  $325.65 per call 
 10,000 GRT and over:  $412.25 per call 
 Daily Passenger Vessels:  $114.25 per call 
 
Applying the above rates to the number of calls in Miami (one half of the handles) in 2015 would 
produce harbormaster fees of $975,614.  These fees are not charged in Miami, but are charged by the 
port in Port Everglades.  $975,614 represents 8.9% of the total 2015 pilotage revenue billed in the Port 
of Miami. 
 
The Pilots’ requested surcharge for Harbor Control of $200 per call would generate revenue of 
$510,200 and $523,100, based on the number of handles in 2015 and 2016, respectively. 
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Analysis of Pilotage Fees for Cruise vs. Cargo Vessels 
 
Exhibit B presents an analysis of passenger and cargo handles for 2003, 2008, 2015 and 2016 and 
related pilotage revenue thereon.  We have summarized the 2015 data, presenting the number of 
handles, revenue, and average revenue for various layers of tonnage, and comparing passenger with 
cargo vessels. 
 
 Passenger Cargo 
Tons Handles Revenue Avg. Rev Handles Revenue Avg. Rev. 
<10 k                 0 0 0         1,756 $       842K $         479 
10 < 40k             369 $        568K $       1,538            499 $       723K $       1448 
40k <70k               71 $        164K $       2,309            580 $     1372K $       2365 
70k < 80k             650 $     2,042K $       3,142            173 $       587K $       3393 
80k <120k             700 $     3,043K $       4,347              90 $       362K $       4022 
120k < 160k             196 $     1,134K $       5,786                0 $              0 $             0 
>  160k               18 $        117K $       6,500    
       
Subtotals           2004 $      7068K            3098 $      3886k  
       
Totals (Passenger and Handles 5102   
                Cargo) Revenue $10,954,000   
 
Comments: 
 

1. 34% of total cargo handles consist of small cargo vessels of less than 10K tons.  These vessels 
pay average pilotage fees of $479 and make up only 4.4% of total revenue 

2. 299 of the 369 passenger handles of less than 40K tons (81%) consisted of the Bimini Super 
Fast vessel which paid a $1,549 pilotage fee per handle.  This vessel suspended operations in 
January 2016. 

3. FCCA’s request for a 25% decrease of pilotage rates for passenger vessels would have the 
following affect on average pilotage fees compared to cargo vessels.  We used the same 
average by tonnage for passenger and cargo to avoid distorting the effect of averaging: 

 
Tons Current Average Average after 25% discount 
<40k $1538 $1153 
40k < 70k $2309 $1732 
70k < 80k $3142 $2356 
80k < 120k $4347 $3260 
120k < 160k $5846 $4384 
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Analysis of Pilotage Fees for Cruise vs. Cargo Vessels (continued) 
 
The pilots’ request (using for example, 6% rate increase up to year three, with a + 2% CPI in years 
two and three – a 23.64% increase) would have the following effect on the average passenger fees: 
 

Tons Average Passenger 
 Current Year Three 
10k <40k $         1538 $         1902 
40k < 70k $         2309 $         2855 
70k < 80k $         3142 $         3885 
80k < 120k $         4347 $         5375 
120k < 160k $         5846 $         7228 

 
2016 Handle Data 
 
The 2016 handle data on Exhibit B is summarized and presented below for comparison to the 2015 
data: 
 
 Passenger Cargo 
Tons Handles Revenue Avg. Rev Handles Revenue Avg. Rev. 
<10 k             106 $          36k $          339          1,795 $        667k $          372 
10 < 40k             165 $        239k $       1,448             414 $        531k $       1,283 
40k <70k             192 $        430k $       2,240             602 $     1,431k $       2,377 
70k < 80k             623 $     1,945k $       3,122             241 $        817k $       3,390 
80k <120k             543 $     2,174k $       4,004             102 $        417k $       4,088 
120k < 160k             340 $     1,854k $       5,453                 0 $              0 $              0 
>160k             108 $        702k $       6,500                 0 $              0 $              0 
Subtotals          2,077 $     7,380k $       3,553          3,154 $     3,863k $       1,225 
       
Totals (Passenger and Handles 5231   
                Cargo) Revenue $11,243,000   
 
Comments: 
 

1. Passenger handles of 160k GRT and above increased by 90 handles, from 18 in 2015 to 108 in 
2016. 

2. The passenger handles in the 80k to 120k GRT range decreased 157 from 700 in 2015 to 543 
in 2016.  The 120k to 150k GRT range increased 144 handles from 2015 to 2016. 
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Analysis of Pilotage Fees for Cruise vs. Cargo Vessels (continued) 
 

FCCA asserts that passenger vessels, as a whole, pay high pilotage fees primarily because of tonnage.  
However, requesting a rate reduction for all passenger vessels, regardless of size presents some 
disparities when compared to cargo vessels. 
 
In 2016, there were 945 cargo handles greater than 40,000 GRT with pilotage fees ranging from 
$2,377 to $4,088.  102 of these handles had a $4,088 average pilotage fee, while 602 handles (40K to 
70K GRT vessels) had an average pilotage fee of $2,377.  
 
Of the 2,077 passenger handles in 2016, 1,086 (52%) pay an average pilotage fee of $2,440. 
 
Regardless of the classification of passenger or cargo, large vessels subsidize the cost of piloting in 
most ports.  In 2015, 1,756 handles of less than 10,000 GRT (all cargo) produced total pilotage 
revenue of $842,000 with an average fee of only $479.  This group represented 57% of cargo handles.  
In 2016, 1,795 cargo handles of less than 10,000 GRT produced $667,000 or $372 average per handle.  
The cargo handles of less than 10K tons distorts the average revenue for passenger and cargo vessels.  
Excluding these handles from both cargo and passenger, the average pilotage fee would be $2,352 for 
cargo and $3,723 for passenger. 
 
Cargo Industry Reaction 
 
As a part of the 2014 rate application and investigation, we received comments from two cargo 
companies and Miami River Marine Group that were not supportive of the Cruise Industry’s 
application, as presented.  We received no comments from any users of the Port in our 2016 
Investigation.  Below are excerpts from an email from Maersk relative to the application: 
 
 Maersk Line strongly supports any initiative which reduces the costs of operating in the port of 

Miami.  It is important, however, that such cost reduction benefits most port users and not limited 
to a single industry; e.g. avoid simply redistributing costs from one set of users to another. 

 Maersk Line recommends that a potential new pricing model would be more relevant if based on a 
“high peak load” model where higher prices were charged to those vessels which generally get 
priority during the peak periods, with off-setting discounts for those vessels that are delayed 
waiting for priority vessels to berth or unberth. 

 It is difficult for Maersk Line to evaluate if the number of pilots employed are adequate.  Our 
vessels currently takes pilots on arrival and departure and we believe the number of pilots are 
generally sufficient, with exception of certain “peak” periods (as described above). 

 If the Pilots Association and the Port of Miami jointly evaluates that a reduction in the number of 
pilots will result in further delays, Maersk Line cannot support a reduction as any potential 
savings in the pilotage fees will quickly be eroded by potential increases in fuel and labor costs. 
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CERTIFICATION OF INFORMATION PRESENTED IN APPLICATION 
 
Overview 
 
This required section of our report presents any errors or inconsistencies that the Investigative 
Committee noted in its review of the two applications. 
 
FCCA’s Application 
 
Exhibit 1 of FCCA’s application is an estimation of pilot net income, including all benefits for 2011, 
2012 and 2013, using a number of assumptions based upon the Pilots’ 2008 application, which 
included estimated amounts for 2008 through 2011, which are outdated projections.  The estimates 
were necessary because the applicant did not have access to current, audited data.  Since the pilots 
have provided audited financial statements for 2014 and 2015 in its’ 2016 application, FCCA’s 
Exhibit 1 should not be relied upon. 
 
The applicant presents data on a number of subject matters, that include commentary and judgments 
which the Investigative Committee will not certify as correct, incorrect or inconsistent.  These subject 
matters will be addressed in the body of our report, knowing that the applicant and the pilots will have 
ample opportunity to present their respective perspectives and judgments at the rate hearing. 
 
These subjects include: 
 

1. Unreasonable or exorbitant pilotage fees that bear no rational relationship to the services 
provided. 

2. Number of required pilots and pilot workload. 
3. Pilot safety and liability for marine incidents. 
4. Unreasonable operating expenses. 
5. Pilots’ retirement plan. 
6. Time spent on actual piloting duties. 
7. Comparable professions and compensation. 

 
Pilots Application 
 
Part B, 2 
 
The requested rate change was not clear, whether or not the 6% increase in requested rates applied to 
year one only, with CPI adjustments thereafter; or 6% for the next five subsequent years, plus the CPI.  
Upon our investigation, the requested rate was clarified (6% for five consecutive years ± CPI for years 
2 through 5) and presented on pages 5 thru 7 of our report. 
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Pilots Application (continued) 
 
Part B, 3 
 
The application states: “Operating expenses have risen from $1,956,075 to $2,902,259 (from 1999 to 
2015).”  Operating expenses “are not defined for this statement and do not agree to the 1999 and 2015 
operating expenses presented in the Pilots’ audited financial statements.  Our 1999 Investigation 
presented 1998 operating expenses (from their audit) of $4,158,060 and the 2015 operating expenses 
(per audit) were $6,293,944, a 51.4% increase. 
 
 



REPORT OF THE INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE 
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL REGULATION 

PILOTAGE RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF RATES OF PILOTAGE 

AT PORT OF MIAMI 
 
 

17 

ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR REQUEST FOR CHANGE OF RATES [CHAPTER 310.151(5) 
FLORIDA STATUTES]: 
 
The bold type represents the items listed in the above rule.   The standard type is information or 
comments by the investigative committee. 
 
In determining whether the requested rate change will result in fair, just, and reasonable rates, 
the Board shall give primary considerations to the public interest in promoting and maintaining 
efficient, reliable, and safe piloting services. 
 
The Board shall also give consideration to the following factors: 
 
1. The public interest in having qualified pilots available to respond promptly to vessels 

needing their service. 
 

The pilots are essential to the safe movement of vessels within the pilotage waters of the State. 
In addition to their navigation and supervisory skills, they must be knowledgeable of local 
weather, hazards, silting, speed and direction of currents, and timing and direction of tidal 
movements.  They assist in the development of safety and operational guidelines for the port 
operation; participate in the process of developing port and professional regulations; and 
unlike most other ports, they provide harbor master services at no additional change to their 
customers.  They also provide extensive training to deputy pilots, as required by Chapter 310, 
Florida Statutes. 
 
The pilots serve multiple public interests: 
 
 Protection of life and property. 
 Protection of the environment and the economic base that is dependent upon it. 
 Providing a sense of security that the entire scope of responsibility is assumed only by 

the best qualified pilots available. 
 

State pilots have a unique responsibility and authority in protecting the above public interests 
because they make the ultimate decision of whether or not a vessel can enter or depart the port 
based upon all relevant conditions.  If an executive of a cruise or cargo business orders its 
captain to enter or depart a port under adverse conditions, a pilot has the responsibility or 
authority to delay the vessel, regardless of the shorter-term economic consequences to the 
business.  As much as a pilot would want to satisfy its customers for economic reasons, his 
(her) first responsibility is to the State of Florida and the purposes of piloting as set forth in 
Chapter 310, Florida Statutes. 
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1. The public interest in having qualified pilots available to respond promptly to vessels 
needing their service. (continued) 

 
We received no complaints from the various Port Authorities, or other interested parties 
regarding the level of service, qualifications and skills of pilots or their ability to respond 
promptly to vessels needing their services.  At the May 12, 2014 Public Meeting, 
representatives of the Cargo Industry indicated the need to maintain a sufficient number of 
qualified pilots in order to meet routine and peak demand.  They expressed concerns that the 
cruise industry had demanded a certain level of priority in the pilots’ weekend schedule, but 
the added pilots have provided timely service with a sufficient number of qualified pilots. 
 
Cargo representatives also disagreed with the FCCA assertion that there are too many pilots 
and the average workload is too low.  They stressed that the cost of any delays would far 
exceed the cost of having an insufficient number of pilots to handle the peak, weekend 
workloads and that it was imperative to maintain prompt, reliable piloting services throughout 
each week, to all customers of the Port.  No cargo industry representatives were present at the 
April 21, 2016 public meeting or the April 4, 2017 public meeting. 
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2. A determination of the average net income of pilots in the port, including the value of all 
benefits derived from service as a pilot.  For the purposes of the subparagraph, “net income 
of pilots” refers to total pilotage fees collected in the port, minus reasonable operating 
expenses, divided by the number of licensed and active state pilots within the ports. 

 

The following is an analysis of total net income per pilot, including all fringe benefits and 
discretionary costs for 2014, 2015 and a comparison to the 2007 audited data.  The analysis starts 
with the distributable, taxable income from the Biscayne Bay Pilots Association (the Association), 
the primary operating partnership and Biscayne Bay Pilots, Inc., the service corporation which 
provides the facilities, equipment, support personnel, and administrative services to the 
Association.  All fringe benefits and discretionary costs (which are deemed to include non-essential 
expenses for the actual piloting activity) are accumulated from both entities and allocated as total 
net income per pilot.  The retirement benefits are estimated in a separate analysis because of the 
subjective nature of estimating the unfunded retirement benefit. 

 

  2007  2014  2015 
Total Revenue  $  10,070,253  $    10,994,336  $    10,935,966 
Adjusted Net Income *1  $    5,867,941  $      5,041,862  $      5,425,277 
Divided by Pilot FTE’s               19.00                 15.17                16.58 
Average net income per pilot 
       before Fringe Benefits 

      

       and Discretionary Costs:  $       308,839  $        332,357  $        327,218 
        (FB&DC)       
       
Add Back:     FB&DC       
   Health Insurance  $       385,000  $         409,553  $         455,725 
   Life Insurance  $         12,000 *2  $             9,776  $             9,795 
   Lobbying Expense-Direct  $         45,000 *2  $           49,184  $           49,682 
   Lobbying Portion of        
       FHPA Dues  $         60,000 *2  $           92,858  $           91,926 
   Political Contributions  $           8,000 *2  $           28,500  $           26,800 
   Charitable Contributions  $           7,000 *2  $             7,750  $           10,450 
   Club Dues  $           1,000 *2  $             1,680  $             1,440 
       

Subtotal FB&DC  $       518,000  $         599,301  $         645,818 
       

Net Income including FB&DC  $     6,385,941  $      5,641,163  $      6,071,095 
       

Divided by Pilot FTE’s               19.00                 15.17                16.58 
       

Average Income Per Pilot  $        336,102  $         371,863  $        366,170 
       

Plus: Estimated Value of Unfunded Retirement ($30,000 to $45,000) 
 

 *1  Adjusted net income is the sum of total audited net income plus the actuarial accrual for 
services costs, interest costs and benefits paid for post retirement health benefits and post 
 retirement costs. 

 *2  Estimated amounts because they were not specifically identified in the 2007 audit. 
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2. A determination of the average net income of pilots in the port, including the value of all 
benefits derived from service as a pilot.  For the purposes of the subparagraph, “net 
income of pilots” refers to total pilotage fees collected in the port, minus reasonable 
operating expenses, divided by the number of licensed and active state pilots within the 
ports. (continued) 

 
There is some distortion in evaluating an annual, average net income per pilot (FTE) due to the timing 
of various factors listed below, plus the manner in which pilot and retiree distributions are made on a 
monthly basis, based on cash flows.  These other factors include: 
 

1. Collections of pilotage revenue. 
2. Timing of expenses throughout the year. 
3. Capital improvements that are not financed. 
4. Retirements. 
5. Deputy pilots promoted to pilot and the conversion of deputy salary expense to distributable 

net income. 
 
For the factors presented above, the actual cash distributions made to the pilots who earned a full 
years’ distribution in 2014 and 2015 totaled $317,151 and $311,345, respectively. 
 
Another factor to consider regarding health insurance and its inclusion in average income per pilot 
including all benefits, is that health insurance premiums in 1998 were $7,620 per pilot, for family 
coverage.  In 2015, the same coverage is $28,896. 
 
The Pilots’ health plan with the International Organization of Master Mates and Pilots covers work-
related injuries.  The Pilots do not have a separate workers’ compensation policy and, if they did, the 
premiums would be considered as an ordinary and necessary operating expense of the pilots’ 
operations and not included in fringe benefits.  We attempted to quantify the incremental cost of 
workers’ compensation coverage within comprehensive health plan but the information was not 
available. 
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2. A determination of the average net income of pilots in the port, including the value of all 
benefits derived from service as a pilot.  For the purposes of the subparagraph, “net 
income of pilots” refers to total pilotage fees collected in the port, minus reasonable 
operating expenses, divided by the number of licensed and active state pilots within the 
ports. (continued) 

 
The following table presents the average net income per pilot, including fringe benefits, but excluding 
the imputed benefit for the unfunded pension plan, for the years that the Investigative Committee has 
available from previous applications and investigations. 
 

YEAR  NET INCOME 
1995  $      320,000 
1997  $      281,000 
1998  $      270,000 
2007  $      336,000 
2008  $      346,000 
2012  $      349,000 
2013  $      346,000 
2014  $      372,000 
2015  $      366,000 

 
The Investigative Committee had previously estimated an imputed value of the unfunded pension plan 
at $30,000 per year, per pilot in the 2000 Rate Investigation, but since the amounts for 1989 – 1995 
did not include such estimates, in order to be consistent, this table excludes the estimated value of this 
benefit.  The Committee’s current estimate ranges from $30,000 to $45,000 per pilot. 
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3. Reasonable Operating Expenses of Pilots 
 
The following is a fluctuation analysis of some of the larger expense categories in the pilots’ cost of 
operations.  Audited 2015 information is presented because 2016 audited information is not available: 
 

2001 2015 Change 

2001 – 
2015 

Percent 
Increase 

2001 – 
2015 

Change 
in CPI 

Employee Salary and Benefits (excl health) $651,721 $881,342 $229,621 35.23% 34.45% 

Health Insurance (pilots and employees $558,994 $785,991 $226,997 40.61% 34.45% 

Auto, Boat Expenses, Depreciation $375,903 $502,626 $126,723 33.71% 34.45% 

Retirement Benefits (including health) $1,984,000 $2,152,711 $168,711 8.50% 34.45% 

Dues and Assessments $181,260 $317,336 $136,076 75.07% 34.45% 

Deputy Pilot Salary $77,050 $232,500 $155,450 201.75% 34.45% 

Subtotal $3,828,928 $4,872,506 $1,043,578 27.26% 34.45% 

All Other Expenses $369,914 $638,183 $268,269 75.52% 34.45% 

Total Expenses $4,198,842 $5,510,689 * $1,311,847 31.24% 
* Amount does not include $783,255 in post retirement accruals 

 
Employee Compensation 
 
Employee salaries and benefits (excluding health benefits and deputy compensation), includes payroll 
tax and retirement contributions for the twelve employees in 2015 totaled $881,342, or $73,445 gross 
compensation per employee.  In 2001, there were 13 employees, earning an average of $50,132.  
Employee salaries for 2015, excluding pension and payroll taxes is presented below: 
 
 

 Number of 
Positions 

  
Position 

 Average  
Compensation 

7  Boatman    $56,662 
4  Dispatchers    $58,833 
1  Bookkeeper / Dispatcher / Office Manager    $97,552 

Total   12  Total Weighted Average    $60,793 
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3. Reasonable Operating Expenses of Pilots (continued) 
 

Auto and Boat Expenses 
 

The costs to operate and maintain the three worthy and well maintained pilot boats varies from year to 
year, based upon the variability and timing of boat repairs.  Fuel costs have varried from $1.00 per gallon 
in 1998 to $1.49 in 2002; $3.90 in 2013; $2.05 in 2015; and was $1.49 in April 2016.  See Exhibit G which 
presents historical diesel prices, including all federal and state excise taxes (which can be 15 to 20 cents 
less per gallon, for off-road use.)  The pilots have invested $3.83 million in boats, docks, buildings and 
equipment as of December 31, 2015. 
 

Anticipated Capital Investments 
 

1. Docking Facilities – Upon our tour of the Pilots’ station, it was obvious that the docking facilities 
are deteriorating and in need of a major rebuild.  Consulting engineers prepared a cost estimate of 
$151,600 but, according to the Pilots, initial bids from contractors were much higher, ranging from 
$225,000 to $484,000. 

 

2. All three pilot boats were inspected by a certified marine surveyor in 2017.  Although all three 
were in “serviceable condition” the age of the “Biscayne” at 41 years is reaching the end of its 
useful life.  Given its age and present condition, the cost vs. benefit of making more frequent 
“refit” expenditures, is leading the Pilots to consider replacement of the vessel, estimated at $1.2 to 
$2.1 million. 

 

Port traffic, at peak times, demands the Pilots maintain three reliable pilot boats.  At any given time 
one (or more) of the boats could be out of service for repairs, and if two are out of service, the 
pilots would need to make arrangements to rent or charter another pilot boat because they must 
fulfill their obligation to service the needs of the port.  Therefore, given the age of the “Biscayne”, 
replacement is imminent. 
 

The pilots have not provided information on financing arrangements for the docking facilities or 
the pilot boat replacement, but these capital and interest costs will typically be spread out over 
twelve to nineteen years.  The Pilots have historically used a 12 year useful life for depreciating the 
pilot boats and 15 to 19 year lives for docks and dock improvements.  Assuming the Pilot Boat 
costs $1.5 million and the dock rebuild costs $500,000, and the entire $2.0 million was financed at 
8% over 12 years, the annual depreciation and the first year interest cost is estimated as follows: 

 
Pilot Boat depreciation: $1.5 million @ 12 years $     125,000 
Docks: $.5 million @ 19 years            9,500 
First year interest on $2.0 million, 12 year note @ 8%        156,258 
Total Depreciation and Interest $     290,758 
Cost per pilot (18 pilots) $      15,153 
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3. Reasonable Operating Expenses of Pilots (continued) 
 
Retirement Benefits (excluding health premiums) 
 

Retirement benefits represent 37.7% of total operating expenses on the Pilots’ 2015 financial 
statements.  The following table presents the total retirement benefits, excluding health premiums and 
the 20% cap on gross revenue (further discussed on pages 30 – 33), for selected years from 1990 to 
2013: 
 

Year   1990  1998  2007  2015  
Costs   $237,690 $1,439,557 $1,684,405 $1,959,908 
Retirees  3  11  11  13 
Average  $79,230 $130,868 $153,128 $150,762 
Total Revenue  $5,063,056 $8,906,822 $10,070,253 $10,935,966 
20% Cap  $1,012,611 $1,781,364 $2,014,050 $2,187,193 

 
The actual cost of retirement for the years presented, did not exceed the 20% cap on total revenue. 
 
Health Insurance 
 

Health insurance costs have closely tracked the increase in CPI from 2001 to 2015.  Although we 
specifically allocate health premiums for pilots as part of their total net income, including fringe 
benefits, we present the total amount of health premiums for all groups of covered participants below: 
 
Groups Number of Participants Total Premiums Average Premium 

per participant 
Employees 12.0 $249,850 $20,821 
Deputy Pilots 3.25 $80,416 $24,743 
Retirees 17.0 $192,803 $11,341 
Pilots 16.58 $455,725 $27,486 
 
Dues and Assessments 
 
Dues and assessments consist of a .7% assessment of gross collected pilotage for the Board of Pilot 
Commissioners (a licensing and regulatory fee) and dues, based on 2% of pilotage revenue, to the 
Florida State Pilots Association (FSPA).  A portion ($91,926) of the 2015 dues to FSPA related to 
lobbying have been segregated from other trade association activities and included in the 
determination of average net income per pilot. 
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3. Reasonable Operating Expenses of Pilots (continued) 
 
 
Deputy Pilot Compensation 
 
Deputy pilot compensation and health benefits totaled $312,915 ($232,500 + $80,416) in 2015.  With 
3.25 FTE deputy pilots during 2015, compared to only 1.3 FTE deputy pilots in 2001, this expense is 
skewed for 2015.  As soon as these deputies are licensed as state pilots, the salary expense for deputy 
pilots will be zero, which will increase net income; but, depending on the number of new retirees, net 
income per pilot, could increase or decrease. 
 
Other Operating Expenses 
 
These expenses include depreciation, rent, utilities, professional fees, training and education, 
insurance and other miscellaneous expenses.  In 2014, professional fees were $457,129, compared to 
$219,531 in 2015.  The increase was primarily related to the 2014 rate hearing. 
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4. Pilotage rates in other ports. 
 
 The Florida-Caribbean Cruise Association’s (FCCA) Application offered the ports of Fort 
Pierce, West Palm Beach, and Port Everglades as comparative ports relevant to their rate application.  
The rates at Ft. Pierce are not a good comparison to the other major Florida ports, because: 1) the port 
is virtually closed to commercial traffic; 2) cannot support a full-time pilot; and 3) historically handled 
very small cargo vessels.  Since 43% of the vessels listed in the Port Miami Cruise Guide make a call 
at Key West at least once in their listed schedules and since Port Canaveral is the other primary east 
coast Florida cruise port, we added these two additional ports for comparison purposes.  The following 
table presents the basic handling characteristics for the ports above including Miami, based on their 
operational guidelines. 
 
 

Table 1: Port restrictions in effect 
 

Port Draft limitations 
Miami From Entrance through Fisher Island 

Turning Basin to Lummus Island Turning 
Basin 14M (~45’) 
Main Ch and Turning Basin: 35.0’ + tide 

Port Everglades Drafts of 40-42’, daylight only 
Cruise berths 1-3: 29’ anytime 
Cruise berths 16-26: 36-40’ depending on 
berth 

West Palm 
Beach 

31.0’ High Slack, 28.0’ Low Slack 
Vessel > 600’ daylight only 
Largest vessel handled = 663’ 

Fort Pierce Controlling depth 19.0’ High Water Slack 
Vessels > 500’ daylight only 
Longest berth = 455’ 

Key West From Sea to Pier B: 28.5’ max draft 
From Sea to Mallory: 26.5’ max draft 
Daylight transit only for twin screw/single 
rudder 

Canaveral Maximum draft is 39.5” at high tide 
Drafts of 36’ can transit anytime 
Drafts of more than 36’ + tide  
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4. Pilotage rates in other ports. (continued) 
 
Of all the vessels listed in the port Miami Cruise Guide, not one could make a port call to Fort Pierce 
due to the draft restrictions in effect at the port from shoaling and lack of maintenance dredging.  Only 
three (3) could make port calls at West Palm Beach, those being the Azamara Quest, Ocean Regatta 
and Seven Seas Navigator; based on drafts and sufficient berth capabilities.  The port of Miami spent 
nearly $2 billion for port improvements to accommodate the Neo-Panamax cargo vessels in 2015.  
This included a tunnel for transport containers, dredging of channels, and Neo-Panamax cranes.  
Additionally, the port has asked the stevedores, tug companies and pilots to be prepared to handle 
these larger vessels. 
 
Using the three vessels mentioned in Exhibit 2 of FCCA’s application (assumes these vessels could 
call at the ports used by applicant for comparison), their round trips fees would be as follows: 

Table 2: Cruise vessel pilotage fee comparisons 

Vessel Miami 
Port 

Everglades
West Palm 

Beach 
Fort Pierce Key West 

Canavera
l 

Norwegian 
Epic 

$12,380.46 $11,031.48 $11,555.46 $20,640.81 $12,052.44 $9,634.38

Norwegian 
Pearl 

7,796.91 7,362.61 7,137.81 12,731.02 7,496.30 5,943.94

Carnival 
Breeze 

10,319.54 9,741.60 13,179.00 16,892.04 9,884.76 7,894.00

 
From a sample of the service logs provided by the pilots, a cargo vessel was chosen for each class and 
then comparative rates for the ports chosen by FCCA and the following east coast ports based on 
present ability to handle Post Panamax size cargo vessels were calculated. Data used for each cargo 
vessel is as follows: 
 

Table 3: Specific vessel criteria for class size cargo vessels used in Miami 
Class Size Vessel Lengt

h 
Draft GRT Molded 

Breadth 
Molde

d 
Depth 

Small Expansa 328 16’05” 2936 52 20.3 
Medium Leda Trader 657 26’01” 25535 97.8 54.1 

Large MOL 
Encore 

965 38’01” 53096 105.8 71.5 

Post- 
Panamax 

Maersk 
Altair 

1107.6 40’01” 108393 149.6 74.8 

Note: Length, Draft, Breadth and Depth are in feet. Data taken from U.S. Coast Guard PSIX 
1. Small - less than 350' LOA 
2. Medium - 350' - 700' LOA 
3. Large - 700' LOA - Panamax 
4. Neo-Panamax - Beam more than 106', or LOA more than 965' 
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4. Pilotage rates in other ports. (continued) 
 
The table below is the calculated pilotage fees for one-way voyage for the above cargo vessels in the 
respective ports for comparison purposes: 
 

Table 4: Calculated pilotage fees for cargo vessels 
Vessel Ft Pierce West Palm Port 

Everglades
Miami Charleston Norfolk New York 

Expansa $612.93 $350.81 $308.29 $393.12 $1,200.00 $805.00 $1,210.16 
Leda 

Trader 
$2,225.83 $1,256.40 $1,232.70 $1,384.13 $2,205.72 $2,593.89 $4,837.16 

MOL 
Encore 

$3,932.69 $2,210.45 $2,238.69 $2,422.21 $3,936.64 $4,163.66 $7,302.89 

Maersk 
Altair 

$7,569.71 $4,247.40 $4,319.27 $4,644.22 $7,607.96 $6,961.69 $8,184.18 

Note 1: Charleston rates effective 1 June 2014. Charleston has a minimum pilotage fee charge of $1200.00. Also has a fuel surcharge- 
not used due to varying variables in calculation. 
Note 2: Norfolk rates effective October 2006.  Norfolk has docking fee charge- not used in calculations. 
Note 3: New York rates effective 1 January 2014, Capital Expense Fund Surcharge of $120.00, effective 1 May 2014.  New York uses a 
Pilot Unit (PU) for rates determined as follows: (Length x Breadth x Depth)/10000= PU. New York has a built in pension tariff as part of 
its rate structure- used in calculations. New York has docking fees, not used in calculations. 
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4. Pilotage rates in other ports. (continued) 
 

Table 5:  Current Pilotage Rates 
   Rate Min GRT      Min  Standard Vessel Fee  effective 
Florida Port  $/Foot Feet $/ton      ton  Small  Large  date 
Fernandina  25.35 15 0.057      3000 $627.30 $3,736.10 01/01/2011 
Jacksonville  21.20 15 0.0464      3000 $520.80 $3,057.12 01/01/2004 
Port Canaveral  12.50 12 0.028      2500 $307.21 $1,836.60 10/01/1981 
Fort Pierce  26.60 10 0.060      2000 $654.96 $3,930.38 05/01/2010 
Palm Beach  16.00 13 0.034      2500 $387.82 $2,253.16 08/01/2014 
Port Everglades 13.30 14 0.0356      2500 $343.92 $2,262.51 06/13/2003  
Miami   17.433 14 0.0364      2500 $420.66 $2,420.71 04/01/2002 
Key West  18.40 12 0.0345      2000 $432.69 $2,346.91 04/01/1991  
Tampa   39.27 12 0.0713      2600 $680.58 $4,256.77 02/01/2010 
Panama City  25.00 16 2.30*        175 $860.00 $3,052.67 07/10/2000 
Pensacola  25.00 16 2.00*        200 $800.00 $2,741.94 08/19/2011  
 
Proposed Rates 
 
FCCA and the Port Everglades Pilots’ Association also have concurrent rate applications dated in 2014 
that are pending.  Similar to FCCA’s Miami rate application, FCCA is requesting a 25% reduction in 
draft and tonnage rates on passenger vessels only. 
 
   Draft Min GRT       Min         Vessel Fee 
   $/Foot Feet $/ton        ton Small  Large 
Port Everglades    9.97 14 0.0267        2500 $257.94 $1,696.88 
     (FCCA) Cruise Only 
Port Everglades 18.00 14 0.0356        2500 $428.52 $2,394.11 
     (PEP) All Vessels 
Miami   13.075 14 0.0273        2500 $315.50 $1,815.54 
     (FCCA) Cruise Only 
Miami 
     (BBP proposed 18.479 18 0.038584    2500 $445.90 $2,565.95 
 Year 1) 
 
Notes: 
Panama City/Pensacola does not use a tonnage charge but a Unit charge:  (Unit=Length x Width/100) 
Port Everglades 2014 application has a graduated rate scale for vessels with drafts over 20 ft and tonnage over 80k GRT. (Draft: 21-30 ft 
- $22; 31-40 ft - $29; over 40 ft - $45; tonnage: first 80K @ $.0356, next 50K at $.0343, and additional over 130K @ $.0330 
Tampa uses a different minimum draft charge for vessels less than 10,000 GRT (12’) and for vessels greater than 10,000 GRT (20’) 
Small Vessel = 342’LOA, 55’ beam, 2936 GRT, 18’ draft 
Large Vessel = 965’ LOA, 105.8’ beam, 53093 GRT, 28’ draft 
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4. Pilotage rates in other ports. (continued) 
 

Using the four vessel classes that call in Miami, the following would be the pilotage fees if these 
vessels called at one of the other Florida ports listed in Table 5: 
 

Table 5a: Miami class representative vessels (Table 3) pilotage fees in Florida ports 
Port Expansa  

L=328’ 
B=52’ 
Draft= 16.4’ 
GRT= 2936 

Leda Trader 
L= 657’ 
B= 97.8’  
Draft= 26.1’ 
GRT= 25536 

MOL Encore 
L= 965’  
B= 105.8’  
Draft= 28.1’  
GRT= 53096 

Maersk Altair 
L= 1107.6’  
B= 149.6’ 
Draft= 40.1’ 
GRT=108393 

Fernandina $550.29 $2064.99 $3682.61 $7114.74
Jacksonville 483.91 1738.18 3059.37 5879.56
Canaveral 287.21 1041.26 1837.94 3536.25
Ft Pierce 612.40 2226.42 3933.22 7570.24
W. Palm Beach 362.22 1285.82 2254.86 4326.96
Port Everglades 322.64 1256.21 2263.95 4392.12
Miami 392.77 1384.52 2422.56 4644.57
Key West 403.05 1361.23 2348.85 4477.40
Tampa 853.36 2845.66 4889.23 9303.15
Panama City 802.29 2130.36 3050.73 4813.53
Pensacola 751.12 1937.59 2744.44 4316.44
Notes: 
Expansa and Leda Trader can be handled in all Florida ports.  
MOL Encore could not be handled in Ft Pierce, W Palm Beach, Key West and Pensacola due to draft or dock restrictions. 
Maersk Altair can only be handled in Miami and Port Everglades with Jacksonville and Tampa eventually being able to handle once 
deeper dredging is completed. 
 

If the requested rates were approved, and using an estimated 2% increase in the CPI in years 2-5, the 
effect on the one-way pilotage fee for a minimum sized vessel and large vessel is presented below: 
 

Rates applied to Minimum Size Vessel: 
 Minimum Draft: 14 ft to 18 ft 
 Minimum GRT: 2500 No Change 
 Harbor Fee:  $0 to $100 

Estimated Minimum Vessel Fees 
 Draft Tonnage Harbor Fee  * Total 
Current Charge $244.06 $91.00 $0 $355.06 
Year 1 $332.62 $96.50 $100.00 $529.12 
Year 2 $359.23 $104.23 $100.00 $563.46 
Year 3 $287.97 $112.58 $100.00 $597.55 
Year 4 $419.00 $121.58 $100.00 $640.58 
Year 5 $452.52 $131.30 $100.00 $683.82 
*  The CPI on this charge is negligible. 
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4. Pilotage rates in other ports. (continued) 
 
Rates applied to Large Vessel 
 Maresk Altair 
 Minimum Draft: 40’01” ft (40.083 
 Tonnage  108,393 GRT 
 

Estimated Large Vessel Fees 
  Draft Tonnage Harbor Fee  * Total 
Current Charge $398.76 $3,945.50 $0 $4,644.26 
Year 1 $740.69 $4,183.97 $100.00 $5,024.66 
Year 2 $799.94 $4,518.90 $100.00 $5,418.84 
Year 3 $863.95 $4,880.09 $100.00 $5,844.04 
Year 4 $933.05 $5,271.15 $100.00 $6,304.20 
Year 5 $1,009.69 $5,692.80 $100.00 $6,802.49 
*  The CPI on this charge is negligible. 
 

Table 6:  Port Rankings - 2015 data 
 
    Vessel Cost Rank (greatest to least, using Table 5 data) 
Florida Port  Small   Large  Revenue/handle 
Fernandina    5     4     9 
Jacksonville    6     6     4 
Port Canaveral  11   11     3 
Fort Pierce    4     2   10 
Palm Beach    9     9   11 
Port Everglades 10   10     6 
Miami     8     7     5 
Key West    7     8     1 
Tampa     3     1     2 
Panama City    1     3     8 
Pensacola    2     5     7 
FCCA Proposed  10    11 
BBP Proposed   7      7 
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4. Pilotage rates in other ports. (continued) 
 

Table 7: Handles, Pilots and Revenue - 2015 data 
 

          
Florida Port Number 

of 
Handles 

 Revenue Avg 
Handl
e Time 

#Pilots 
/Deput
y 

Revenue
/ Handle 

Revenue
/ 
Handle 
Hour 

Fernandina*       173 $     220,744.88 4.0   1 $ 1,276 $      319
Jacksonville
* 

3,994 $  9,953,565.56 4.0 14/2 $ 2,492 $      623

Port 
Canaveral 

 
    1,785 $  4,630,424.07

 
2.0 

 
  7/2 

 
$ 2,594 $   1,297

Fort Pierce** 9 $         9,561.90 2.5   0 $ 1,062 $      425
Palm Beach 2,396 $  1,465,111.43 1.5   5 $    611 $      408
Port 
Everglades 

 
7,243 $11,259,930.75

 
1.9 

 
18/1 

 
$ 1,555 $      818

Miami 5,099 $10,943,584.87 2.0 18/1 $ 2,146 $   1,073
Key West 662 $  2,097,380.86 2.5   3/1 $ 3,168 $   1,267
Tampa 4,492 $11,734,132.20 7.5 18/2 $ 2,612 $      348
Panama City 598 $     765,786.29 2.5   2 $ 1,281 $      512
Pensacola 109 $     144,481.15 2.5   1 $ 1,326 $      530

 
 * Jacksonville and Fernandina became a combined port effective 1 April 2016. Presently, one 

Fernandina and a Jacksonville pilot are in cross licensing training for other port 
 ** Ft. Pierce’s pilot resigned.  Vessels handled by Palm Beach Cross licensed pilots 
 All Deputies indicated by number after / are replacing retiring pilots 

 
Table 7a: Approximate distances for piloting large cargo and passenger vessels within port 
areas (NM) 
Port Cargo Passenger  Port Cargo Passenger 
Fernandina 11.8 12.0  Port Everglades 7.0 5-6.0 
Jacksonville 12.5-20.9 15.1  Miami 5.7-8.0 6.85-8.85 
Canaveral 6.0 7.0  Key West 8.5 7.6-7.9 
Ft Pierce 4.4 N/A  Tampa 25.9-43.3 44.0 
W. Palm 
Beach 

2.3 2.3  Panama City 10.0-17.0 N/A 

    Pensacola 11.0 N/A 
Notes: 
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Data taken from prior rate investigations, chart estimations and actual port input.  All distances are 
from Territorial Sea limits, though 9/11 has changed the boarding area from 2-3 miles further seaward, 
especially for Passenger vessels. 
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5. The amount of time each pilot spends on actual piloting duty versus the amount of time 
spent on other essential support services. 

 
Actual piloting duty has been defined to include handle time, transit time to and from the vessel and 
administrative time related to that handle.  The investigative committee considers “handle time” to be 
the time the pilot is actually engaged in traveling to the ship, piloting the ship, and returning to the 
home port, i.e., dock to dock. This was re-affirmed in a DOAH administrative hearing for case No. 10-
2335 (Fort Pierce). FCCA’s application has attempted to redefine handle time to only include the time 
“piloting the ship”. The Pilots assert the larger ships need to proceed slower within the channel 
confines and need to transit to either Lummus Island Turning Basin for cargo vessels or the turning 
basin at the north end of the Main Channel for cruise vessels, which has increased average handle time 
to 4.5 hours/handle for such vessels. With the larger vessels calling at the port, the pilots often impose 
one-way traffic when needed to maintain safety within the port.  The following table shows the 
distances from the normal boarding area (3 miles seaward of the sea buoy) to either Terminal B on the 
north side or Terminal J on the south side for passenger vessels and Berth 1 for cargo vessels. 
 

Table 8: Distances travelled and restrictions for large Passenger and Cargo vessels 
Berth Mooring 

without 
turning 

Mooring with 
turning 

Channel width/ 
restrictions 

Comments 

Terminal B 
(Main 
Channel) 

6.85 NM (port 
side to) 

8.85 NM 400 feet Vessel would turn 
in downtown basin 

Terminal J 
(Fisher 
Island 
Channel) 

7.5 NM N/A- basin 
adjacent to 
berth 

500 feet (300 feet 
if Post Panamax 
working at Berths 
1-4) 

 

Berth 1 
(Fisher 
Island 
Channel) 

5.7 NM 
(starboard side 
to, or turned 
Fisher island 
basin) 

8.0 NM (turn 
in Lummus 
Island Basin 

500 feet (300 feet 
if Post Panamax 
working at Berths 
1-4) 

Vessels up to 965 
feet can turn Fisher 
Island basin, larger 
must turn in 
Lummus Island 
basin 

Notes:  
1. Vessels transiting to Terminals B- H in Main Channel must pass other moored vessels slowly due 

to Bernoulli effect (hydrodynamic interactions) 
2. Vessels transiting Fisher Island Channel either to Terminal J or Berth 1 with a Neo-Panamax 

already alongside and working at one of the berths, has only approximately 240 feet of channel 
available, making navigation difficult, especially if wind and current prevalent, requiring vessel to 
be crabbed down channel. 
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5. The amount of time each pilot spends on actual piloting duty and the amount of time 
spent on other essential support services. (continued) 

 
The Biscayne Bay Pilots handled 5099 vessels in 2015 for an average of 308 handles per pilot (5099 
÷16.58 FTE Pilots) and 290 in 2016 (5231 ÷ 18 FTE Pilots).  They presently have 18 full time, state 
pilots (three pilots finished their Deputy Pilot training at different times in 2015 and equate to 1.16 
FTE) with a deputy in training (presently in level 8 of 9 of training plan) and are taking on two new 
deputies this season to replace retiring pilots.  They intend to maintain 18 pilots in the foreseeable 
future.  Since deputies are able to handle some of the easier movements as they progress in their 
deputy training program, the average number of handles per state pilot is not precise.  Using their 
intended number of pilots of 18, the average number of handles is 283 for 2015.  Therefore, each pilot 
had a total actual piloting time of 1273 hours (283 X 4.5).  Inclusive within the 4.5 hours are the 
following:  the 0.5 hours of travel time to get to station, 0.75 hours of boat time to get to vessel and 0.5 
hours to get off vessel and return to become available for next call.  The estimated average handle time 
can be more or less with the following variables: 1) smaller, faster vessels; 2) non-peak traffic 
situations; 3) getting on or off a smaller vessel inside the sea buoy; and 4) multiple pilots not being 
required to wait onboard the pilot boat for other pilots to pick up an incoming vessel or get off an 
outgoing vessel.  The Biscayne Bay Pilots also play a very significant role in maintaining harbor 
control and serve as the harbormaster for the port.  As such they maintain a 24 hour radio watch for 
the port and provide an up to date web based vessel traffic service for all the port users.  
 
All the Miami pilots either provide support or assume designated roles within the association.  The 
executive committee consists of the Chairman, Vice-Chairman, and the Secretary/Treasurer.  The 
other defined roles include Boat Manager, Building Manager, Computer Manager, Communications 
Officer, and Training Officer.  Four members serve as delegates to the Florida Harbor Pilots 
Association and two more serve on its Executive Committee.  One pilot is also a member of the Board 
of Pilot Commissioners. The Miami pilots have both standing and ad hoc committees to address issues 
of concern and are represented on the USCG South Florida Area Committee, the Strategic Weather 
Advisory Team, Miami Harbor Safety Committee, Miami River Commission, the Propeller Club, and 
the Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce.  Alongside local to federal agencies, they serve important 
roles, in all aspects of the port including safety and security, growth, infrastructure, as well as 
customer relations. According to the Miami, pilots a reasonable estimate of time spent on all these 
essential support services is 1000 hours per year for each member of the Executive Committee and 
500 hours per year for each of the other pilots.  This equates to the Biscayne Bay Pilots spending on 
average an additional 611 hrs per pilot per year for support services. 
 
In order to provide adequate rest periods, they maintain a nine member 24/7 schedule with a rotation 
of two weeks on and two weeks off.  Supporting the internal designated roles and essential support 
services above, mandates each pilot actually serve an additional week per year of actual pilotage duty.  
They also are on standby three additional weeks per year on a 12 hour notice to cover pilots who 
become injured or ill. 
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5. The amount of time each pilot spends on actual piloting duty and the amount of time 
spent on other essential support services. (continued) 

 

The FCCA requested that the number of pilots be reduced to 14 versus the current number of 18 
(which would increase the workload of each pilot to a more acceptable level).  The Biscayne Bay 
pilots state that their proposal fails to take in account the following critical factors: 

1. The need for coverage during peak traffic periods. 
2. The greater ratio of large to smaller vessels and the resulting increase in handling time. 
3. The provision for adequate rest periods. 
4. The attendance to related support duties. 
5. The possible loss of personnel due to injuries or emergencies. 

 
When considering the pilot’s bridge and dispatch times, operational and administrative 
responsibilities, plus training requirements their workload is far greater than the 40-hour/ week 
average.  A summary of on-watch and off-watch time is summarized below: 
 

On-Watch / Off-Watch / On Duty / Off Duty 
 
      365 days per year 
     x 24 hours per day 
   8,760 total hours per year 
 
     Hours  Explanation 
  On Duty: 27wk x7days x24 hrs. =  4536 27 weeks of rotation 24/7 
 
   
  Total Hours on-watch 4536 
 
 Allocation of total time:    On-Watch  Off-Watch 
 
 Bridge Time: 
  5099 handles ÷ 18.0 x 2.75 hours  =   778 
 
 Remaining Handle Time 
  5099 handles ÷ 18.08 x 1.75 hours =   495 
 
 Total Handle Time     1273 
 
 Standby  (3 weeks)            504 
 Other Port, Professional and Regulatory Activities    579   N/A 
 
 BBP’s on-watch/off-watch total    1852   504 
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6. The prevailing compensation available to individuals in other maritime services of 
comparable professional skill and standing. 
 

The prevailing compensation of U.S. pilots and Florida pilots, compared to other comparable maritime 
professions is not a finite amount, as it rests with the judgment of the Pilotage Rate Review Committee.  
The Investigative Committee believes the FCCA and the pilots will present testimony that will provide 
a sufficient range of factors and levels of compensation for the Rate Committee to evaluate in its 
determination of whether the applicant’s requested rate decrease will result in fair and reasonable rates 
in the Port of Miami. 

 
In the 2012 Administrative Hearing on the Port of Ft. Pierce, Judge Watkins’ recommended order 
acknowledged that nationwide, average compensation for pilots was about $400,000 per year. 

 
Attachment H is a pilot submitted document from Captain George Quick, Vice President of Master 
Mates and Pilots.  He has provided testimony at many of the previous rate hearings and at the above 
referenced administrative hearing.  Captain Quick asserts that U.S. pilots earned an average of 
$410,000 per year in 2012. 

 
Other than a pilot, the most relevant, comparable profession is a captain on a large U.S.-flagged vessel. 
However, the skills, risks and working conditions of a ship’s captain and that of a pilot are considerably 
different: 
 A pilot must have a wider range of technical skills because of the variety of sizes and operational/handling 

characteristics of the vessels he handles. 
 A pilot assumes more physical risks because of the boarding and unboarding of the vessels in good and bad 

weather. 
 A pilot is constantly placed in stressful situations because handling vessels in, out and around a port is often 

the riskiest situation that a vessel encounters. 
 A ship’s captain is an employee of the ship’s owner, a pilot is a private businessperson who assumes the risks 

and rewards of a fluctuating market; is required to invest in plant and equipment; and must continually 
improve his skills and train deputy pilots. 

 Pilots must adapt to changing circumstances on each handle.  Variations on the size of ships; propulsion 
systems; navigation equipment; experience and communication skills (language) of crew; known or 
unexpected mechanical failures; weather events, and unexpected traffic complications make each handle 
unique. 

One of the most significant advantage in being a pilot rather than a sea captain is the ability to work in 
the community in which you live.  Certainly, a sea captain who has a family would probably rather 
work near their home as opposed to being at sea for six months. 
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7. The impact a rate change may have in individual pilot compensation and whether such 
change will lead to a shortage of licensed state pilots, certified deputy pilots, or qualified 
pilot applicants. 

 
FCCA’s Request – Impact on Pilot Compensation 
 
FCCA’s request to reduce pilotage rates by 25% on passenger vessels only, would reduce average net 
income to the amount presented below.  Our analysis is based upon applying the rate decrease to the 
2015 audited income statement, as well as the pilots’ 2016 compiled, projected income statement.  
However, instead of the pilot’s projected revenue, we used actual, cash basis revenue reported to the 
Department for 2016 revenue, instead of the Pilot’s projected revenues. 
 
 Audit 

2015 
Pilots’ Projection 

2016 
Gross Revenue $10,936,000 $11,235,000 
   
Less 25% on Passenger (1,767,000) (1,845,000) 
   
Adjusted Revenue 9,169,000 9,390,000 
   
Tentative Net Income 5,425,000 5,304,000 
   
Less:   
    Reduction for Rate Decrease 1,767,000 1,845,000 
   
Additions:   
    Capped Retirement 126,000 N/A 
    Dues and Assessments 
(2.7%) 

48,000 50,000 

    Fringe Benefits 645,000 670,000 
   
Adjusted Net Income 4,477,000 4,179,000 
   
Divided by Number of Pilots 16.58 18.0 
   
Average Net Income Per Pilot $270,024 $232,166 
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7. The impact a rate change may have in individual pilot compensation and whether such 
change will lead to a shortage of licensed state pilots, certified deputy pilots, or qualified 
pilot applicants. (continued) 

 

Projection Assumptions for 2016 
 

1. Gross Revenue: 2015–Audited income statement 
2016–Actual, cash basis reported to the Department 

2. 25% Reduction 2015–Based on Pilots’ allocation between passenger and cargo revenue 
2015–passenger revenue totaled $7,068,000 X 25% = $1,767,000 
2016 passenger revenue totaled $7,380,000 X 25% = $1,845,000 

3.  “Tentative Net Income” is the product of adding post retirement health and retirement 
accruals to audited and projected net income as follows: 

 

  
 

2015 Audit 

 
2016 Compiled 

Projection 

2016 Increase 
in Actual 
Revenue 

 
Adjusted 2016 

Projection 
Net Income 
    (Income Statements) 

 
$    4,634,000 

 
$     4,427,000 

 
$      299,000 

 
$    4,726,000 

Add:  
    Post Retirement Accruals 

 
         791,000 

 
          578,000 

 
                   0 

 
         578,000 

Tentative Net Income $    5,425,000 $     5,005,000 $      299,000 $    5,304,000 
 

4. Retirement is capped at 20% of revenue.  Adjusted 2015 revenue of $9,169,000 has a cap of 
$1,834,000 which exceeds the actual retirement expense of $1,960,000 by $126,000.  The 20% 
applied to 2016 adjusted revenue did not exceed the projected retirement expense. 

5. Dues and assessments to DBPR (.7%) and FSPA (2.0%) were reduced when applied to the 
25% pilotage fee reduction on passenger vessels. 

6. Fringe benefits for 2016 were assumed to be the same as 2015 for all categories of benefits, 
except health premiums, which are projected to increase 5.2% in 2016. 

7. An adjustment for actual 2016 operating costs versus compiled, projected costs was unknown, 
but not deemed to be a material amount 

 

Pilots’ Request – Impact on Pilot Compensation 
 

The Board’s rules require the pilots’ application to include compiled projections for two years, 
indicating the impact of the requested rates.  The pilots presented three such years which included 
2016 (considering an effective date of the rate request as of 07/01/2016) and 2017 and 2018, giving 
two full years after 2016. 
 

The investigative committee adjusted the net income presented in these projected years for certain 
fringe benefits and post retirement accruals.  We also provided estimated gross revenues and net 
incomes for 2019, 2020 and 2021 to present the effects of the five year, 6% rate increases, and by 
applying the pilots’ estimate of 1.6% CPI Adjustments to the pilotage rates, after the first year 
requested increase.  The Committee believes a 1.75 to 2% annual CPI adjustment is more realistic, but 
any attempt to predict the future CPI for five years is merely an estimate. 
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7. The impact a rate change may have in individual pilot compensation and whether such 
change will lead to a shortage of licensed state pilots, certified deputy pilots, or qualified 
pilot applicants. (continued) 

 
Projection 2016 – 2018 

Based upon Pilots’ compiled projections 
(In Thousands) 

 
 2016  2017  2018 
Revenue $     11,105   *  $     12,038  $     12,833 
Total Expenses          6,259           6,528           6,946 
Net Income          4,846           5,510           5,887 
      
Add Back: Fringe Benefits and      
     Discretionary Costs (FB&DC)      
      
     Post Retirement Costs             578              478              501 
     Pilot Health Premiums             515              529              526 
     Political / Charitable               37                37                37 
     Overstated Dues               56                59                63 
     Lobbying Dues               92                99              106 
     Life Insurance               10                10                10 
      
Total FB&DC            1288            1212            1243 
      
Adjusted Net Income            6134            6722            7130 
      
Number of Pilots (FTE)               18                18                18 
      
Estimated Average Net Income Per 
      Pilot (in dollars) 

 
$   340,778 

  
$   373,444 

  
$   396,111 

 
*   Actual 2016 revenue was $11,235,000 without the requested rate increase that would have taken effect in 
mid 2016.  The additional revenue of $130,000 would increase per pilot income by approximately $7,000.  The 
Pilots’ revenue projections for 2017 and 2018 were not modified by the Investigative Committee. 
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7. The impact a rate change may have in individual pilot compensation and whether such 
change will lead to a shortage of licensed state pilots, certified deputy pilots, or qualified 
pilot applicants. (continued) 

 

Projection 2019 – 2021  * 

(In Thousands) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Caution!  Projections made this far into the future are dependent upon unpredictable variables on traffic, 
expenses and other factors; therefore, the results and conclusions drawn from such projections have a low 
degree of reliability.  The Investigation Committee prepared the projections for 2019 thru 2021 based on 
projection factors used by the Pilots in preparation of 2016 through 2018 compiled projections. 

 2019 2020 2021 
Revenue (increased 6.0% + 1.6% CPI per year from 2018 base) $13,808 $14,858 $15,987 
    
Projected Expenses:    
   Retirement (20% of gross) $  2,762 $  2,971 $  3,197 
   Healthcare (+5% / year)     1,209     1,269     1,332 
   Dues/Assessments (2.7% of gross)        372        401        432 
   All Other Expenses (see below)  ʘ      2875      2933      2992 
Total Projected Expenses $  7,218 $  7,574 $  7,953 
    
Net Income $  6,590 $  7,284 $  8,034 
    
Add back: Pilot Benefits and 
   Discretionary Costs (FB&DC): 

   

   Post Retirement Costs (flat) $     500 $    500 $     500 
   Pilot Healthcare (+5%)        552       580        609 
   Political / Charitable (flat)          37         37          37 
   Lobby Dues  (fixed % of dues)        115        123        133 
   Life Insurance  (flat)          10          10          10 
Total FB&DC $  1,214 $  1,250 $  1,289 
    
Projected Net Income $  7,804 $  8,534 $  9,323 
    
Number of Pilots (FTE) 18 18 18 
    
Estimated Average Net Income per Pilot $433,556 $474,111 $517,944 
    (in dollars)    
    
ʘ   Projection of all OTHER EXPENSES at 2% per year: 2019 2020 2021 

2018 Total Expenses                  $ 6946k    
Less:  Retirement                                  - 2567    
          Healthcare                                   - 1151    
          Dues                                             - 409    
Net Remaining Expenses                       $2819    
PROJECTION:                     2819 (X 102% / year) $       2,875 $      2,933 $      2,992 
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7. The impact a rate change may have in individual pilot compensation and whether such 
change will lead to a shortage of licensed state pilots, certified deputy pilots, or qualified 
pilot applicants. (continued) 

The following table presents: the number of pilot openings; applicants; qualified applicants; qualified 
applicants who took the test; and the number who passed the test for each port since 2007. 
 

Port Date #  
openings 

# Applicants # qualified 
applicants 

# test takers # passed  

Tam 2007 1 20 17 11 4 
Jax 2007 1 15 12 9 5 
Jax 2008 1 18 16 15 7 
Pan 2009 1 12 13 7 2 
KWT 2010 1 15 14 12 3 
Jax 2011 1 14 14 11 7 
Mia 2011 3 14 11 8 3 
Subtotal 2007-
2011 

  
7 

 
108 

 
97 

 
73 

 
31 

Pev 2012 1 19 18 12 2 
Mia 2012 3 21 20 16 6 
Pan  2011/2012 1 9 9 5 1 
Can 2013 1 27 25 14 5 
Mia 2013 1 33 26 14 6 
PEV 2014 1 31 25 20 9 
KWT 2014 1 13 9 4 1 
Pan 2014 1 4 2 1 0 
Jax 2015 1 10 10 7 5 
Can 2015 1 24 24 15 5 
Tam 2015 2 9 8 8 3 
Pev 2009/2015 1 34 27 18 8 
PEV 2016 2 30 26 19 10* 
Mia 2016 2 17 15 8 4* 
Tam 2016 1 11 8 6 2* 
Subtotal 2012-
2016 

 
 

 
20 

 
292 

 
252 

 
167 

 
67 

Total  27 400 349 240 98 
*Preliminary pass rates.  Pass rates subject to change.  Final grades will go out in July or August. 
Openings – number based on original request.  Sometimes this changes prior to the exam. 
 

Ratio Recap 
   Openings/Applicants  % Qualified % Tested % Passed 

2007-2011 17.1:1          90%      75%     42% 
2012-2016 14.6:1          86%      66%     40% 

 
The ratios for the two, 5-year periods 2007-2011 and 2012-2016, indicate a slight decline in qualified 
applicants and those passing the exam, but the trend data is inconclusive with respect to a supply of 
qualified applicants. 
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7. The impact a rate change may have in individual pilot compensation and whether such 
change will lead to a shortage of licensed state pilots, certified deputy pilots, or qualified 
pilot applicants. (continued) 

 

Usually, none of the candidates are already skilled as harbor pilots.  They are experienced seamen that 
meet the requirements of Chapter 310.071, Florida Statutes.  Deputy pilots develop their piloting skills 
through the training program in each port.  It is the responsibility of state pilots to insure that all deputy 
pilots are qualified to meet all of the demands of the piloting profession; otherwise, they are dismissed. 
 

The candidates who ultimately take the exam and make the passing score for a particular port, typically 
invest six months or more of study on the physical attributes of the port and other piloting and 
seamanship skills.  The table above indicates a high number of qualified applicants that eventually take 
the exam at the ports with higher pilot incomes.  However, we cannot conclude on the impact the 
requested rate change may have on the number of qualified pilot applicants or deputy pilots. 
 

8. PortMiami - Projected changes in vessel traffic. 
 

PortMiami has completed major expansions of the Port, with capital investments of more than $2 
billion, from federal, state, and local sources.  With improvements and expansions on the following 
projects, the Port expects substantial grown in tonnage for cargo and number of passengers for the 
cruise business, but fewer, larger sized vessels. 
 
 * Tunnel Project 
 * Deep Dredge – to Post-Panamax depths 
 * Intermodel / Freight Rail Restoration 
 * Bulkhead Strengthening 
 

Handle Data 
 

From 1990 to 2001, the annual number of handles ranged from 9,200 to 10,500.  We do not have data 
from 2002 through 2005.  The following 2006 through 2015 handle data was reported by the pilots to 
the Department: 
 

   Year    Number of Handles 
   2006     7,246 
   2007     6,602 
   2008     6,372 
   2009     6,279 
   2010     6,313 
   2011     6,704 
   2012     5,871 
   2013     5,779 
   2014     5,218 
   2015     5,102 
   2016     5,231 
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8. PortMiami - Projected changes in vessel traffic. (continued) 
 
The port is a mature port with little room for expansion.  Concurrent with cruise and cargo industry 
trends, the number of vessels is declining while the number of total passengers per vessel and TEU’s 
per vessel are increasing.  The following information is provided by PortMiami: 
 
Cruise Facts 
 
PortMiami, the Cruise Capital of the World, continues to expand as the world’s leading cruse port.  In 
2016, PortMiami processed nearly 4.98 million multi-day passengers – more than any other port in the 
world. 
 
PortMiami is experiencing another exceptionally strong cruise season.  Miami is excited to welcome 
some new build ships.  New for the 2015-16 cruise season is the arrival of Norwegian Cruise Line’s 
new build ship, the Norwegian Escape.  Also, PortMiami will be the year-round homeport for Carnival 
Cruise Line’s largest ship to date, the Carnival Vista, when it launches in winter 2016.  In addition, 
MSC Cruise’s first of its “Seaside” class of ships, the MSC Seaside will also homeport year-round from 
PortMiami starting in winter 2017 and Royal Caribbean’s Enchantment of the Seas will sail year-
round while Navigator of the Seas will alternate five-night and nine-night cruises in the 2017-2018 
cruise season. 
 
PortMiami’s cruise facilities are the most modern in the world, providing easy passenger boarding and 
departure.  Drive-in passengers can opt for convenient on-port parking with special arrangements for 
travelers with disabilities.  Passengers arriving by taxi, shuttle bus or limousine, drop off is directly 
located in front of each terminal and entryways are designed for a quick and easy check-in and 
boarding process. 
 
With 18 cruise brands berthing 42 ships, PortMiami is clearly the departure destination of choice for 
cruises to the Bahamas, the Caribbean, Mexico and beyond, offering cruise vacations for every taste 
and budget – from family fun to luxury cruising. 
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8. PortMiami - Projected changes in vessel traffic. (continued) 
 
 
Global Gateway 
 
PortMiami is one of the world’s leading hubs for global commerce and tourism,  Its gateway location 
in the center of the Western Hemisphere makes the Port a significant conduit for international trade 
and commerce.  PortMiami stands as the U.S. container port closest to the Panama Canal, providing 
shippers fast access to Florida’s booming local consumer base and the entire U.S. market. 
 
Cargo Facts 
 
Capital improvements in excess of $2 billion are now complete.  PortMiami is ready for the new 
generation of containerized cargo.  We are Big Ship Ready! 
 
Total Trade by Region 
 
Latin America and the Caribbean make up PortMiami’s largest trade region,  PortMiami is constantly 
working on maintaining and strengthening trade with these and other regions worldwide.  With the 
completion of the Deep Dredge Project, trade with Asia will increase as PortMiami benefits from a 
shift in trade from West Cost to East Coast ports. 
 
Historical Snapshot 
 

CARGO VOLUMES 
Item  2012  2013  2014  2015  2016
TEUs  909,917 901,454  876,708 1,007,782  1,028,156
Cargo Ships Docked  1,649 1,348  1,231 1,422  1,081
Inbound Tonnage  3,886,315 3,961,208  3,871,906 4,567,926  4,749,255
Outbound Tonnage  4,222,135 4,019,319  3,827,980  4,045,813  4,028,974
Total Tonnage  8,108,450 7,980,527  7,699.886  8,613,739  8,777,974
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8. PortMiami - Projected changes in vessel traffic. (continued) 
 
Although the number of handles have decreased for cargo, TEU’s (or twenty-foot equivalent units) and total 
tonnage have remained fairly level since 2010.  With the Post-Panamax Dredging completed, the Port expects 
moderate growth in handles but substantial growth in the size of cargo vessels.  In 2014, the Port’s website 
indicated the average TEU’s per vessel were 712, but in 2016 the average was 951.  This data does not reflect 
Miami River cargo ships that by-pass the PortMiami facilities. 
 
New orders for cargo vessels have doubled TEU capacity in recent years.  Maersk ordered 17 massive vessels in 
2016, including 11 Triple-E behemoths, which can carry up to 19,000 TEU’s.  The number of such vessels 
calling in Miami is unknown. 
 
Analysis of the Size and Mix of Vessels and Its Effect on the Pilotage Rates 
 
The following analysis indicates that the increase in the average revenue per handle is related more to the increase 
in size of the vessels calling at the Port of Miami than to the increases in pilotage rates which were effective since 
1990. 
 
 1990 1998 2008 2015 2016 
Handles 9,230 8,909 6,372 5,102 5,231 
Revenue $5,036,000 $8,906,822 $10,534,033 $10,954,044 $11,235,112 
Revenue/Handle $545 $1,000 $1,653 $2,147 $2,148 
      
Rates      
Draft $12/foot $15.876/foot $17.433/foot $17.433/foot $17.433/foot 
Tonnage $.025/GRT $.0331/GRT $.0364/GRT $.0364/GRT $.0364/GRT 

 
From 1998 to 2016, the Port had 41% fewer handles and revenue increased 26% when rates were increased by 
only 10%.  The pilots have benefited significantly from the average increase in size and mix of vessels. 
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9. Cost of retirement and fringe benefit plans. 
 
 a. Medical Plans 
 

The cost of the medical plans is presented in the pilots’ financial statements in two 
separate places.  The cost for all full-time employees and active pilots is presented as a 
separate category and the cost to cover the retired pilots is included within “Retired Pilot 
Compensation and Benefits.” 

 
The projected costs related to the active and retired pilots is presented below: 
 
 Estimated Cost of Medical Plans 
 2001  2015 
Gross costs for active pilots $ 148,000  $ 455,725 
Average per pilot $     8,400  $   27,486 
Gross costs for retired pilots $   61,000  $ 192,803 
Average per retiree $     5,083  $   11,341 
Employee Health Premiums $ 103,000  $ 330,266 
Average per Employee $     7,923  $   21,785 

 
b. Retirement Plan 
 
 Active Employees Other Than Pilots 

All full-time employees, other than pilots, are covered by a 401K plan after one year of 
service.  Under the plan, the pilots (the employer) contribute 7.5% of compensation to 
the plan, and match employee deferrals 100% up to 7.5% of compensation.  Total 
contributions by the Association were $95,310 in 2015. 
 
The Association does not fund the retirement plan for the pilots.  The association is a 
partnership of individual pilots’ corporations and each pilot may participate in the 
Association’s 401K plan.  As such, each pilot funds their own individual retirement 
contribution up to a funding level they choose, not to exceed the maximum amount 
(currently $53,000) as allowed by the Internal Revenue Code.  This amount is not 
additional income/benefit that should be added to our determination of average net 
income per pilot. 
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9. Cost of retirement and fringe benefit plans. (continued) 
 
  Retired Pilots 
 

A. Consulting Agreement 
 

After serving 22.9 years as a state pilot and reaching age 55, pilots are eligible for a 
lifetime consulting agreement income which is limited to 50% of an active member’s 
income (maximum) not to exceed 20% of the gross revenue on an aggregate (for all 
retirees) basis.  This agreement is contingent upon the retired pilot continuing to act in 
the best interest of the pilots association.  A surviving spouse may receive 25% of an 
active member’s earning for the lesser of their life or a period equal to the years of 
service of the pilot. 
 
Based upon the judgment of the pilots, along with the advice of their lawyers and 
accountants, only the unfunded obligation (there is no funded portion) associated with 
the surviving spouses have been actuarially quantified and recorded as an expense and 
liability on the association’s books.  The unfunded obligation of the consulting 
agreement with the pilots is considered so contingent (with respect to the provision to 
act in the best interests of the association) that the obligation has not been actuarially 
determined.  There is no accrual for the future obligation associated with the consulting 
agreement and the expense is reported as benefits are paid, on the pilot’s financial 
statements. 
 
Effective January 1, 2011, this pension plan was changed for new retirees to require 22 
years and 8 months to reach the maximum retirement benefit of 50% of current pilot 
income, rather than the previous 20 years of service.  This plan amendment also 
recognized the time of service for a deputy pilot which previously averaged 2 years, 8 
months, which essentially added no additional time of services for a full state pilot. 
 
In 2015, there were 10 retirees receiving full benefits and 6 surviving spouses receiving 
half benefits (or a 25% share of an active pilot).  This equals approximately thirteen, 
50% shares which provided $150,762 average for each retired pilot and $75,381 for 
each surviving spouse.  
 
In 2015, the 20% cap of gross revenue retirement benefits was more than the actual 
benefits by $227,285. 
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9. Cost of retirement and fringe benefit plans. (continued) 
 

The following schedule presents the total amounts paid to retired pilots in 1990, 1998, 2007 and 2013, 
for the consulting agreement: 

 
 1990 1998 2007 2015 
Consulting $237,690 $1,439,557 $1,684,405 $1,959,908 
Number of retirees 3 11 11 13 
Average per retiree $  79,230 $  130,868 $   153,128 $   150,762 

 
Analysis of Valuation of Pension Plan 

 
The valuation of the pension plan benefit is a highly judgmental issue and should be analyzed by a 
qualified actuary in order to determine the imputed benefit to be included in total pilot income.  
Recognizing a multitude of risks and uncertainty involved in the valuation of this benefit, the 
following simplified analysis is presented for the Rate Review Committee’s consideration: 

 
Analysis 

1. If a retired pilot was paid $150,000 a year for 20 years, how much would he have to 
accumulate in a funded pension plan to pay out this benefit?  Answer:  Assuming a 6% 
interest factor, $1,673,700. 

2. If a pilot worked 20 years, how much would have to be contributed to a funded plan for 
each of the twenty years worked, to accumulate $1,673,700?  Answer:  Assuming a 6% 
interest factor, $45,500. 

 
The following negative and positive factors present some of the most significant variables which could 
have a negative or positive effect on the valuation of the pension/consulting benefit: 

 
Negative Factors 

1. If a pilot voluntarily resigns before they complete 22.9 years service, they forfeit any future 
benefits.  There is no vesting on a year by year basis.  Benefits are pro-rated for pre-
retirement, disability and death. 

2. Two factors in the plan can materially limit the annual retirement benefit: 
a. The 20% aggregate of total pilot revenue 
b. The 50% limit on active pilots’ compensation 

3. Many other business and economic factors could affect the future benefit, since it is not 
funded.  Port traffic, legislative changes, and rate setting events, could have a material 
impact on such valuations. 

4. The retiree has no residual equity in the unfunded plan.  Upon death of the retired pilot or 
the spouse, benefits cease.  Therefore, in the example of how much needs to be 
accumulated to pay the assumed benefits for 20 years (above), a premature death with no 
residual value would result in a much lower estimate. 
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9. Cost of retirement and fringe benefit plans. (continued) 
 
Positive Factors 

1. The pilots’ income has been relatively stable over the last 18 years (as they have 
historically), which means that the $150,000, assumed flat benefit, may increase over time, 
which would undervalue our previous computation. 

2. The analysis assumes the pilot lives only 20 years.  If he lives longer, the computation is 
too low.  If he or his widow die sooner, the computation is too high. 

 
When the $45,500 estimate of pension valuation is multiplied by the 16.58 active pilots, the sum is 
only $754,390.  Whereas, the sum of the cash payments made to the retirees was $1,959,908 for 2015.  
The difference is attributable to the Committee’s attempt to value a funded plan (which does not 
exist) and compare it to the benefits paid on an unfunded plan.  Actuarially, the two valuations would 
never agree.  Again, it is a matter of judgment by the Pilotage Rate Review Committee to consider the 
estimated valuation of a funded plan and to consider the following additional questions: 
 

1. Is the benefit fair and reasonable for the length of service and relative level of compensation 
for Florida / Miami Pilots? 

2. Why wasn’t the plan funded in the past? 
3. Should the unfunded benefit be considered reasonable operating expenses of the pilots total 

cost of operating a pilot operation? 
4. What is the value of the future pension benefits to current pilots? 
5. How does the Committee evaluate the difference between the estimated imputed value of such 

benefit to current pilots, compared to the total annual costs provided to all retirees? 
 
The FCCA asserts that the current annual cost of retiree benefits should be fully allocated to active 
pilots in the determination of average net income per pilot, including all benefits. 
 
The pilots have provided information contrary to FCCA, stating that this plan is customary in the 
piloting industry and that a 50% benefit is fair and reasonable compared to other types of pension 
plans.  A comparison is made to the Florida Retirement System’s defined benefit plan, which provides 
a 1.6% benefit applied to an employee’s highest five years, average compensation.  With thirty years 
of service, a retiree would receive 48% of the average, highest five years, plus an annual cost of living 
adjustment.  In contrast, this plan is actuarially funded and the 2016 contribution was 10.54% of 
covered payroll. 
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9. Cost of retirement and fringe benefit plans. (continued) 
 
B. Equity Valuation Payments 
 
When a deputy pilot becomes a full pilot, he must buy an interest in the partnership (association), which 
is valued at the date of admission.  A new pilot acquires his interest over a 100 month period.  This is 
deducted from his otherwise full pilot’s share of income each month, and is redistributed to the other 
active and retired pilots. 

 
When a pilot retires, his interest is purchased by the association, based upon the same formula as 
someone buying in.  (Fair value determined at the date of retirement paid over 100 months.)  Since 
these transactions occur in a haphazard pattern from year to year, and amounts paid in or paid out are 
balanced between all pilots, the investigative committee ignores these transactions in determining 
individual pilot income and instead focuses on average net income per pilot. 
 
 
10. Physical risks inherent in piloting 
 
Transferring to or from a vessel is one of the most difficult/dangerous events of piloting.  Pilots board 
vessels in the open ocean approximately three miles seaward of the sea buoy under a variety of 
weather conditions at considerable risk.  Nationwide, five pilots lost their lives, four of them in the 
transfer process, and one from a cruise ship on a relatively calm day, between January 2006 and 
February 2017.  Likewise in 2013, a Florida pilot lost his life after falling from the pilot ladder and his 
body was not retrieved for more than two hours. The Biscayne Bay Pilots have suffered numerous 
injuries requiring surgery and rehabilitation with two being forced to retire due to work related 
injuries, while others still suffer chronic pain.  
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11. Special characteristics, dangers and risks of port 
 

Biscayne Bay surrounds the Port of Miami and is situated in the middle of a thriving tourist 
destination amidst pristine waters. The proximity of the Gulf Stream presents strong cross currents for 
vessels entering Government Cut and this become exacerbated during a flood tide and northeasterly 
winds.  In the approach to Miami, the outer reefs are unmarked and the back lighting effect of the city 
severely hampers visual identification of navigational aids.   
 
In July 2000 a Risk Mitigation Strategy Plan study for the Port of Miami was facilitated by Coast 
Guard Headquarters and involved 26 participants of the port community, including captains for 
various cruise and cargo companies.  They identified the waterway configuration/complexity to be the 
highest risk factor for port participants. They stated that the channel bottom and widths through 
unforgiving limestone, and the ever increasing volume of deeper draft and size vessels calling at the 
port create many high risk factors.  Also, due to channel configuration issues, numerous 
pleasure/coastal freight vessels handled by operators with poor navigational knowledge and judgment, 
and that the entire bay is an environmentally sensitive area navigational, risks are significantly 
increased. 
 
Miami has a dual role as not only the Cruise Ship Capital of the World, but is also the first American 
port ready to accept the Neo-Panamax vessels of up to 1200 feet length, with a 161 foot beam and 50 
foot draft. A incident with one of these vessels, would have the potential of a major environmental and 
economic impact to the area.  On some days, up to nine large cruise ships, a tanker, and an assortment 
of small and large (1100 feet+) containerships will arrive and depart safely through the port. 
 
Lengths of various “Pilotage Waters” channels, including average length of pilotage trips: 
 
The Biscayne Bay pilotage waters consist from the sea buoy to the Fisher Island Turning Basin and 
thence either north of Dodge Island to the turning basin on the northwest corner of Dodge Island 
which is six nautical miles (NM) or south of Dodge/Lummus Island through the Lummus Island Cut 
and Dodge Island cuts, a distance of two NM.  The Biscayne Bay Pilots do not provide pilotage 
service to or through the Miami River and therefore it is not included herein.  Pilotage times vary 
primarily due to conditions and size of vessel.   The Biscayne Bay Pilots assert the average time is 
now 4.5 hours per handle due to the increased size of vessels calling at the port and the need to begin 
and end the transit at least two NM seaward of the sea buoy and traverse the area more slowly due to 
the increased hydrodynamic forces on the vessel due to its size and depth plus the narrow channel. 
 
Widths of various “Pilotage Waters” channels: 
 
The Outer Bar Cut to Government Cut channels has a designed project width of 500 feet.  The Miami 
Main Channel (north of Dodge Island) has a project width of 400 feet.  The Fisherman’s Channel 
(Lummus Island and Dodge Island Cuts) have a project width of 440 feet and 400 feet respectively.  
Fisher Island Turning Basin is 1200 feet, whereas the Lummus Island and Main Channel Turing Basin 
are 1500 feet. Dodge Island Turning Basin is 900 feet wide. 
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11. Special characteristics, dangers and risks of port (continued) 
 
Depths of various “Pilotage Waters” channels: 
 
The Entrance Channel and Bar Cut have a project depth of 52 feet; Government Cut to the Lummus 
Island Turning Basin has 50 feet.  The Miami Main Channel has a project depth of 36 feet and the 
Dodge Island Cut has 30 feet.  
 
List of unusual hazards to navigation: 
 
Large container and passenger vessels often have to pass through the jetties and narrow channels in 
close proximity to other vessels in less than desirable weather conditions and can easily generate 
strong hydraulic forces.  Vessels docked at Causeway Island, the U.S. Coast Guard Base or at Miami 
Beach marina are susceptible to surge damage from passing cruise vessels. In periods of strong winds, 
when cruise vessels are operating at slow speeds to minimize the surge, they require a large crab angle 
as they traverse the entire navigable channel area, preventing even small vessels to safely pass. 
 
The anchorage is poorly marked and has poor handling characteristics. Reefs and shoals extend both 
north and south of the Entrance Channel and with Miami being a hub for tourism and recreational 
boaters, the large vessels navigating the area face continual navigational hazards. 
 
List “Weather Related” hazards to navigation: 
 
Seasonal thunderstorms can create winds in excess of 50 knots and the area is susceptible to water 
spouts.  Rapidly moving frontal systems pass through the area creating drastic wind condition 
changes.  Miami lies in the heart of the hurricane belt and topical cyclones frequent the area in the fall. 
Fog occurs occasionally due to thermal inversions and smoke settling from agricultural burns or brush 
fires. 
 
List limitations imposed by Association: 
 
Vessels presently calling at any of the containers berths or using the Lummus Island Turning Basin are 
restricted to a draft of 14 meters (44 feet 10 inches).  Vessels using the Main Ship Channel have a 
draft restriction of 35 feet and those using Dodge Island Cut are restricted to a draft of 30 feet.  
Maximum ship dimension limits are currently under review as the port transitions to a Neo-Panamax 
port.  There are specific criteria for tankers calling at the port including restrictions on the velocity of 
current when entering the port.  The Island Terminal berths have restrictions to length, beam and 
tonnage imposed. 
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11. Special characteristics, dangers and risks of port (continued) 
 

Other relevant information: 
 

PortMiami is transitioning into the era of Neo-Panamax vessels (1200 foot length, 161 foot beam, and 
50 foot draft).  These vessels carry 14,000 TEUs or 7000 tractor trailer loads in a single load, and 
Miami is presently the only port in eastern North America capable of accepting these vessels.  The 
consequences of an incident involving either a cruise vessel or a cargo ship could create the potential 
of severe economic and/or environmental situations for the area. 
 
12. Other relevant information: 
 

The Investigative Committee requested that the Pilots compile the 2015 and 2016 tonnage and 
revenue analysis (Exhibit B) which presents handle and pilotage fee data, classified by cruise and 
cargo vessels.  This data, along with our analytical comments presented in the Executive Summary, 
under the heading: “Analysis of Pilotage Fees for Cruise and Cargo Vessels”, provides insight to the 
effect of the requested rate increase, in so much as it relates to requesting an “across the board” 25% 
discount to all passenger vessels, regardless of size. 
 
The cargo customers are not applying for a rate decrease.  They also have very large vessels that pay 
pilotage fees at the same rates as passenger vessels. 
 
FCCA asserts that because of the increasing size of cruise vessels that pilotage rates, applied 
regardless of size, are not fair and reasonable to the cruise industry.  However, should rates be lower 
for all cruise vessels, or only all large cruise vessels? 

 If rates were set at different tonnage levels, at what tonnage level should the rate decrease be 
applied? 

 Should a discounted rate for certain levels of tonnage be graduated to avoid unfair disparities 
in pilotage fees on vessels that are within a close range of a tonnage amount? 

 If a rate reduction is approved at a certain tonnage level, should cargo vessels be included or 
excluded in that order? 

 FCCA asserts the concept of “tonnage” (gross registered tonnage) is significantly different for 
cargo vessels and cruise vessels.  Whereas, this standard of measurement correlates to the 
actual weight (capacity) of a cargo vessel, for cruise vessels, it correlates more to volume 
(capacity).  As such, a 150 GRT cruise vessel may weigh less than a fully loaded 100 GRT 
cargo vessel.  However, the complexity and risks associated with handling a lighter vessel with 
a higher free board (more affected by the wind on a given day) may mitigate the disparity on 
the tonnage factor of the pilotage fee. 

 
Careful quantitative analyses should be made before any rate discounts, based on size of vessels are 
considered.  As noted on page 29, Port Everglades has graduated rates for tonnage. 
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13. The Board may take into consideration the consumer price index or any other 
comparable economic indicator when fixing rates of pilotage; however, because the 
consumer price index or such other comparable economic indicator is primarily related to 
net income rather than rates, the Board shall not use it as the sole factor in fixing rates of 
pilotage. 

 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI tables from 1970 to March 2017 are attached at Exhibit E.  There 
are a number of data comparisons than can be considered with respect to the CPI. 
 
On page 22, a fluctuation analysis of operating costs from 2001 and 2015, is compared to the change 
in the CPI for the same period.  We used the June midpoint for 2015 and compared to 2015 audited 
data, because 2016 audited data was not available. 
 
Comparing pilot compensation to the change in CPI from year to year provides variable and skewed 
results, because of a number of factors: 
 

A. Variations in number and size of handles from year to year 
B. Variations in the number of active pilots; retirees drawing benefits; and deputy pilots in 

training 
C. Variations in expenses for boat repairs and fuel costs 
D. Given these variables, selecting a single base year’s net income from which to compare to 

current net income can produce variable results and conclusions. 
 
From June 1998 to June 2015, the CPI increased 46.4%, or an average of 2.7% per year.  The 1999 
Investigative Committee estimated pilot net income, including fringe benefits, discretionary costs and 
an estimate to value the benefit of the unfunded pension ($30,000 estimate) at $308,200.  That amount 
projected with a 43.25% CPI factor would produce an average net income of $451,205, which is less 
than the 2015 average net income of $396,170 (using the same $30,000 factor for unfunded 
retirement) – or $55,035 less than the CPI. 
 
The Rate Review Committee members may have different opinions on the relevance of the CPI on a 
person’s loss or gain of purchasing power over time, when the base amount of compensation is over 
$300,000.  This remains with the judgment of the Committee. 
 
Chapter 310.151(5)12(c), Florida Statutes states that the CPI may not apply to pilotage rates, but an 
analysis of revenue per handle may be relevant. 
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13. The Board may take into consideration the consumer price index or any other 
comparable economic indicator when fixing rates of pilotage; however, because the 
consumer price index or such other comparable economic indicator is primarily related to 
net income rather than rates, the Board shall not use it as the sole factor in fixing rates of 
pilotage. (continued) 

 
   

1998 
  

2015 
 % Increase 

(Decrease) 
CPI (June)  163.0  238.6  + 46.4% 
Total Revenue  $8,713,000  $10,936,000       + 25.5% 
Number of Handles           8,909             5,102        - 42.7% 
Revenue per Handle  $          978  $         2,143     + 119.1% 
Cost of Operations  
     (including Retirees) in millions 

  
$       4.158 

  
$         5.511 

  
     + 32.5% 

Cost of Operations 
     (excluding Retirees) in millions 

  
$       2.065 

  
$         3.358 

  
     + 62.6% 

Gross Margin 
     (including retirees) in millions 

  
$       4.555 

  
$         5.425 

  
     + 19.1% 

Gross Margin 
     (excluding retirees) in millions 

  
$       6.648 

  
$         7.578 

  
     + 14.0% 

Cost Per Handle 
     (including retirees) 

  
$          467 

  
$         1,080 

  
   + 131.3% 

Cost Per Handle 
     (excluding retirees) 

  
$          232 

  
$            658 

  
   + 183.6% 

       
 
Observations: 
 

1. Since handles have decreased by 42.7% and revenues increased 25.5%, the increased size 
of vessels is clearly indicated.  Total retirement expenses have increased from $1.440 to 
$1.960 million from 1998 to 2015, or +36%, but individual retiree expense increased from 
$130,868 to $150,762 from 1998 to 2015, or +15%. 
 
2. The CPI at June 2016 was 241.018, representing only a 1% increase.  Therefore, the 
Investigative Committee believes the above comparison to the 2015 audited data is relevant 
and reliable. 
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13. The Board may take into consideration the consumer price index or any other 
comparable economic indicator when fixing rates of pilotage; however, because the 
consumer price index or such other comparable economic indicator is primarily related to 
net income rather than rates, the Board shall not use it as the sole factor in fixing rates of 
pilotage. (continued) 

 

Nine year data from the Port of Miami (Exhibit A) from 2008 through 2016 is presented below, 
compared to a 10.1% increase in the CPI, for the same period.  Nine year data was used because 2008 
pilotage revenue for passengers (Exhibit B) was available from the pilots. 
 
  2008 2016 % Change 
     
June CPI  218.815 241.018 10.1% 
     
Cargo     
Cargo Revenue  $27.004 Million $33.332 Million 23.4% 
Tonnage  7.430 Million 8.778 Million 18.1% 
Revenue Per Ton  $3.63 $3.80 4.7% 
     
Cruise     
Cruise Revenue  $39.492 Million $69.199 Million 75.2% 
Passengers  4.138 Million 4.980 Million 20.3% 
Revenue Per Passenger  $9.54 $13.90 45.7% 
     
 
The Cost of Pilotage by Tonnage and Passengers 
 
   

2008 
 

2016 
% Change 
(Negative) 

     
Cargo     
Pilot Revenue for Cargo  $4.155 Million $3.863 Million  
Tonnage  7.430 Million 8.778 Million  
Revenue Per Ton  $0.56 $0.44 (21.0%) 
     
Cruise     
Pilot Revenue for Cruise  $6.067 Million $7.380 Million  
Number of Passengers  4.138 Million 4.980 Million  
Pilotage Fee Per Passenger  $1.47 $1.48 0.7% 
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Honduras $2,963,633,659 Honduras $1,680,875,567 Costa Rica 

Dominican Republic $1,973,390,518 Dominican Republic $858,681,510 Panama 

Costa Rica $1,817,925,156 Guatemala $651,771,961 Dominican Republic 

Panama $1,288,964,229 Costa Rica $596,429,193 EI Salvador 

EI Salvador $1,167,740,471 EI Salvador $554,444,211 Jamaica 

Guatemala $1,104,262,082 Italy $522,991,854 Colombia 

Colombia $722,734,149 Gen11any $441,169,420 India 

Jamaica $722,144,718 Nicaragua $407,889,811 China 



Miami-Dade County, Florida Seaport Department 
Schedule of Revenue Per Ton (Unaudited) 
Last Ten Fiscal Years (in thousands) 

Description 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Cargo revenue $ 29,024 $ 27,004 $ 27,356 $ 30,429 $ 33,662 $ 30,696 $ 30,551 $ 31,052 $ 32,744 $ 33,332 
Tonnage 7,835 7,430 6,831 7,389 8,222 8,108 7,981 7,700 8,614 8,778 
Revenue per ton $ 3.70 $ 3.63 $ 4 .00 $ 4.1 2 $ 4 .09 $ 3.79 $ 3.83 $ 4.03 $ 3.80 $ 3.80 
TEU 885 828 807 847 907 909 901 877 1,008 1,028 
Revenue per TEU $ 32.80 $ 32.61 $ 33.90 $ 35.93 $ 37.11 $ 33.77 $ 33.91 $ 35.41 $ 32.48 $ 32.42 

Schedule of Revenue Per Passenger (Unaudited) 
Last Ten Fiscal Years (in thousands) 

Descri~tion 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Cruise Revenue $ 33,094 $ 39,492 $ 40,195 $41,963 $ 46,424 $ 45,192 $ 50,528 $ 60,295 $ 63,659 $69,199 
Passengers 3,787 4,138 4,110 4,145 4,018 3,774 4,079 4,939 4,916 4 ,980 
Revenue per passenger $ 8.74 $ 9.54 $ 9.78 $ 10.12 $ 11.55 $ 11 .97 $ 12.39 $ 12.21 $ 12.95 $ 13.90 
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PORTMIAMI. 2016 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 

In March 2015 FDOT and the County entered into an agreement that would allow the Seaport to receive State 
Comprehensive Transportation System Tax (SCETS) revenues from FDOT in the amount of $8 million in fiscal year 
2018 and $17 million annually for fiscal years 2019 through 2042. Payment of the SCETS tax to the Seaport is not 
guaranteed on an annual basis since such payments are contingent on an annual appropriation by the State of 
Florida. 

Because the SCETS funds are subject to annual appropriation by FDOT, Government Accounting Standards do not 
allow a receivable to be reported until the funds are appropriated by the State, to be paid to the County. Therefore, 
revenue will only be reported for the annual amount appropriated each year. If a receivable for the full amount 
expected to be appropriated by FDOT was reported it would have offset a portion of the negative unrestricted net 
position balance reported as of fiscal year end 2016. 

Table II 

Change in Net Position 
For the Fiscal Years Ended September 30,2016,2015, and 2014 

(in millions) 

Fiscal Change from Fiscal Change from Fiscal 
Year Fiscal Year Year Fiscal Year Year 
2016 2015 2015 2014 2014 

Operating revenues 
Cruise wharfage/dockage $ 69.2 $ 5.5 $ 63.7 $ 3.4 $ 60.3 
Cargo wharfage/dockage 23.3 (0.8) 24.1 (0.7) 24.8 
Container crane user fees 10.0 1.4 8.6 2.4 6.2 
Rentals 22.0 2.7 19.3 4.5 14.8 
Ground transportation 2.2 (0.1 ) 2.3 0.2 2.1 
Parking 14.7 14.7 (0.3) 15.0 
Misc. charges and fees 2.4 ~1.0~ 3.4 0.5 2.9 

Total operating revenues 143.8 7.7 136.1 10.0 126.1 
Investment earnings 0.7 (0.2) 0.9 0.4 0.5 
Other nonoperating 0.7 0.7 0.7 

Total revenues 145.2 7.5 137.7 10.4 127.3 

Operating expenses 71.3 4.6 66.7 2.4 64.3 
Depreciation 30.5 0.5 30.0 2.6 27.4 
Interest expense, net 40.2 2.9 37.3 1.8 35.5 
Other nonoperating expenses ~1.3~ 1.3 ~4.0~ 5.3 

Total Expenses 142.0 6.7 135.3 2.8 132.5 

Net Income (loss) before contributions 3.2 0.8 2.4 7.6 (5.2) 

Net contributions 3.2 (44.4) 47.6 133.6 (86.0) 
Change in net position 6.4 (43.6) 50.0 141.2 (91.2) 

Net position at beginning of year, as 
restated 159.7 50.0 109.7 215.0 

Net position at end of year $ 166.1 $ 6.4 $ 159.7 $ 123.8 

Net position as of October 1, 2014 was restated for the implementation of GASB Statements No. 68 and 71. The 
balances in the fiscal year 2014 columns of the MD&A section have not been restated for the implementation of 
GASB Statements No. 68 and 71. 
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PorlMiami Tonnaae & Revenue Analvsis 
Tonnage (xl 000) 2003 Cruise 2003 Crul,e 2008 Cruise 2008 Cruise 2015 Crylse 2015 Cruise 2016 Cruise 2016 Cruise 2003 Camo 2003 Camo 2008 Camo 2008 Caroo 2015 Cargo 2015 Caroo 2016 Caroo 2016 Cargo 

I:Iin!Iln ~ I:Iin!Iln ~ I:Iin!Iln ~ I:Iin!Iln ~ liIlIlIln RIw!Y§ liInlIln RIw!Y§ I:1in!IIn BInnu IWIl!ln BInnu 
<10 4 ~1,659 106 ~35,51 2,749 ~1,241,620 1,987 992,543 858 538,555 1,282 ~666,73 
10 2 ~1,688 907 ~885,788 831 851,784 208 226,822 265 ~283,21 
20 5 $6,651 16 ~20,315 36 ~52,841 20 29,20 310 $458,867 148 230,159 159 231,845 80 $115,52 
30 8 $11,446 42 ~62,483 333 $514,709 145 209,43 425 $738,304 171 318,097 132 264,000 69 ~132,31 
40 113 ~215,833 4 ~7,757 39 H4,634 144 303,79 577 ~1,256,064 225 464,893 255 545,523 277 ~598,72 
50 28 ~62,674 6 ~13,841 8 ~18,476 24 56,24 367 ~924,521 454 ~1,168,591 325 826,455 313 ~796,60 
60 6 __ ~17,882 6 ~17,644 24 _~70,428 24 69,6 24 $71,817 42 ~123,039 12 $35,30 
70 784 _~_2,417,444 725 ~2,243,214 650 ~2,042,632 623 ~1,945,57 4 ~12,847 2 ~6,272 173 ~587,102 241 ~817,08 

80 40 ~143,528 112 ~393,438 209 ~725,661 ~7,603 2 ~6,991 

90 140 _ ~533,399 184 $708,956 90 $348,885 72 $279,98 2 88 $355,190 102 $417,60 
100 167 ~695,935 192 $800,264 154 $642,471 57 $237,82 
110 200 ~897,070 166 ~750,945 205 _~J31,33 
120 178 _ ~907,844 114 $577,531 
130 317 ~1,746,197 4 ~21,962 56 $311,279 130 $720,12 
140 108 $624,206 96 $556,07 
150 208 $1,272,272 32 $198,226 
160 18 $117154 108 $702~ 

anales l,tilU I,).' ~,UU. ',Uf ),Jti. J,OI>U ~,~UU ~,"" 
otal T 900age 140,419,249 146,480,744 169,393,633 177,434,982 95,062,118 70,335,026 68,344,488 72,938,411 

Tons/Handle 87,21 92,068 84,528 85,428 17,719 18,22 31,066 27,618 
raft Revenue $741,412 $735,536 $902,039 $921,40 $2,137,174 $1,595,183 $1,094,678 $1,208,081 
raft Rev/Handle $461 $462 $450 $44 $398 $413 $498 $451 
T Revenue $5,111,261 $5,331,899 $6,165,928 $6,458,63 $3,460,261 $2,560,195 $2,487,805 $2,655,03, 
T Rev/Handle AI" ~, No~ NoT' JNI ~ .J.'''' $f,lOl 
otal Revenue $5,852,675 $6,067,436 $7,067,967 $7,380,03 $5,597,432 $4,155,378 $3,582,483 $3,863,111 

Tolal Rev/Handle $363 3814 $352 $355 Sf 043 $107 $1628 $146, 
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Port Miami Tonnaae & Revenue Analvsis 
• LOn e • nll):e I L\!.!!~QI!lJtI~.!!Il'-'- ! ~Jl!t9"kO!!'~ ~I!!n 1.t!I.U.Y!!l!IJt ~.l.jlIIIl! ILIIY.llmllt r a 1~!lI.q 4!!.!U..!1!.!W: .L!!lU..!!IY.r ~r it!!!!lL!:IlYer .i!.lll.:. ... !~!nr: ~er 

t!~~!!lu ~.Y.'RUjl .I:IDoll!!:l .~~YJnl]l'. .1:!.'1I1I~. .~~v~,- J!a.!l!Uu R!t'an~.O: .!:torull!: •. .R'-V.'.!lP.'- Jj'l!'~!~J .~Illm J:!1!llI1n B~'!~.l!IU'. .Hlm!.!n ' Ro:.vmqt. Harull •. '- B~.!l.!I'-
<t· ... 4 Sl .65S I 2. 4 51.241 ,62C 1.987 5992.54 ''''' ~., ."., r •• ::..<54.409 921 :>"' 1.<1 , 96 303.59, 
t {l 2 51.688 9D7 $88S.788 831 5851.784 208 5228.82 
2·J :.t ."" 1 1 520.31. 36 552.841 31 5458.667 '14 • S~~l S9 159 5231.84 
30 6 Sl' .446 42 562.433 333 5514.70" 425 5738.304 171 5318.0.7 132 5264.00 
4, 11 " S.dS.S33 4 57.757 3 574.63' 5,7 51.256.064 22 5464.89, 255 5545.52; 
50 ~8 _r~.&!4 6 _. S}1.~ ~ S1847 ~ 5924.521 454~ 51168.591 ... _l~ Sa26,§, -_._ .... - -,~--- - --------60- --- - - - ... ·----6 S17.882 ----- - 6 517.644 24 S70.42 24 - ""'T7'i:8i7 42~ S123.!I~9 

__ r~ -- .c:Co r-~41 .44' 12: ,;a43.214 . ," ~;{.u4;{."J 4 1 '.04 " . 1 ... "'b/ ,lu. 
80 5143.528 H 2 S393.43E 57.603 • 2 56,991 
il!J 14 5033.399 16< 5706.9~~· 9~ 5348.86: ~! S355.19C --10C 1~7 5695.935 192 58,,0.264 154' 5642.471 
n C • :200 5~"7 Olll 166 5750.94 

1-' !;~ - 5i-:-74€,.197.;.........-...---'4f' 
' 1~ S90?M. c---' • -- .- r----" --"""3i7 52 t .962 56 S3H.27. , 

-4,. ----t-----... --:...........---:oetST:2rn72 
'U' >o.4 .• ut -t--- !-----... -- - -·50- - -' 32 5198.22 ., 

16-:; 1 511 .15' f 

an e. , I , I , :i 898 

T:~~1iwai~ rJ~~,249 . 146480.J...~ 169393633 ' 95&.g,1 1.~ - ---- 70,335~01l1L--_ ~,3~~ -------1.&!!.§.2Q 
---~ 

_ b32;:¥JI _______ _..1r.~~ ----~ .... 87,21 91,061 B4,!n 17,71'S !"in 2,~ 

.!!!!~'.!!..- -~-... S/4i!M' - -!!.~~ 1------~~ ---- ~~4 .~~~¥ S1,UV4,I>1 ------~~~ ---...L!!lIl - -- m,~ Oi.ff R.vlH.ndl. ~fi '; 246 
Revenue ~~,1 11,Z61 S5. 1,89 $5, 165,lIZ~ SJ,400,zu1 J2,56U.19~ ~l,4U/IDO '~~,U5~ • ... ,~u~ ~.2,6J! 

T Rev/Hand/e am - ~ - JRl 17. ' .W! 1 $ 1Iiii ..!!! 
ot81 Revenue $5.852,675 s6,06 ,436 s. ,U57,96 s5,597,43 ., S4""",Sra 53,,,,,2,48 $254,4 .. 9 ",,11,219 ~303,59~ 

1T0t.1 Rov/Hlndl. , 1 U~ll $1.04: fl.0r. fl.621 fJ3! f338 S13j 
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PortMiami Cargo Traffic 
Size of Bubble Indicates Revenue 
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PortMiami Tonnage & Revenue Analvsis 

PortMiami Draft Revenue Per Handle PortMiami Gross Tonnage Revenue Per Handle 
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Cruise Cargo Cruise Cargo 
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PortMiami Total Revenue per Handle PortMiami Gross Tonnage per Handle 
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TROPIGOIL 
9970 NW 89th CT 
M,oml. FL 33178 

CQ.,PANY 

[1)305.888.4611 (11)1 .866645.3835 
[1]305.887.3186 {pers]8OO 633.8253 
(241v 8flleIljeI1cy}850.413.9911 
www Iropicoi!.com 

Bill To: 
BISCAYNE BAY PILOTS 
2911 PORT BLVD. 
MIAMI, Fl 33132·2043 

INVOICE 

5C8n me 

OFFICE ( 

Ema~ Only 

InwIc:e' J~" J-S;-~ : 
0397832-IN 0299399 I JR ' '----- I 

InwIc:e 0e!8 CUstomer 10: BISSAY 

I 4/~2016 _-t-
Sh
_

1P
_
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__ : =====:==::====: 

OrdefDel& 

C 4l8J2016 
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2911 PORT BLVD. 
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MIAMI, FL 33132·2043 
(305) 374-2791 

~1I$1OmO(-P-.o. - - --· --,-i-Shlp-V\A---- ---- --~.O.B . . - - --I Terms 
OUeDate 

,!!:V __ . _ _____ ~e_O_'_ - ---r ____ -;i_N_e_13O_0a:cY:..;S __ _ 

Item Numbet__ _ _ _ _U_nIl ___ ' Whse___ _ L_~~~_ L B&dt Ordnd ShIpped 

ULSOOYE W07 

ULTRA l OW SUlFUR DIESElOYED 
NAl993. /r2 DIESEL FUEL. COMBUSflSlE L1OUID. PGlIl 
THIS PRODUCT IS DYED DIESEL FUEL NON-TAXABLE 
USE ONLY. PENALTY FOR TAXABLE USE. -
"OFF I'lIGH~YINOT LEGAl FOR MOTOR VEHIC~E 

use ' 

Sample Number ___ _ 

MARPOl SemPle _ _ _ _ 

62400 000 624 .00 

518/2016 i ------;, 
PTIoe wtTax ! Amount . 

- '-----_--.: 

1.4910 ~ 930.38 

J SI , 

• Fuel Tax Rece~ _ _ _ 
F .. Oi$jlOlli .... /)'T .. - - --- - -- ---- - -- - - -- -000-'00--- - -- --- - - '-'-:-9 
• L I~ w.t.t 1 .. · LSOOVt: 
Fe<j.,., LUST ft •. ~OOYl: 

Ali aoct>unto If. payable to T,cp,c Oil Company . M1titnI-Oll<lV COlN\ly. FlOnda 
PRiCeS AND EXTENSIONS SUBJECT TO CORRECTION 
S>!ORTAGES MUST BE NOTED AT TIME OF OEUI/ERV 
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000100 061 

- - .-- ---- --~ 
Fuel SurCharge I 3.46 , 
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~~ .""nvoice I _~_~~S3 ! 
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Freight i ----o7jO i 
---Sales Tex ',' 66.59 I i 

.------.--.... ) I~Total . $1.023.12 i 
E -



TROPIC OIL 
CO.PANY 

10002 NW 89th Ave 
Miami, Flonda 33178 
Miami-Dade: (305) 888-4611 
Toll Free: 1 (866) 645-3835 
Fax: (305) 887-3166 
www.tropicoil.com 

Sold To: 
BISCAYNE BAY PILOTS 
2911 PORT BLVO. 
MIAMI. FL 33132-2043 
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USE ONLY. PENALTY FOil TAXABLE USE 
-OFF HIGHW'lV/NOT LEGAL FOR MOTOR VEHICLE 
USE.-
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CUMMINS I CEDERBERG 
Coastal & Marine Engineering 

March 17, 2017 

Capt. Bronson Stubbs 
BISCA YNE BAY PILOTS 

2911 Port Blvd. 

Miami, FL 33132 

Re: REVIEW OF BIDS FOR THE PROPOSED BISCAYNE BAY PILOTS PROJECT 

Dear Captain Stubbs: 

D Ol ~ 8800 

The following is a summary of the review of bids obtained for the proposed Biscayne Bay Pilots Project 

(Project). Cummins Cederberg, Inc. (Cummins Cederberg) was retained to assist Biscayne Bay Pilots in 

soliciting bids from marine contractors and providing a summary comparison of the received bids. 

The following marine contractors were contacted and invited to provide bids: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Betancourt Construction, Inc. (BCI) 

Dock and Marine Construction (DM) 

Ebsary Foundation Company (EF) 

Kearns Construction Company (KCC) 

Max Marine and Foundation, Inc. (MMF) 

Shoreline Foundation Inc. (SFI) 

Bids were received from EF, KCC and SF I, while the other contractors did not provide a bid for the Project. 

Bid Comparison 
Bidders were requested to provide their r~spective bids on a supplied bid form with a breakdown of 

individual components for the Project. Table 1 below, provides a comparison of contractor bid prices for 

each identified item. Sub-total and Total values were adopted directly from the contractor-provided bid 

form. Table 2 provides a summary of proposed schedule timeframes, which were submitted within the bid 

form. 

Cummins I Cederberg 
7550 Red Road, Suite 217, South Miami, Florida 33143 

Phone: +1 3057765028· Fax: +1 305974 1969 
info@CumminsCederberg.com • www.CumminsCederberg.com 



Biscayne Bay Pilots 
March 17, 2017 
Page 2 of6 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7a 

7b 

8 

9 

10 

11 

TABLE I-BID PRICE COMPARISON 

't • - - :;-,. 
, "~. 

Description 

General 

Mobilization $42,500 $10,000 

Existing Seawall Repair $6,760 $7,000 

Sub Total $49,260 $17,000 

Demolition and 
Disposal 

Concrete Deck Slabs $17,000 $13,000 

Pile Caps $24,000 $23,000 

Fender System & Misc. 
$12,000 $7,000 

Items 

Sub Total $53,000 $43,000 

Concrete Dock 

Concrete Pile Cap $58,400 $20,000 

Concrete Deck Slabs 
$12,000 $12,500 

(13' - 8") 

Concrete Deck Slabs 
$12,000 $12,500 

(13') 

Closure Pour $13,952 $17,000 

Timber Fender Pile $55,000 $44,000 

Timber Mooring Pile 
$31,500 $20,200 

Cluster 

Steel Pipe Mooring Pile $11 ,100 $24,397 

Cummins I Cederberg 
7550 Red Road, Suite 217· South Miami , Florida 33143 

Phone: +13057416155' Fax: +13059741969 
info@CumminsCederberg.com • www.CumminsCederberg.com 

38800 

$44,800 

$15,200 

$60,000 

$26,410 

$54,096 

$48,153 

$128,659 

$72,216 

$16,245 

$15,700 

$9,472 

$64,130 

$35,376 

$50,868 



Biscayne Bay Pilots 
March 17,2017 
Page 3 of6 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Sub Total $193,952 $150,597 

Miscellaneous Items 

Fire Extinguisher $1,500 $600 

Light Posts $10,000 $8,000 

Water Spigot & Piping $1,800 $2,000 

15" Cleats $4,920 $3,500 

Aluminum Ladder $2,300 $300 

Sub Total $20,520 $14,400 

Bid Total $316,732 $224,997 

TABLE 2 - TIME OF COMPLETION .. . .,' , . . 

Description 

2 

Substantial Completion 
(Calendar Days After 

60 60 
Securing Regulatory 

Permits) 

Completed and Ready 
for Final Payment 

(Calendar Days After 80 
Securing Regulatory 

Permits) 

Cummins I Cederberg 
7550 Red Road, Suite 217· South Miami, Florida 33143 

Phone: +1305741 6155' Fax: +13059741969 
info@CumminsCederberg.com • www.CumminsCederberg.com 

38800 

$264,007 

$671 

$21,346 

$5,576 

$3,336 

$644 

$31,573 

$484,239 

75 

90 



April 1 0,2017 

Capt. Bronson Stubbs 
Biscayne Bay Pilots 
2911 Port Blvd. 
Miami, FL 33132 

G 

Dud )', (, l [!)(H ation 

D -H 
SHIPBUILDING 

Subject: Preliminary Proposal for 52 Foot Pilo~t~B~o~a~t _------- -------

Dear Captain Stubbs: 

Enclosed is a Preliminary Specification and General Arrangement plan for a typical 52 
foot St. Johns Class Pilot boat. Since 1999 we have delivered 7 of this class plus one 
currently under construction . It is similar to the 53 foot Chesapeake of which we have 
built 17 since 2003 plus 2 currently under construction. It's important to note that 
while both classes have been around for a long time and are well proven, the designs 
have not been static. We continue to make improvements in the hull, propulsion 
systems and structural design using feedback from pilots and operators. 

Preliminary Pricing for a 52 foot St Johns Class is as Follows: 

• Base Boat- in accordance with the attached specification including, two- 715 
Bhp Caterpillar C-18's main engines, Twin Disc 5136A Gears, Single station 
Twin Disc EC-300 controls, Seastar powered hydraulic steering system, 7 
pump bilge system, 9 kW generator, 32,000 Btu of NC system, 8" fendering, 
690 gallons of Fuel, 6 Llebroc Pilot Seats, rotating rescue davit, stern recess, 
$40,000 Navigation Electronics package allowance, Simple forecastle lined and 
insulated ... ... .. ....... .... .. .. .. ..... ... ..... . ..... . ...... '" ... ... ..... . ... .. .... . $2,089,000 

• Roof Boarding System ... .......... .. .. . ..... . .. . .. ... . .. . .. . ....... .. .. . .......... .. $24,250 

• Aft control Station with steering and engine controls .. . ... .............. . ... $11,500 

• Humphree Interceptor Trim Control System ..... . .. ..... .. ... .... ...... ...... .. $25,950 

Given our current commitments the delivery would be about 24 months from placing 
the order. 

We would very much like to meet with your group to discuss our vessels, capabilities 
and experience. We would be happy to meet in Miami but think it would be better to 
meet on one of our similar pilot boats. After this we could provide a more detailed 
project specific proposal. 

"ince 1955 

, I r ,1 , ;, : ,1, ,(,: '''II I(rl "'.'[ fv'iA 021 ~: 1, . USA (GMT-S) . fE: I: S08-61G-859G 

OEStG ERS· BUIl.DERS 



Thank you for the opportunity and we look forward to hearing from you. 

President 
Director of Business Development 

Enclosures: 

Preliminary 52-foot pilot boat specification 
General Arrangement- Cape Fear III 
General Arrangement - Mississippi Delta 
Gladding-Hearn Pilot Boat List 
Photos St. Johns Class 



William R. Potter 
Accredited Marine Surveyor 
Certified Marine Surveyor 

305.989.9100 
billpotter@ymail.com 
P.O. Box 560-532 
Miami, FL 33256-0532 

SURVEY#0317-17 
Queen Craft 43 Pilot Boat 

"BISCA YNE" 
21 March 2017 page 2 of 17 

This is to certify that at the request of, and prepared exclusively for The Biscayne Bay Pilots 
Association, the undersigned did on the 21 st of March 2017, attend survey on a 1976 Queen 
Craft 43 Pilot boat "BISCAYNE" while disabled at her berth undergoing drive line repairs at the 
Biscayne Bay Pilot station at the Port of Miami in Miami, Florida. 

Present at the time of survey was Boatman Brett Dudas, and Bobby Bourne, who assisted in any 
manor requested. 

Except where noted demonstrations of the boat, machinery, and equipment were not conducted. 
Inspections were made through access hatches and openings where possible. No destructive 
testing was done, and no major removals were made. All measurements were taken from 
manufacturer's literature, plates aboard the vessel, and recognized reference material. No actual 
measurements were taken. 

Purpose of the survey was to inspect and determine the general condition of the boat, and her 
equipment. 

The following is a report of the findings: 

PARTICULARS: 

Name: 
Hailing Port: 
Registry: 

00578383 09220105 
Hull # 
Power: 
Length: 
Beam: 
Draft: 
Weight: 
Year keel was laid: 
Builder: 
Owner/Requester: 

"BISCA YNE" 
MIAMI, FL 
US578383 Decal #: 09220097 

3 
Twin diesel inboards 
43' 11" approx. 
13' 3" approx. 
Unknown 
17 net registered tons 
1976 
Queen Craft - Panama City, Florida 
Biscayne Bay Pilots Association 



SURVEY#0317-17 
"BISCAYNE" 

SUMMARY: 

1976 Queen Craft 43 
21 March 2017 page 15 of 17 

With continually ongoing maintenance and service, this 1976 Queen Craft 43, "BISCA YNE",jor the 
present time, is generally considered to be in serviceable condition. Aluminum vessels, while generally 
strong and durable, are constantly under assault from corrosion, and require periodic repair/ refitting to 
maintain serviceability. This 1976 Queen Craft 43 Pilot Boat "BISCAYNE", is approaching 41 years of 
age. She was last refit in 2009. 

• Hull and superstructure have moderate corrosion damage. 
Aluminum hulls, while strong, are susceptible to constant, and sometimes rapid damage from 
corrosion. Deterioration and leakage caused by constant exposure to salt water can rapidly turn 
what was once a strong boat into a weak, unreliable, potentially unsafe vessel. 

• Current engine/ transmission run time is 12,900+ hours. 
The main engines and transmissions have a service life/ life expectancy of 20,000 hours. Note 
that as engine/ transmissions' agel run times increases, they break down/ fail more often; 
rendering the vessel unreliable, and potentially unsafe. 

• Genset run time is 16,000+ hours. 
Genset has exceeded its expected service life, and is running on borrowed time. Vessel climate 
control and battery charger rely on genset supplied electricity to function. 

To extend the reliable service life of this 1976 Queen Craft 43, "BISCAYNE", the following refit 
projects will need to be commenced within the next 3-5 years: 

Summary, continued, next page; 



SURVEY#0317-17 
"BISCAYNE" 

1976 Queen Craft 43 
21 March 2017 

1. Hull/ deck! superstructure corrosion damage-

page 16 of17 

Haul vessel, remove rub rail, remove attached fixtures, remove interior 
and remove windows. Sand blast hull/ deck! superstructure to remove 
corrosion damage. Cut out remaining severely corrosion damaged 
aluminum plating/ structures. Weld in new aluminum plating/ structures, 
and grind to fair/level out. Apply Alodine/ Alumiprep prime to stabilize 
metal. Repair all damaged/ repaired areas with fairing putty. Prep, prime, 
and paint top coat. Replace windows, interior, and fixtures 
Contract price 
Estimated cost: $90,000.00- $140,000.00 depending on the extent of 
damage discovered when paint is stripped away. 

2. Current engine/ transmission run time is 15,000+ hours. 
Remove interior, remove old engines/ transmissions. Clean engine space. 
Install new engines/ transmissions. Realign engine/ transmissions and 
propeller shafts. Test, and verify function. 
Contract price 
Estimated cost: $150,000.00 

3. Genset beyond expected life expectancy-
Remove genset, clean area, install new genset, hook up all controls, fuel, 
exhaust and electrical. Test 
Remove genset, replace 
8 K W Phasor genset 
Misc. 
Estimated cost: $10,340.00 

$ 1,440.00 
$ 8,700.00 
$ 200.00 

Estimated total cost of required refit: $250,034.00-$300,034.00 

NOTE: It can always be expected that additional hidden deterioration will be found when refitting/ 

repairs are commenced. Cost over runs of 10-20% are not uncommon. This should be anticipated. 

Conclusion, next page,' 



SURVEY#0317-17 
"BISCAYNE" 

CONCLUSION: 

1976 Queen Craft 43 
21 March 2017 page 17 of17 

Upon completion of the recommendations attached to this report, this 1976 Queen Craft Pilot boat, 
"BISCA YNE" is suitable for coastal service. She was found to be in serviceable condition, having been 
totally stripped and refitted in 2009. 

The approximate present day market value of this 1976 Queen Craft "BISCAYNE" is $350,000.00US. 

Replacement value would approximate $1 ,200,000.00US as new, as equipped, if available. 

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATION 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. The reported analysis, opinions, and 
conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, 

unbiased professional analysis, opinions, and conclusions. 1 have no present or prospective interest in 
the vessel that is the subject of this report, and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the 

parties involved. My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined value or 
direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment of a 
stipulate result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event. I have made a personal inspection of the vessel 

that is the subject of this report. 

This report should be considered as an entire document. No single section is meant to be used except as 
part of the whole. It is current to the named client for 30 days of undisturbed layup or the vessel's first 

use. Subsequent updating and transfer of the survey is solely the right of the surveyor. 

This report is submitted without prejudice and for the benefit of whom it may concern. This report does 
not constitute a warranty, either expressed or implied; nor does it warrant the future condition of the 

vessel. It is a statement of the apparent condition of the vessel limited by the scope of the inspection 
stated in the introduction at the time of survey only. 

The undersigned surveyor shall not be held liable for any errors, omissions, oversights, or failures . 

Respectfully submitted without prejudice, 

.- i 
I.L-/:(::~ 

William R. Potter, SAMS/A.M.S. #690, NAMS/C.M.S. #109-953 attending surveyor 
Bill Potter Marine Surveys 
Society of Accredited Marine Surveyors 
National Association of Marine Surveyors/ NAMSGlobal 



SURVEY #0217-15 

CONCLUSION: 

Queen Craft 43 
"MIAMI" 

February 14,2017 page 20 of20 

With ongoing maintenance and servicing as required, AS OF THE DATE OF THIS REPORT, this 1989 
Queen Craft 43 Pilot Boat, "MIAMI", as surveyed, is suitable for coastal service. She was found to be 
in serviceable condition but with numerous areas that will require significant future maintenance and 
refit. 

The approximate present day market value of this 1989 Queen Craft 43 Pilot Boat "MIAMI", 
in her present condition, is $300,OOO.OOUS. 

Replacement cost would approximate $1,200,OOO.00US as new, as equipped, if available. 

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATION 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. The reported analysis, opinions, and 
conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, 
unbiased professional analysis, opinions, and conclusions. I have no present or prospective interest in 
the vessel that is the subject of this report, and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the 
parties involved. My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined value or 
direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment of a 
stipulate result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event. I have made a personal inspection of the vessel 
that is the subject of this report. 
This report should be considered as an entire document. No single section is meant to be used except as 
part of the whole. It is current to the named client for 30 days of undisturbed layup or the vessel's first 
use. Subsequent updating and transfer of the survey is solely the right of the surveyor. 
This report is submitted without prejudice and for the benefit of whom it may concern. This report does 
not constitute a warranty, either expressed or implied; nor does it warrant the future condition of the 
vessel. It is a statement of the apparent condition of the vessel limited by the scope of the inspection 
stated in the introduction at the time of survey only. 
The undersigned surveyor shall not be held liable for any errors, omissions, oversights, or failures. 

Respectfully submitted without prejudice, 

William R. Potter, SAMS/A.M.S. #690, NAMS/C.M.S. #109-953 attending surveyor 
Bill Potter Marine Surveys 
Society of Accredited Marine Surveyors 
National Association of Marine Surveyors/ NAMSGlobal 



William R. Potter 
Accredited Marine Surveyor 
Certified Marine Surveyor 

305.989.9100 
billpoUer@ymail.com 
P.O. Box 560-532 
Miami, FL 33256-0532 

SURVEY#0217-15 
Queen Craft 43 

"MIAMI" 
14 February 2017 page 3 of20 

This is to certify that at the request of, and prepared exclusively for The Biscayne Bay Pilots 
Association, the undersigned did on the 14th of February 2017, attend survey on a 1989 Queen 
Craft 43 Pilot boat, "MIAMI" while on the hard while undergoing maintenance at Hurricane 
Cove Marina in Miami, Florida. 

Present at the time of survey was Biscayne Bay Pilot's Association's Day man, Brett Dudas, who 
assisted in any manor requested. 

Except where noted, demonstrations of the boat, machinery, and equipment were not conducted. 
Inspections were made through access hatches and openings where possible. No destructive 
testing was done, and no major removals were made. All measurements were taken from 
manufacturer's literature, plates aboard the vessel, and recognized reference material. No actual 
measurements were taken. 

Purpose of the survey was to inspect and determine the general condition of the vessel and her 
equipment, and the approximate fair market value. 

The following is a report of the findings: 

PARTICULARS: 

Name: 
Hailing Port: 
Registry: 
Hull # 

9 
Power: 
Length: 
Beam: 
Draft: 
Displacement: 
Year keel was laid: 
Builder: 
Owner/Requester: 

Decal #: 08047287 

D0942987 09220097 

Twin diesel inboards 
43' 9" approx. 
13'2" approx. 
Unknown 
18 registered tons 
1989 
Queen Craft - Panama City, Florida 
Biscayne Bay Pilots Association 



William R. Potter 
Accredited Marine Surveyor 
Certified Marine Surveyor 

305.989.9100 
billpotter@ymail.com 
p.o. Box 560-532 
Miami, FL 33256-0532 

SURVEY#0317-17 
Gladding Hearn 52 

"VIZCA Y A" 
22 March 2017 page 2 of 18 

This is to certify that at the request of, and prepared exclusively for The Biscayne Bay Pilots 
Association, the undersigned did on the 22nd of March 2017, survey on a 1994 Gladding Hearn 
52' Pilot boat, "Vizcaya", while at her berth at the Biscayne Bay Pilot station at the Port of 
Miami in Miami, Florida. 

Present at the time of survey was Dayman Brett Dudas, and Boatman Roy Forrest, who assisted 
in any manor requested. 

Except where noted, demonstrations of the boat, machinery, and equipment were not conducted. 
Inspections were made through access hatches and openings where possible. No destructive 
testing was done, and no major removals were made. All measurements were taken from 
manufacturer's literature, plates aboard the vessel, and recognized reference material. No actual 
measurements were taken. 

Purpose of the survey was to inspect and determine the general condition of the boat and her 
equipment. 

The following is a report of the findings: 

PARTICULARS: 

Name: 
Hailing Port: 
Registry: 
Hull # 

Power: 
Length: 
Beam: 
Draft: 
Displacement: 
Year keel was laid: 
Builder: 
Owner/Requester: 

"VIZCAYA" 
MIAMI,FL 
US 1026288 
P-291 

Twin diesel inboards 
52' approx. 
17' approx. 
Unknown 
42 registered tons 
1994 

Decal#: 08047291 

Dulclos Corp.! Gladding Hearn 
Biscayne Bay Pilots Association 



SURVEY#0317-17 
"VIZCA Y A" 

SUMMARY: 

Gladding Hearn 52 
22 March 2015 page 16 of 18 

With continually ongoing maintenance and service, this 1994 Gladding Hearn 52 Pilot Boat, 
"VIZCA Y A",jor the present time, is generally considered to be in serviceable condition. 
Aluminum vessels, while generally strong and durable, are constantly under assault from 
corrosion, and require periodic repair/ refitting to maintain serviceability. This 1994 Gladding 
Hearn 52 Pilot Boat "VIZCA Y A", is approaching 23 years of age. She was last refit over a 
decade ago. 

• Hull and superstructure have moderate corrosion damage. 
Aluminum hulls, while strong, are susceptible to constant, and sometimes rapid damage 
from corrosion. Deterioration and leakage caused by constant exposure to salt water can 
rapidly turn what was once a strong boat into a weak, unreliable, potentially unsafe 
vessel. 

• Genset run time is 7,000+ hours. 
Genset is approaching the end of its expected service life, and is approaching the end of 
its expected service life of 10,000 hours. Vessel climate control and battery charger rely 
on genset supplied electricity to function. 

To extend the reliable service life of this 1994 Gladding Hearn 52 Pilot Boat, "VIZCA YA", the 
following refit projects will need to be commenced within the next 3-5 years: 

1. Hull/ deck! superstructure corrosion damage-
Haul vessel, remove rub rail, remove attached fixtures, remove 
interior and remove windows. Sand blast hull/ deck! superstructure 
to remove corrosion damage. Cut out remaining severely corrosion 
damaged aluminum plating/ structures. Weld in new aluminum 
plating/ structures, and grind to fair/ level out. Apply Alodine/ 
Alumiprep prime to stabilize metal. Repair all damaged/ repaired 
areas with fairing putty. Prep, prime, and paint top coat. Replace 
windows, interior, and fixtures 
Contract price 
Estimated cost: $45,000.00- $90,000.00 depending on the extent 
of damage discovered when paint is stripped away. 

2. Genset approaching expected life expectancy-
Remove genset, clean area, install new genset, hook up all 
controls, fuel, exhaust and electrical. Test 
Remove genset, replace $ 1,440.00 
8 KW Phasor genset $ 8,700.00 
Misc. $ 200.00 
Estimated cost: $10,340.00 

Summary. continued. next page; 



SURVEY#0317-17 
"VIZCAYA" 

Gladding Hearn 52 
22 March 2015 

Estimated total cost of required refit: $55,340.00-$100,340.00 

page 17 of18 

NOTE: It can always be expected that additional hidden deterioration will be found when 
refitting/ repairs are commenced. Cost over runs of 10-20% are not uncommon. This should be 

anticipated. 

Conclusion, next page; 



SURVEY#0317-17 
"VIZCAYA" 

CONCLUSION: 

Gladding Hearn 52 
22 March 2015 page 18 of18 

Upon completion of the recommendations attached to this report, this 1994 Gladding Hearn 
52' Pilot boat "VIZCAYA", is suitable for coastal service. She was found to be in serviceable 
overall condition, but with significant refit expenses anticipated in the near future. 

The approximate present day market value of this 1994 Gladding Hearn 52' Pilot boat 

"VIZCAY A" is $500,000.00US. 

Replacement cost would approximate $1 ,800,000.00US as new, as equipped, if available. 

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATION 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. The reported analysis, 
opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, 
and are my personal, unbiased professional analysis, opinions, and conclusions. I have no present 
or prospective interest in the vessel that is the subject of this report, and I have no personal 
interest or bias with respect to the parties involved. 
My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined value or direction in 
value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment of a 
stipulate result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event. 
I have made a personal inspection of the vessel that is the subject of this report. 
This report should be considered as an entire document. No single section is meant to be used 
except as part of the whole. 
It is current to the named client for 30 days of undisturbed layup or the vessel's first use. 
Subsequent updating and transfer of the survey is solely the right of the surveyor. 
This report is submitted without prejudice and for the benefit of whom it may concern. This 
report does not constitute a warranty, either expressed or implied; nor does it warrant the future 
condition of the vessel. It is a statement of the apparent condition of the vessel limited by the 
scope of the inspection stated in the introduction at the time of survey only. 

The undersigned surveyor shall not be held liable for any errors, omissions, oversights, or 

failures. 

Respectfully submitted without prejudice, 

, ~\ . "" 

c,·;.., ;: f~~;)l:~~~2Y 

William R. Potter, SAMS/A.M.S. #690, NAMS/C.M.S. #109-953 attending surveyor 
Bill Potter Marine Surveys 
Society of Accredited Marine Surveyors 
National Association of Marine Surveyors/ NAMSGlobal 
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Table A.2: Estimate Cost of Construction 

Element Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost 
Mobilization 1 EA $ 5,000 $ 5,000 
Demolition 1 EA $ 20,000 $ 20,000 
Pile Caps 8 EA $ 2,500 $ 20,000 
Deck Slabs 6 EA $ 10,000 $ 60,000 
Bulkhead Repairs EA $ 2,000 $ 2,000 
Debris Removal & Disposal EA $ 5,000 $ 5,000 

Sub-Total $ 112,000 
Contingency (10%) $ 11,200 

EngineeringlPermitting $ 15,000 
Permit Fees (12%) $ 13,440 

TOTAL $ 151,640 

A-4 
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4.0 Ev ALVA TION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 Concrete Deck Slabs 

CUMMINS I CEDERBERG 
Coastal and MaI"ine Engineering 

All of the concrete slabs exhibited cracking at varying levels, specifically along the edge face 
associated with mounting hardware for the fenders. Select slabs exhibited more advanced spalling, 

as well as exposed steel. Slabs 4,5 and 6, situated on the outer segment of the southeast pier were 
observed to be in a more advanced state of deterioration as compared to the slabs of the inner 
segment. 

In addition to increased permeability of aged concrete, cracks allow for chlorides from salt water 
to penetrate the steel reinforcement's protective layer causing the steel to rust and expand resulting 

in spalling. In locations of advanced cracking and spalling, treatment of any exposed reinforcing 
steel and patching of the concrete should be performed to inhibit future corrosion and expanded 

deterioration. Concrete repairs usually involve the removal of the unsound concrete, preparation 
of the concrete surface, cleaning of the corroded steel and patching with a specified repair mortar 

In general, deck slabs 2 and 3 were found to be in fair condition, deck slabs 4 and 5 in poor 
condition and deck slab 6 in poor to serious condition. The outer slabs appear to have limited 
protection from incoming waves, and thus might experience wave splash more frequently as 
compared to the slabs on the inner segment perpendicular to the bulkhead. However, deck slab 1 

is an exception, because this location is subject to wave impacts due to reflection off the adjacent 
bulkhead. The location of slab 1 is not only subject to additional wave splash and saltwater 
exposure, but also direct loads due to wave uplift forces. Consideration should be given to 
alternative materials for slab, which would allow relief of the uplift pressure, such as a combination 
of concrete and grating. 

The remaining service life of the concrete slabs is estimated at 0 to 5 years depending on the slab 
as well as the degree and severity of spalling and cracking. Repairs would likely extend the service 
life of the slabs approximately 5 to 10 years. However, due to the extent of repairs required, slab 
replacement would be recommended over repairs for slabs 1, 5 and 6. 

4.2 Concrete Pile Caps 

The inspected concrete pile caps exhibited cases of moderate to severe cracking with rust. In 
addition, various sized chips and spalling with exposed steel were present on the caps (Refer to 
Table A.I). Caps 2,3, 7 and 8 were found to be in poor to serious condition. The remaining service 
life of the concrete pile caps is estimated at 5 to lO years depending on the degree and severity of 
spalling and cracking. Properly performed repairs would likely extend the service life of the pile 
caps approximately 5 to 10 years. However, due to the condition of the pile caps the cost of 

6 
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CUMMINS I CEDERBERG 
Coastal and Marine Engineering 

extensive repairs would likely be greater than the additional life obtained, as compared with 
constructing new pile caps. 

4.3 Concrete Piles 

The inspected concrete piles were generally in fair condition. Potential areas that might require 
repairs were not observed. The remaining service life of the concrete piles is estimated at 15 to 30 
years. 

4.4 Cost Estimate 

Based on the findings of the inspection, a preliminary cost estimate to replace the superstructure 

elements of the pier (pile caps, slabs and fenders) is provided in Table A.2 in Appendix A. The 

cost estimate is based on utilizing the existing piles. In addition, deterioration of the adjacent 
bulkhead cap was observed. Repairs to the bulkhead cap are recommended to capitalize on the 

mobilization of a marine contractor, as well as removal of miscellaneous debris from the seabed. 

4.5 Alternative Layout 

A cursory evaluation of an alternative slip configuration was conducted. A sketch of an alternative 

layout is provided as Figure B.3 in Appendix B. The revised configuration would utilize the 

existing piles from the perpendicular segment of the pier, but would require removal of the entire 
parallel segment. A second perpendicular pier would then be constructed with all new elements. 
The overall footprint of dock would remain approximately the same, however, the cost for the 

alternative layout would increase from maintaining the existing layout, as new piles would be 

required for both the structure and mooring. The revised layout would allow for berthing of four 
vessels perpendicular to the shoreline. 

The assessment and recommendations are based on the data obtained from the field observations. 
This report may not account for unseen variations that may exist among existing conditions due to 
the limit of underwater visibility, heavy marine growth, and hidden features of the marina 
structures. The services performed by Cummins Cederberg are consistent with the degree of care 
and skill ordinarily exercised by and consistent with the standards of the engineering profession 

practicing at the same time, under similar circumstances and in the same or a similar location as 

the Project. No other warranty, express or implied, is herewith made. 
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MRMG 
Miami River Marine Group 
3033 NW North River Dri ve 
Miami. Florida 33142 
Telephone: 305.637.7977 
Fax: 305.637.794·9 
in fo@m iamiriverrnarinegroup.Drg 
In ia m i ri ver rna ri n cgrou p.org 

Aprils, 2017 

Richard H. Law, CPA 
2075 Centre Pointe Boulevard, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32308 

Re: Board of Pilot Commissioners' Investigative Committee-Biscayne Bay-pilotage fee 
adjustment. 

Dear Mr. Law: 

For over twenty five years the Miami River Marine Group has represented the marine industry at 
the Port of Miami River--at its peak, the fifth largest port in Florida(*)--on this 5.5 mile federal 
navigable channel. The Miami River hosts a variety of shipping terminals, ocean cargo carriers 
and shipyards among its marine industry businesses. The shallow-draft Miami River cargo ' 
shipping industry, in particular, is centered on short-sea shipping throughout the Caribbean and 
broader Western Hemisphere-serving as a vital and growing link to international trade and 
commerce. Thankfully today, since the Miami River's slow-down as a result of the Great 
Recession, we have experienced a slow, yet steady path toward regaining our full economic 
potential 

The Miami River cargo shipping industry is largely dependent upon the high quality, consistent 
expertise and efficient operation of Biscayne Bay Pilots; and, consequently, we are very concerned 
about any pilotage fee rate decrease. The Committee's determination of any rate decreases, while 
unintended, could likely result in the Biscayne Bay Pilots' need to re-evaluate their workforce 
staffing, scheduling and ultimately result in delays in service to the Port of Miami River and slow 
our marine industry'S economic recovery and planned cargo shipping growth on the Miami River. 
Furthermore, given the level of importance the Biscayne Bay Pilots have on the safe and efficient 
movement of cargo to the Miami River, we can fully support the Biscayne Bay Pilots' petition for a 
pilotage fee rate adjustment that will meet the needs of the Port of Miami River. 

After twenty years of no rate increases, the Biscayne Bay Pilots are warranted in their request for 
a rate adjustment to keep up with the increasing costs and growing demands to keep the Miami 
River cargo shipping community flowing safely, on time and ready to meet our economic 
potential. 

~~ 
4?n;ce L. Bro~...( .. " 
President 

(*)Biscayne Bay Economic Study, SFWMD, 2005 

Founded in 1988, The Miami River Marine Group (MRMG), a SOI(c)(6), Florida not-for-profit trade association, is an alliance or shipping terminals, ocean cargo carriers, 
boatyards. marinas, construction companies, tugboat operators, mllrine related businesses suppliers. professionals, individuals and area businesses supporti ng the Miami Ri ... er--
joined together to create II climate for success and growth for Ille m2rine indw:01rY lind community interests supporting Miami's "working river" 
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Before the Investigative Committee 
of the 

Rate Review Committee 
April 4, 2017 

Comments on behalf of the 
International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots 

on the 
FCCA and Biscayne Bay Pilots Association 

Applications for a Change in Rates of Pilotage 
by 

Captain George A. Quick, Vice President, MMdP 

My name is George A. Quick, For the record I am the vice president of the 
International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots. Our organization represents 
the masters and deck officers on u.s. flag ships and S tat e pilots in all the major 
ports throughout the United States. I heod the Pilot Membership Group of that 
organization and as part of my duties I monitor pi lot age rates and regulations in 
the various States. As a result of representing State pilots on a national level I am 
familiar with the conditions and standards that prevail in pilotage throughout the 
United States, including compensation, retirement programs and working conditions. In 
the past I represented the International Maritime Pilots Association at the 
International Maritime Organization. That is the London based United Nations 
organization that regulates international shipping. So, I am also generally familiar with 
the international standards and regulations the apply to pilots and shipping on a global 
basis. As our organization also represents ship captains and navigating officers' I am 
familiar with the compensation, pension plans and working conditions of officers on U.S. 

flag vessels. 

As this is a rehearing of the 2014 application of the FCCA for a reduction in 
pilotage rates I assume that the comments I submitted on May 27, 2014 are still part 
of the record. The BBPA have subsequently submitted an application for an increase in 



pilotage rates and attached my comments from 2014 as part of that application. Those 

comments are still valid with the exception that it is anticipated that pilot 

compensation in other areas over the last three years has increased. 

As the current hearing has the additional issue of a rate increase and more 

information is now available than at the last hearing, I offer these updated and 

amended comments for consideration. 

There are baSically four issues before the Committee; 

1. The distribution of the costs of maintaining a port safety system over 

the users on a fair and equitable basis. 

2. The prevailing comparable compensation for pilots'. 

3. An appropriate complement or staffing level and workload for pilots. 

4. An appropriate retirement program and how is it accounted for as a 

benefit and as an expense item. 

Distribution of costs 

Historically pilotage charges have always been based on the potential earning 

capacity or productivity of the ship. In the past pilotage charges were based on 

the draft or how deep the ship was in the water. This was a rough estimation of 

how much cargo it was carrying. As ship building technology advanced and ships 

increased dramatically in size with little increase in draft it became apparent that 

draft no longer represented productivity and pilotage authorities throughout the 

U.S., and worldwide, have changed to either Gross Tonnage or other formulas that 

measure the cubic volume of a ship as the basis for pilotage charges. It should be 

noted that Gross Tonnage is not a measurement of weight, but a measurement of 

cubic volume with 100 cubic feet equivalent to one gross ton. The current tonnage 

measurement rules became effective for all ships in 1994 and were adopted for 

the very purpose of determining a ships carrying capacity or productivity for the 

function of calculating port dues and charges. 



It should be recognized that pilotage is not just a commercial service to the 

individual ship, but a public safety service. As a matter of public policy it is in the 

interest of the public to have a pilot on all ships, large or small, that may be a 

threat to other ships as well as to the port facilities and the marine environment. 

Basing pilotage charges on tonnage brings the smaller low tonnage ship with low 

earning potential into the pilotage system at a charge commensurate with their 

ability to pay. As pointed out in the 2014 Investigative Report regardless of their 

category a s a cruise or cargo ship, larger than average ships subsidize the cost 

of piloting smaller than average ships in all ports. This has been accepted 

nationally and internationally as a fair, just and reasonable distribution of the 

costs of maintaining a public safety service over the users. It ensures that small 

ships can afford to have a pilot onboard to protect not only themselves but all ship 

traffic in the port and the port's facilities. It is also universally accepted in the 

industry as the normal basis for assessing nearly all port fees and charges. 

The 2014 Investigative Report also correctly concluded that a rate 

reduction for all cruise vessels regardless of size presents some disparities when 

compared to cQrgo vessels. Not all high tonnage ships are cruise ships and not all 

lower tonnage ships are cargo ships. Discriminating with lower charges for cruise 

ships of the same size (IS cargo ships is an unfair shifting of the costs of 

maintaining the pilotage system to the cargo ship sector of the industry. If cruise 

ships are to be granted an exception it will unfairly shift the costs of maintaining 

an equivalent level of service to the cargo sector. The cargo sector of the industry 

is now severely depressed as a result of a down turn in the global economy that has 

depressed international trade. This is in striking contrast to the cruise industry. 

The 10 cruise line brands within the Carnival Corporation are operating at an 

astounding occupancy rate of 105.9%1 with 2016 net profits of $2.6 billion2 - $500 

million higher than 2015 and more than double the 2013 profits. 

There is absolutely no basis for discriminating in pilotage rates between 

cruise ships ond cargo ships. The argument that cruise ships should pay an 

1 
Carnival Corporation Annual Report, 2016, Pg. 70 

2 
Carnival Corporation Annual Report, 2016, Pg. 2 



arbitrary 25,},o less because they are generally of a higher average tonnage than 

<:6'"90 ships is not supported by any reasonable rationale. Each ship should pay its 

fair share of supporting a harbor safety system in Miami that protects all ships, 

the port Tocilities and the public in proportion to its size as measured by Gross 

Tonnage. Size reflects both its productivity from economy of scale and exposure 

to risks with size reducing the margins for error in very narrow restricted 

harbors. 

Pilot's compensation 

A review of the revised 2016 BSPA applicotion for an increase in pilotage rates 

indicates that their 2015 gross revenlJe from pilotage was $10,935,966 with 

operating expenses of $5,416,382 leaving a net revenue of $5,519,584. 3 That net 

revenue distributed among 16.58 pilots resulted in 2015 individual pilot net 

compensation of $332,906 4• 

The 2014 FCCA application indicated that 60'10 of the Miami gross revenue 

was generated by cruise ships. Applying that percentage to 2015 aBPA gross 

revenue of $10,935,966 would indicate that the cruise ships would have paid 

approximately $6,561,000 in pilotage revenue in 2015. A 251'0 reduction in rates 

for cruise ships would have resulted in a $1,640,000 reduction in BBPA net 

revenue. With 16.58 pilots, if the reduced rate had gone into effect it would have 

reduced each pilots net income by $98,938 in 2015. Resulting in 2015 individual 

pilot net income of $233,968 5. Net income would have fallen to $201,650 in 2016 6 

and below $200,000 by 2018 7• 

That level of compensation is not compatible with maintaining a viable 

pilotage system in Miami. It is far less than half the prevailing compensation for 

3 
BBPA Application, Page 5, 7(a) 

4 
B6PA Application, Page 5, 7(a) 

BBPA Application, Page 5, 7(a) ~ 2015 Avg. pilot income of $332,906 minus $98,938 ::: $233,968 

6 
aSPA Application, Page 5, 7{a) - 2016 Avg. pilot income of $287,987 minus $98,938 ::: $189,049 

7 
SSPA Application, Page 5, 7{a) - 2017 Avg. ",ilot income of $262,165 minus $98,938 ::: $163,221 



comparable pilots in the United States. It is in fact an existential threat to the 

pilotage system in Florida. It raises the issue of what is the real motive driving the 

FCCA in such an attack on the pilotage system. 

Since the last rate adjustment in 2002 the CPI has increased more than 

40i'o. The BBPAapplication requests an increase of 6i'o plus CPI in each of the next 

five years. That barely restores the rate to what it was 15 years ago in current 

dollars in the 5th projected year of the increase (2022). If granted it would result 

in a pilot net income in the 2nd projected year (2019) of $382,2358• That is 

considerably below the national average for comparable compensation of 

comparable pilots in the United States. If BBPA is to recruit and retain a high 

quality pilot complement and maintain the level of service that is expected in a 

major port, as mandated by Florida statutes, that level of increase is the minimum 

needed. 

It should be noted that the Chairman of the Executive Committee of FCCA 

is Micky Arison who is also Chairman and former CEO of the Carnival Corporation9• 

The Carnival Corporation owns 10 cruise lines (Carnival Cruise Line, Fathom, Holland 

America Line, Princess Cruises, Seabourn, AIDA Cruises, Costa Cruises, Cunard, 

P&O Cruises (Australia) and P&O Cruises (UK)). They presently dominate the 

industry with 48% of the global cruise market. They operate over 100 cruise ships 

with 19 new cruise ships on order lC'. They had revenue of over 16 billion in 2016 11 

that generated over $5 billion in available cash 12. It is questionable as to why the 

FCCA under Micky Arison's leadership is devoting so much time and resources to 

mount an attack on the BBPA pilots involving a relatively inSignificant $1.5 million 

reduction in pilotage CQsts in Miami. It amounts to less than a dollar and fifty 

8 
6BPA Application, Page 5, 7(b), date of projected year adjusted for One year delay. 

9 
Carnival Corporation Annual Reports can be obtained at: 

< http://www.carnlvalcorp.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=140690&p=irol-reportsannual> 

10 
Carnival Corporation Annual Report, 2016, pg. 1. 

11 
Carnival Corporation Annual Report, 2016, pg. 1 

Carnival Corporation Annual Report, 2016, pg. 2 



cents per passenger per cruise ship transit. And, pilotage costs are normally not a 

company expense but are passed on to the passenger as an additional surcharge for 

port costs. 

The answer may lie in the ongoing conflict over the past few years in the 

United States and Canada, as well as in some European countries, over the role of 

the pilot in the operation of Carnival Corporation cruise ships in their ports. It is 

well established in national, international and general maritime law that compulsory 

pilotage laws require ocean going ships entering a port to be navigated under the 

direction and control of a pilot licensed and accountable to local authorities. This 

accomplishes a number of things. It places the navigation of the ship in the most 

hazardous part of the voyage in the hands of an expert in local conditions and close 

quarters ship handling. In addition, it ensures that pilots' assessing the risk 

factors inherent in the handling of ships in close quarters under the dynamic 

conditions of a port take the public interest in safety into account. The law places 

the pilot in the position of a risk control manager accountable to the State. In 

order for a ship to move in compulsory pilotage areas there has to be an agreement 

between the captain and the pilot as to adequate safety margins and acceptable 

risks. This provides needed checks and balances in a sofety system that serves the 

public;: interest in preventing maritime accidents, 

It is clear from the application of the FCCA and testimony at the last 

hearing that rather than focusing on the economic impact on their operations the 

focus of the FCCA is to attock both the role of the pilot and the need for a pilot 

on cruise ships. Their main issue is one of control over the pilot and a weakening of 

pilotage as a safety system that can affect their economic interests. A 25% 

reduction for cruise ships that represent 60% of BSPA revenue would threaten the 

future of pilotage as a viable safety system in Miami. It is apparent that is the 

FCCA's goal. And, it is not limited to Miami. Micky Arison has stated thot Port 

Everglades is next followed by Port Canaveral and then the rest of the ports in the 

United States. It is clearly an attack on a regulatory system using defunding as a 

wf$opon. 



Pilot staffing cannOT be based on average workload as the FCCA position implies 

and still provide a dependable service. Ships do not arrive and depart spaced 

out at regular average intervals. Cruise ships arrive on schedules that fit 

passenger demands creating peak periods of activity requiring a necessary 

surge capability in pilot staffing. If pilot staffing were based on average 

traffic levels the result would be inevitable delays during those peak traffic 

periods. Any potential savings in pilotage costs would quickly be eroded by 

potential increases in fuel and lost labor cost5.13 It is standard practice in 

pilotage systems to staff to anticipated peak traffic periods. Imagine the impact 

of delaying a single cruise ship on a tight schedule with more than 5,000 

passengers onboard committed to airline reservations and with more than 

5,000 new passengers on the dock waiting to board because the ship arrived 

during a peak traffic period and pilot staffing levels were not adequate to meet 

the demand for services on a timely basis. 

Miami is the largest cruise ship port in the world. The port 

infrastructure is built around the capability to handle cruise ships and tens of 

thousands of arriving and departing passengers during peak periods within 

compressed time slots. Coordinating the movement of mUltiple cruise ships 

during peak periods, integrating their movement into the traffic flow of the 

port and doing it safely, on time and without delays requires an adequate pilot 

complement, skilled support personnel and well maintained and backed up 

equipment. The BBPA operation is built around satisfying the peak demands of 

the cruise ships. While the FCCA's position is the cruise ships pay a 

disproportionate share of maintaining the pilotage system, it could eaSily be 

argued that they should be charged a premium for the special preference and 

demands they place upon the system beyond what is demanded by the cargo 

sector. 

The FCCA application attempts to redefine workload as only time actually 

piloting the ship. The Florida statutory guidelines direct the Committee to 

consider the time actually on piloting duty and the additional time spent on 

13 
2014 Investigative Committee Report, pg. 9 



support services. The 2014 Investigative Committee Report determined that in 

applying the statutory guidelines the pilots are on piloting duty 2709 hours per 

year plus the additional time spent on essential support services when not on 

pilpting duty.14 In comparison a normal work schedule is 40 hours a week for 50 

weeks or 2000 hours a year. The pilots currently have a work schedule that is 

about 50% higher than the average worker. The FCCA's proposal that the 

pilot's workload should be increased to reduce costs is clearly irrational. 

Retirement program 

The FCCA devotes a considerable amount of effort in their application to attack 

the pilot's retirement program. Their main arguments can be reduced to two issues. 

It is not a tax deferred qualified ERISA plan funded from present income to meet 

a future obligation. And, the level of benefit at 501'0 of a pilot's compensation is 

deemed "exorbitant" in the FCCA's opinion. There is a need to put the retirement 

program in proper perspective. 

In the 19th century and early 20th century tax exempt funded pension plans 

were unheard of and it was normal practice to pay pensions from current revenue 

or an individual set aside after tax dollars for retirement. The ERISA laws and 

regulations that permit funded pension plans to be established with tax sheltered 

dollars are relatively new in the time frame of pilot associations that date back to 

the colonial era and to the mid-19th century in their present form. When the 

ERISA laws and funded pension plans came into existence most pilot associations 

already had traditional unfunded retirement programs based on a distribution to 

retired pilots from current association revenue. A pilot association shifting from a 

program based on a distribution from current revenue to a qualified ERISA funded 

plan incurred recognition and funding of past service credits that made the cost of 

changing prohibitively expensive. For the Miami pilots' it is anticipated those costs 

would exceed $10 million dollars, and there is no source of funding for such a 

change. In addition, in most cases the costs of funding future benefits in an 

ERISA plan versus continuing to fund retirements from current revenue are about 

the same. For very valid economic reasons most, if not all, pilot associations in the 
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United States have remained with unfunded programs similar to the ret!rement 

program in place in Miami. 

The only advantage of the pilots changing to a funded plan would be the 

individual pilot would have an identifiable fund earmarked for his account. In the 

unfunded current revenue program the individual pilot has no vesting in an 

identifiable fund. He has only a future expectation based on the existence of a 

future revenue stream to the association and the hope that, barring loss of license 

as a result of an accident or physical disability or death, he continues to be a 

member for at least 22 years and 8 months and reaches the age of 55. The lack of 

vesting and the uncertainty of a future benefit raises concerns that attributing a 

present value to an uncertain future benefit has aspects of allocating phantom 

income to the pilots in the rate setting process that may never materialize. The 

attack by the FCCA on both the pilotage system and the retirement program raises 

those concerns to an even higher level. 

An overwhelming majority of pilots in the United States are covered by 

unfunded retirement programs similar to Miami. For accounting purposes the 

payments to retired pilots are either treated as an operating expense against 

gross revenue or as a distribution directly to retired pilots from net revenue. The 

end result is the same. There is no tax consequence to the association and tax is 

paid by the individual retiree when received. The common feature with these 

programs is that retirement benefits are paid to retired pilots out of current 

revenue prior to distribution of net revenue to active working pilots. 

The FCCA application has been very critical of the BBPA unfunded plan 

eoming elose to implying that it is somehow improper or even illegal. It is 

interesting to note that in the C(lrnival Corporation Annual Report for 2016 that 

substantially all their Defined Benefit Plans for shipboard employees are 

unfunded plans1s• 

The need for a retirement program, whether a qualified ERISA plan or a 

traditional unfunded plan should be self evident. First, the existence of 

retirement programs has always been an important part of the compensation 
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package offered to maritime employees. While the importance of pensions 

differs from industry to industry, they continue to be an important part of the 

compensation package offered by maritime employers. This is in partial 

recognition of the fact that a career at sea is physically demanding and 

mentally stressful. This is also true of pilots. The possibility of disability is 

always just around the corner. Life is more hazardous for mariners than for most 

employees. Most pilotage commissions recognize this, and to remain competitive, 

offer retirement programs equivalent to those found in the seagoing maritime 

industry. Second, most pilot commissions recogniz:e the benefits of being 

served by pilots that are thoroughly experienced in local conditions and 

permanently committed to a port by being locked into its retirement program 

and not open to enticement from other ports. An adequate retirement program 

not only aids as a recruitment tool to try to get the best pilot applicants to 

apply in the port, but it also promotes public safety by reducing the role of 

economics in the older pilots' retirement calculus. If an older pilot wants to retire 

due to the physical or mental demands of the job, most commissions also want that 

pilot to be able to retire. 

To put the pilots retirement costs into perspective, the Masters, Mates & 

Pilots multi-employer funded retirement plans provides a benefit of 2 c;to per year 

of service and 2.5c;to for each year over 20 - that would be 50c;to after 24 years of 

service. The plan is supported by contributions at the level of 2Sc;to of wage costs. 

The BBPA pilots program that caps individual retirement benefits at 50 c;to of a 

share is not out of line with the norms in the pilotage community or the maritime 

industry. The only thing unusual is that the BBPA retirement program has a cap on 

total retirement costs of 20% of gross revenue which has the potential of reducing 

an individual pilot's retirement benefit to less than 50c;to of a share. 

The authority and justification for the BBPA retirement program can be 

found in the Florida statutory guidelines governing the determination of pilotage 

rates. The committee is directed to consider the prevailing compensation in other 

maritime services and that in order to attract and hold the best and most qualified 

pilots the overall compensation should be equal to or greater than that available in 



comparable maritime employment 16• It is clear that the prevailing compensation in 

the most comparable maritime employment - pilots in other ports - includes 

unfunded retirement programs paid from current revenue similar to that of the 

BSPA pilots. It is also clear that the Florida legislature intended to include the 

cost of retirement and medical plans as factors in setting pilotage rates as they 

have specifically included them in the statutory guidelines17• The FCCA argument 

that the Florida statutory guideline that includes the cost of retirement and 

medical plans only refers to the cost of administering ERISA plans is an 

unreasonable ~Ind strained interpretation contrary to the clear meaning of the 

statute. 

The statutory guidelines have to be interpreted in the light of real world 

reality and the intent of the legislatUt'e. It is difficult to believe the legislature 

directed the committee to consider the prevailing compensation of comparable 

maritime professionals and set a target of overall compensation equal to or greater 

than those professionals and further recognized the costs of retirement and 

medical plans in rate setting, and then defined pilot net income with an intent to 

undermine the overall compensation of Florida pilots by not recognizing retirement 

costs as a recognized operating expense or an authorized distribution to retired 

pilots. It is clear that the legislature intended to treat the pilot associations as a 

normal business entity where retirement costs are recognized as an allowable 

operating expense. 

Conclusion 

The FCCA's application for a reduction of rates is a cla.ssic attack on a 

regulatory system, in this case compulsory pilotage laws, by using defunding as a 

weapon. If granted, a reduction will threaten the continued existence of an 

16 
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should be equal to or greater than that available to such individuals in comparable maritime employment." 

17 
Florida Statutes 310.151 (5)(b) The committee shall also give consideration to the folJowing factors: 

"9. Cost of retirement and medical plans." 



essential harbor safety service in Miami. It will then be used as a precedent to try 

and defund and eliminate pilotage systems in other ports in Florida and nationwide. 

This may satisfy the goal of some upper level management executives. For the most 

part, they are not maritime professionals - experienced captains or pilots - and 

lack an understanding of the purposes of pilotage regulations and the consequences 

of their actions. But, it will jeopardize a safety system that is in place in every 

other State and every maritime nation for good reasons. 

It will reduce SBPA pilots compensation to less than half that of the 

prevailing compensation of comparable pilots in the United States. This will 

drastically affect the ability of Miami to attract and retain pilots. 

It will reduce pilot complement levels to a point where delays to shipping 

during peak periods will be inevitable. The consequential increased costs to shipping 

from the delays will far outweigh any likely cost savings. 

It will discriminate in rates between cruise ships and cargo ships of the 

same size without any justifiable reason that serves the public interest. 

It could shift more of the costs of maintaining a port safety system from 

the cruise ships to the cargo ship sector, and from the larger to the smaller ship, 

without any analyses of the consequences on shipping and the Port of Miami. 

The FCCA have claimed no economic hardship or competitive disadvantage 

stemming from the current pilotage rate structLlre and have offered no evidence 

that it benefits anyone other than themselves. And, even that minor benefit is 

insignificant in relation to their total operating costs and revenues. There has been 

no evidenc;e that a change in the rate structure will have any impact on their 

opel"otions (At Hl$ Port of Miami, 

The BBPA have requested a rote increase that would barely restore the 

pilotage rate to the 2002 level in current dollars, If Miami is to continue as Cl first 

class port with a level of pilot services expected in a major port that increase 

should be granted. 

We resp~ctfully request the Committee to reject the application of FCCA as 

it is contrary to the pUblic interest and grant the increase requested by the BBPA 



as necessary to maintain safe, efficient and reliable pilotage services in the Port of 

Miami. 

{ieor~A. Qu.£ck; 
George A. Quick, Vice President, Pilots 
International Organization of Masters, Mates & Pilots 


