TOWING SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD

Minutes of Meeting held

Wednesday, March, 17, 2004

U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters

Washington, D.C.

[These minutes, enclosures, and other TSAC information are available on the Internet at    http://www.uscg.mil/hq/g-m/advisory/index.htm]

ATTENDEES

Coast Guard Staff:

RADM Thomas Gilmour; Assistant Commandant for Marine Safety, Security &

   Environmental Protection; (G-M); TSAC Sponsor

CAPT David Scott; Chief, Office of Operating and Environmental Standards

   (G-MSO); TSAC Executive Director

Mr. Gerald Miante; Maritime Personnel Qualifications Division (G-MSO-1); 
   TSAC Assistant Executive Director

CAPT Ernest Fink; Commanding Officer, National Maritime Center (NMC)

CDR Brian Peter; Chief, Maritime Personnel Qualifications Div(G-MSO-1);Exec. Dir MERPAC

Mr. Luke Harden; Marine Licensing/Documentation Quality Standards System Team 

Ms. Mayte Medina; Maritime Personnel Qualifications Division (G-MSO-1)              

LT Michael McKean; Hazardous Materials Division (G-MSO-3)

LT Matthew Barker; Hazardous Materials Division (G-MSO-3)

LT(j.g.) Kim Andersen; Maritime Port Security Directorate (G-MPP-2)

Mr. Scott Kuhanek; Domestic Vessel Compliance Division; (G-MOC-1)

Mr. Jim Magill; Vessel & Facility Operating Stds. Div. (G-MSO-2); Asst. Exec. Dir. NOSAC

Mr. John Bobb; Leader, Course Approval Team; National Maritime Center

Mr. Jim Cavo; Course Approval Team; National Maritime Center

Committee Members:

Mr. Jeff Parker; Vice President of Operations, Allied Transportation Company; Chairman

Mr. Rex Woodward; President, Premier Marine, Inc.; Vice-Chairman
Ms. Cathy S. Hammond; President, Inland Marine Service

Mr. James G. Daley; Operations Manager (Contracts); Crowley Marine Services

Ms. Jennifer A. Carpenter; Senior Vice President; American Waterways Operators

Mr. Gerard Maurice; President; Sunset Marine, LLC

Ms. Laurie Frost Wilson; LFW, Attorney-at-Law

Mr. Steve Zeringue; Vetting Specialist; Seariver Maritime

Ms. Diane Goncalves; Government Relations Rep.; Transportation Institute 

Ms. Marina Secchitano; Regional Director; Inlandboatman’s Union 

Mr. Mario Muñoz; Director of Fleet Operations; American Commercial Barge Lines

Mr. Lionel Mew; Consultant

Mr. Michael Kidby; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Observer

Mr. Rod McFadden; Maritime Administration; Observer

Introduction and Welcome

The Coast Guard held a public meeting of the Towing Safety Advisory Committee (TSAC) at Coast Guard Headquarters on Wednesday, March 17, 2004 (Enclosure 1).  This session followed meetings of TSAC’s Working Groups on STCW Implementation and on Ammonium Nitrate held on the previous day, Tuesday, March 16, 2003 (Enclosure 2).

TSAC Chairman, Mr. Jeff Parker called the meeting to order at 0810 welcoming everyone to back to Washington, welcoming RADM Gilmour and CAPT Scott in particular.  He thanked the Committee and members of the public for their participation and progress in the previous day’s working group meetings as well as in several plenary discussions.  The Committee will be hearing reports from all Working Group Chairs.


Mr. Parker gave the assembly a preview of the day’s agenda, with comments on some of the efforts of the previous day’s working groups.  All present then introduced themselves .

Executive Director’s Remarks

CAPT Scott read his opening statement including the fact that Notice of this meeting was published in the Federal Register on Thursday, February 19, 2004.  He then administered the Oath of Membership to the Committee’s newest (Public) member, Mr. Lionel Mew.

Sponsor’s Remarks

RADM Gilmour began his remarks by announcing that the work of the Coast Guard’s Federal Advisory Committees is truly important to us for the development of effective regulations and thanked everyone for their time and efforts.  He proceeded to give some highlights of what the Coast Guard is currently doing in the maritime arena that are important to himself and to the Commandant.  

Since 9/11, all FACs have a Maritime Security Subcommittee or Working Group.  The Maritime Transportation Security Act (MTSA) regulations were developed without fully following the Administration Procedures Act (APA), even though public meetings were held, they both feel that it is critical to engage industry experts in their development and implementation. 

Security goes hand-in-hand with Marine Safety and Environmental Protection.  Like a three-legged stool, if one element is taken away, the chair or the program collapses.  He pointed out the recent accident on the Lower Mississippi; a purely safety-related incident, but had security implications as well.  

The Security Plans for Facilities are being reviewed by a contractor, with oversight from our people; the Vessel Plans are being reviewed by our Marine Safety Center (MSC) along with a contractor firm.  Approximately 96% of all MTSA required plans have already been submitted.  Review of information is ongoing and notices of violation are being issued to delinquent parties.

Concentrating on the Safety-Security nexus allows us to cover the waterfront better and more often.  Putting certain requirements into SOLAS makes them part of a total Safety Management System.  

In reflecting on the issues being considered by the Committee, RADM Gilmour finds many subjects for which he is grateful for its help.  He specifically thanked the Committee for its recent work and recommendations on the Ammonium Nitrate issue and announced that a rulemaking is being published soon to add the chemical to the Certain Dangerous Cargo (CDC) list.  He mentioned new funding and billets becoming available in FY ’05 for the implementation of our security regulations up to July ’04 and beyond.  He urged the Committee to maintain the balance, and not to loose focus on its many safety issues while also addressing security.

Finally, he announced that he had signed the National Maritime Center’s (NMC) Reorganization Plan and has sent it on to the Chief of Staff for approval.

Presentations

CAPT Ernie Fink, Commanding Officer, NMC, briefed the Committee on the plans to reorganizing the Mariner Licensing and Documentation Program (MLD) (Enclosure 3).  He highlighted the increase in Regional Examination Center (REC) workload in issuing STCW credentials and new security-related efforts such as criminal record checks for documents.  Also, the reorganization will centralize credential application evaluation & issuance, thus promoting consistency in applying regulations and policy.  He also emphasized that all 17 RECs will remain open, some at reduced manning, to continue local business such as assisting mariners, proctoring exams, and providing oversight for approved courses.  Other features of the reorganization will be centralizing all mariner records (license holders included) and common user fee collection at the NMC.  REC Baltimore will be the first to operate under the new plan.

Ms Wilson pointed out that the projected spike in STCW credential renewal will occur in the middle of the proposed transition to the new centralized system.  CAPT Fink replied that many details work into scheduling a transition of this magnitude.  She suggested re-scheduling some of the function changes so that mariner service during the heavy workload period would not suffer.  CAPT Fink related that many functions cannot begin much earlier that scheduled due to funding that must come about within certain timelines.  She also suggested that the Coast Guard attempt to interface the local REC databases with the Marine Information System for Law Enforcement (MISLE).  Ms Secchitano asked why there has to be a Merchant Mariner’s Document (MMD), Transportation Worker’s Identification Card (TWIC) and the new International Seafarer’s ID Card being developed by the International Labor Organization (ILO).  The Captain responded that there are different requirements for each of these credentials, but that we are working to merge some of these, including license, MMD and STCW endorsement into a single document.  Perhaps we can begin with the TWIC, when issued, that the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) would be responsible for the security aspect of the card, while the Coast Guard could concentrate on the mariner qualification aspect.  She inquired about the Safety and Security Check mentioned in the Interim Rule on MMDs and the term “Character and Habits of Life.”  The Captain answered that these qualities would determine an applicant’s suitability to hold a Merchant Mariner’s Credential and sail on a U.S. vessel.  Ms Wilson and Ms. Goncalves also questioned the criteria to be used, commenting that the authority in the Authorization Bill seems to be quite extensive and subjective.  Captain Fink mentioned the regulatory list of crimes and time limits that have been in use for a long time.  Mr. Miante, who is revising both parts 10 and 12 for licenses and documents, respectively, explained the meaning of “character and habits of life.”  He announced that if anyone needed further clarification than presented in the Interim Rule, he or she should comment to the docket requesting it.

Mr. Richard Block, Gulf Coast Mariners’ Association (GCMA), commented on slow service, inconsistency and unresponsiveness at certain RECs.  He feels that recruitment and retention of this valuable mariner resource is being eroded by these three treatments.  He mentioned his comments to the part 12, MMD, docket # USCG-2003-14500 and stated that he would supply similar comments to the part 10, licensing docket when that rulemaking is published.  Ms Secchitano questioned some proposed change that would impact mariners in the Alaska trade.  CAPT Fink identified this change as possibly the new requirement for identity checks during the renewal process.  She asked why the checks couldn’t be made at any CG facility and the CAPT identified the problem as a resource issue.  She asked for special consideration for mariners in remote locations.  Mr. Parker asked if plans might include expanding identity check to the local Marine Safety Offices (MSOs).  The CAPT replied that it might be a possibility, but equipment, training, and other resource issues would have to be work out worked out.  Ms. Wilson asked about an option to the electronic “Live Scan” equipment taking of fingerprints: could a mariner elect to have his/her prints taken in the conventional manner at a local FBI office.  CAPT Fink replied that the FBI would want our submission of prints in only one way, and that the FBI would have to agree to expend their resources in any assistance operation.  Mr. Parker pointed out that anything that would reduce the turn-around time for document issue after the application is approved would be desirable.  

Mr. Glen Paine, Maritime Institute for Training and Graduate Studies (MITAGS), who chaired working groups on Mariner Recruitment and Retention, lent his support for electronic vice paper records and processing.  He also called for anyone in the industry who could help the Coast Guard attain the resources to accomplish this to come forward.  Mr. Parker brought up that the Medical Waiver process time needs to be expedited, and offered TSAC assistance.  Mr. Maurice suggested that the mariner apply early (within the one-year allotted time frame) to ensure a renewed credential before the old one expires.  Ms. Secchitano asked if the Merchant Marine Personnel Advisory Committee (MERPAC) had commented on the NMC reorganization proposal and requested a copy.  She also asked how many potential mariners are failing the FBI checks.  CAPT Fink replied that originally, many mariners were not disclosing all information; currently the word has spread that disclosing all applicable information speeds the process and does not necessarily lead to disqualification.

Mr. Jim Cavo spoke on a draft Task Statement that the Coast Guard is presenting to the Committee regarding Record Keeping for Designated Examiners.  These examiners are approved by the Coast Guard to assess a mariner’s ability to perform certain skills through practical demonstrations of skill as required by Towing Officer’s Assessment Record (TOAR).   Currently, this is the only documentation require in the Towing Vessel Officer license process as the examiner need not keep any records; therefore, the TOAR is the only proof of assessment completion and this travels with the mariner.  Duplicate documentation assists the Coast Guard in oversight of the program, and is helpful to both the mariner and the examiner should either’s papers be lost.  Discussion on the actual Task Statement came later in the meeting.

Captain Larry Gwin, Gulf Coast Mariners’ Association spoke on Oversized and Overloaded Tows, problems that have recently come into being.  His presentation was a synopsis of a longer version in GCMA Report R- 391 
(Enclosure 4).  He gave the following definitions:  ‘Oversize’ means a tow of more than 40 barges dispatched with a tow boat with insufficient horsepower to handle this amount.  Whereas previously, companies expected a boat to handle less than 40 barges, Captains lately have been expected to run with up to 48.  ‘Overloaded’ means 14-foot draft barges loaded to 12-1/2 to 13 feet.  When combined in a 40-or-more barge tow, they are extremely difficult to handle especially down-bound on the Mississippi River.  He praised the Army Corps of Engineers for their maintenance of the River.  Captain Gwin also spoke about boats on which the horsepower capabilities have been artificially inflated in order to justify operation with oversized or overloaded tows, and how his refusal, at times, to sail with what he considered an unsafe situation had cost him his job.  However, he knows of accidents that happened because of such conditions.  Captains are faced with refusal to break with regulations and become unemployed, or continue to accept tows of this nature, risk accidents and encounter problems with the Coast Guard.  

In view of the recent accidents and bridge allisions, Captain Gwin called for regulations whereby towboat captains would be allowed to refuse dangerous tow configurations, and to define and limit the maximum number of barges in a tow to 40, labeling a higher number as an unsafe practice.

Mr. Maurice suggested that MSO Morgan City could lend information regarding horsepower restrictions.  Captain Gwin also called for required bollard tests to determine true tow boat horsepower.  This standard might eliminate in inflated horsepower claims being applied to certain areas to “meet” local recommended horsepower/tow ratios.  Mr. Zeringue wished to know if these conditions have improved since the mid-90s and Captain Gwin answered: only slightly.  He cited an example where he refused an oversized tow and the company official wanted to know why.  He responded that an 8-barge wide tow is 280 feet; even though the river was in “fine shape,” the Army Corps publishes a guaranteed river width for the Upper Mississippi to Baton Rouge of 300 feet to a depth of 9 feet.  This leaves no room to encounter a northbound tow, even a unit tow.  For the down-bound tow, this also leaves no room for error. Mr. Zeringue asked if the AWO could provide statistics on accidents relative to tow size and towboat horsepower.  Ms. Carpenter responded that all information they have is based on USCG data and that horsepower, when entered, may come from any source.  Mr. Maurice offered that a company would always say that it is up to the experience of the mariner whether to take the tow and because of the scarcity of well-paying jobs, most mariners would take the risk rather than face the loss of employment.  Mr. Parker stated that there is a lot of work that could be done in this area, including defining the method of determining a boat’s horsepower, which, it seems, is a moving target to many.  He is amenable to a Task Statement being drafted to address the problem.  Ms. Wilson questions whether we need a national regulation or is the problem best addressed locally, as with regulated navigation areas.  Mr. Woodward answered that such local requirements are already in place and may explain why some boats’ power is inflated, e.g., from 8, 500 to 9,000.  Ms. Carpenter suggested that Committee experts draft the statement and circulate it to all members prior to the next meeting.

Mr. Kuhanek, Uninspected Program Manager, spoke on the revision of Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circular (NVIC) 11-93, Change 3, 21 November 2003, as well as the International Code for the Security of Ships and of Port Facilities (ISPS Code) and the documentation required for vessels over 500 GT on international voyages (Enclosure 5).  .  Change 3 was necessary due to two pieces of legislation that were passed after Change 2 in 1997.  These are: the U.S. International Safety Management Code (ISM) and the MTSA that implements ISPS in the U.S.  Both these require that a vessel’s Convention tonnage be used to determine applicability.  Any questions on the matter of tonnage should be directed to the Marine Safety Center, Tonnage Branch.  Convention tonnage and route will determine which table is applicable to certain vessels, and what documentation is required.  

Mr. Kuhanek suggests the widest dissemination of the NVIC, and gave this as the reason the Coast Guard published them on its website [available at 
http://www.uscg.mil/hq/g-m/nvic/index90.htm].  He gave an example of a boat that was delayed in Chile because of confusion over its applicable tonnage and what documentation needed to be on board.  Mr. Parker mentioned that the summary table produced several years ago for the ISM Code was very useful and might be updated to include ISPS requirements as well.  

Mr. Kuhanek then went over the application form for U.S. Vessel Inspection necessary at least 30 days in advance of an inspection for the issuance of an International Ship Security Certificate (ISSC).  First, however, a boat needs an approved Vessel Security Plan before applying for such an inspection.  Once the ISSC is issued, one can make application for a Continuous Synopsis Records (CSR).  Both these documents are required by July 1, 2004 to engage on an international voyage; otherwise a boat runs the risk of being detained in a foreign port.  The CSR application form can be submitted electronically or sent to the CSR desk; the address is in the enclosed information or can be obtained through the phone number in the Notice of Availability.  In response to a question by Ms. Wilson, Mr. Kuhanek remarked that MTSA implements ISPS in this country.  

RADM North stated that he was under the impression that any vessel that travels foreign is required to have an ISSC, and that towing vessels under 500 gross tonnage (GT) and barges over 500 GT are also required to possess the ISSC.  Mr. Kuhanek responded in the negative and promised to get a defining answer.

LT (j.g.) Kim Anderson gave a presentation on the Coast Guard’s Electronic Notice of Arrival System (ENOA) (Enclosure 6).  There have been complaints from the industry about the duplication of effort for Notice of Arrival and vessel passenger and crew information.  We’ve been working to integrate (Customs and Boarder Protection (CBP) and Coast Guard requirements into one system for reporting.  Our Electronic Notice of Arrival System on the National Vessel Movement website [ http://www.nvmc.uscg.gov/].  A user must first create an account with a user name and password for each vessel.  Also, prolific use is made of drop-down menus to lessen the chance that erroneous information is entered.  Red asterisks indicate fields for required information.  Mr. Parker asked if the system retains information entered from previous NOAs.  Lt. Andersen answered that it can; although there is no “copy” function, a user can enter the system, select a previous NOA, then overwrite data the with new information.  Mr. Kirby asked for the applicability to the Army Corps of Engineers and if the data in the system is secure.  The LT promised to find out the technical details and e-mail the information to attendees.  Ms. Wilson asked for a phone contact number for LT Anderson; it is 202-267-2562.  Mr. Parker asked for the applicability of the ENOA.  The regulation applies to Western Rivers (below mile marker 275) as well as vessels incoming from foreign voyages when Certain Dangerous Cargos are being carried.  The system for reporting in the Upper Rivers is regulated by 33 CFR 165.830 and 165.931.  The amount of Inland information is large but manageable.

Mr. Kuhanek returned to say that NOA for the Corps is not mandatory, but a voluntary statement of compliance would be accepted.  He also answered RADM North’s question:  104.105 states every vessel needing to submit a Vessel Security Plan.  Only those vessels to which SOLAS applies will be issued SOLAS documents.  Non self-propelled vessels do not receive SOLAS documents.  Therefore, everyone needs to submit a plan, but only self-propelled vessels going international to which SOLAS applies will be issued ISSC and CSR documents.  He also pointed out that the requirements under MTSA are more stringent, and there are vessels subject to MTSA that are not subject to ISPS.  RADM North commented that the Coast Guard may have problems with the method issuing CSSR and ISPS documents only after the submission of a Vessel Security Plan, because of the volume of paperwork.  He believes that CSSRs should be issued today pending the plans.

Old Business

Mr. Parker called for a motion- made and seconded- to accept the minutes of TSAC’s fall 2003 meeting that was also held in Washington.  There was no discussion; the minutes were unanimously accepted.  

Ms. Wilson gave a report on the close-out of a long-standing TSAC issue: Barge Anchoring and Retrieval Systems (from task Statement 99-01a) and presented a final Status Report (Enclosure7).  This task was a result of the (National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) investigation on the Scandia/North Cape incident in 1996.  The Board gave the USCG Recommendation M-98-108 indicating that it should, in conjunction with industry, develop modern remote anchor release devices.  TSAC originally put this task on hold pending its other work on incident-related Board Recommendations such as Towing Vessel Safety, Emergency Control Measures for Tank Barges, Fire Detection & Suppression, and Voyage Planning.  In its Emergency Control Measures recommendations, TSAC addressed remotely operated anchoring devices and recommend a 2-out-of-3 system for single-hull tank barges to include either a barge retrieval device, an operable anchoring system, or a third alternative.  In the CG’s Final Rule adopted a requirement that all single-hull tank barges be equipped with an operable anchoring system and either an emergency retrieval system or an approved alternative system.  The CG also responded to the NTSB recommendation suggesting that it be closed with the designation “Acceptable alternative action.”  The NTSB did not accept the suggestion and asked the CG to further consider the item.  TSAC discussed the issue and voted at its last meeting to prepare a Final Report closing out the task for reasons listed in the report.  Ms. Wilson pointed out that currently there are neither commercially-available sources nor are there any R&D projects addressing remote anchoring devices.  Since these would be targeted toward single-hull tank barges and those types of barges are being phased-out over the next four years, the need for such devices, once developed and manufactured, would find no platforms for deployment.  Additionally, application of these devices would be limited because they are not suitable for barges operating in deep water such as off the west coast of the U.S.  

Some discussion followed about minor changes to the Report.  A motion was made, seconded and unanimously carried to accept the report as amended and to close-out the task.

Mr. Parker noted that little has been done in the way of our Maritime Security taskings and called for any comment or discussion.  Ms. Wilson offered that she has been trying to contact Mr. DeSimone, Chair of the Working Group regarding recent developments.  On the previous day, the Working Group discussed the fact that it had missed the chance to provide input on the actual security regulations, there is still an opportunity to provide input to the CG on implementation and compliance.  She called for an intersessional Working Group meeting to review the regulations, which were put in place without much input from industry due to the short time frame mandated by the Maritime Transportation Security Act (MTSA).  The review would take into consideration any problems that have been encountered and possible resolution, as well as provide other suggestions about implementation.  A meeting might be held in conjunction with the Working Group on Towing Vessel Regulatory Review.  Mr. Parker pointed out that there could be a significant amount of work to be done just in the area of Security Officer training.  Ms. Wilson mentioned a draft recommendation on Maritime Security from TSAC’s fall 2003 meeting, but due to Mr. DeSimones’s changing employment, it had not been acted upon.  She promised to resurrect it and provide it to the Working Group.

Mr. Muñoz reported on the Regulatory Review Working Group Task Statement 03-01 regarding Travel Time to Vessels for Crewmembers (Enclosure8).   The Working Group was to research industry best practices, and review the Office of Compliance (G-MOC) Policy Letter 4-00 Watchkeeping and Work-hour Limitations for Towing and Offshore Supply Vessels 
(Enclosure 9) and the Federal Railroad regulations in Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (Enclosure 10).  Problems with the Policy Letter included the lack of definition of “Neutral Time.”  Mr. Muñoz is also considering an intersessional Working Group meeting.

Ms. Hammond presented and update on the Commercial/Recreational Boating Interface Working Group.  She reported that she attended the National Boating Safety Advisory Council (NBSAC) meeting in October and was pleased to note the interest of the Council to address this topic.  There were two resolutions passed at that meeting:  2004-73-02 for mandatory boater education, and 2004-73-06 to develop media material for recreational boaters regarding commercial vessels (Enclosure 11).  Also present at the meeting were representatives of the National Association of State Boating Law Administrators (NASBLA) whose next convention is in September.  Regarding the issue of Barge Lighting, the concern that originally began this Working Group, there was a notice published by the CG Office of Boating Safety in the Federal Register on October 8, 2003 to parties looking for grant money to investigate navigation lights on barges.  The NTSB and the Army Corps of Engineers also showed interest in advancing this issue and asked the Committee to sanction the continuance of her participation in NBSAC.  

Mr. Jeff Hoedt, Executive Director of NBSAC reported that no one has yet applied for the publicized grant money to pursue the barge navigation light matter.  The Office is now weighing other options such as contracting or re-publishing the notice looking for grantees for this venture.  He then read the two NBSAC resolutions and promised to work with the indicated agencies to keep the programs moving ahead.  Ms. Wilson asked if the CG has the statutory authority to mandate Recreational Boating Operator Licenses.  Mr. Hoedt answered that it does not.  She then asked if any of the interested organizations given recommendations to such mandatory licensing including appropriate education.  He answered that the Council had asked NASBLA to discuss the topic and return advice to them at their next meeting in April 2004.  Ms. Hammond said that she had had the chance to review several states’ boating courses and saw room for improvement.

Ms. Wilson commented on the disparity of boating laws in that some states allow boat operation without any required education.  Ms. Hammond plans to attend the April NBSAC meeting.  

Ms. Melissa Moskal of CPORT reported that the CG has a proposal out (comment period still open) that would allow states to require boaters to have insurance before obtaining their state numbers.  Many insurance companies require education a precursor to being insured.  She believes that this is another avenue to explore for boating safety.

Ms. Secchitano requested that we show the safety film produced by the San Francisco Harbor Safety Committee at the next TSAC meeting.  Mr. Miante promised to show the tape and pointed out that AWO has already printed and distributed pamphlets on the subject.

Mr. Woodward reported that the Crew Endurance Management System (CEMS) Working Group met in February via phone conference and discussed the demonstration project in which 9 companies and 36 vessels are participating and additional involvement is expected in the near future.  Also, new CEMS tools were announced for individual trainers a self-sustaining workshop and decision-supporting software recently updated.  Expert trainers have been extensively trained in the CEMS system and will be charged with training, in turn, other trainers to teach the system to companies and vessel personnel.  Metrics were also discussed at the meeting.

Ms. Carpenter pointed out that although TSAC does not currently have an active role in the CEMS project, we have asked the CG to keep Committee participation in their Working Group and maintain the flow of information concerning new developments.  She recommends an Action Item to invite CDR Emond (G-MSE-1) or a representative to give the Committee a CEMS status update.  She also reported that Penn Maritime has volunteered to implement CEMS on every vessel in its fleet.  Kirby Corporation will expand its implementation of the system to all of its 90 vessels.  One of the key lessons that have been learned during the demo project is the necessity of having an infrastructure in place to train CEMS coaches because a coach is needed on each vessel.  Outreach is important to let the industry know what is happening in the CEMS arena and the CG has a website for this purpose [http://www.uscg.mil/hq/g-m/cems/index.htm.]  

Ms. Wilson mentioned that this same idea was discussed at the previous day’s meeting of the STCW Implementation Working Group meeting, that trained coaches and trainers are vital to mariners’ receiving proper education, whether for STCW of in the CEMS.  Ms. Carpenter agreed but cautioned that along with the increase in training that we place on our mariners, it is also necessary to come up with various methods of delivering that education so as not to overburden them.  

Mr. Woodward reported on Task 03-03, The Addition of Ammonium Nitrate to the List of Certain Dangerous Cargos (CDC) (Enclosure 12) and (Enclosure 13).  Working Groups of both the Chemical Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) and TSAC met to perform the tasks.  They were asked to estimate the quantity of Ammonium Nitrate carried, and the need to add the chemical or fertilizers containing it to the CDC list, and if so, the need to distinguish the difference of carriage on inland and coastal voyages.  After several meetings with CTAC, The agency on Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (ATF), and the Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI), recognizing the timeliness of the matter, a conference call of each Committee was held to discuss the respective draft reports in order to come up with a recommendation to the Assistant Commandant of Marine Safety, Security and Environmental Protection.  TSAC voted to recommend to amend the vessel special permit for Ammonium Nitrate and fertilizers under 46 CFR, and include daily vessel/barge(s) position reports to the CG.  Also, TSAC recommended that a Work Group be formed to set up the parameters to handle and ship the chemical.  The Working Group has been asked to look at several different effects on how to enact the chemical being put on the CDC list.

Task 03-03 has been completed, but the Working Group could still continue with other tasks as necessary.  

Ms. Carpenter reported that the CG is thinking of using the Electronic Notice of Arrival (ENA) as a tool in the implementation of the CDC.  She spoke of the different patterns and amounts of the chemical being shipped.  There are potentially 8-9 thousand covered hopper barges to be covered by the MTSA, but there seems to be only about 600 barge-loads of Ammonium Nitrate moved on the rivers of the U.S. each year.  TSAC needs to take a close look at how to deal with those 600 vs. the thousands, rather than have the chemical carried in dedicated barges which would have serious commercial implications.  If the chemical is placed on the CDC list, there is going to be a group of shippers and facilities that might have to deal with the security plan rules for the first time….perhaps as many as 2/3… who do not now come under these rules nor subchapter D or O cargos.  These entities would need to assimilate a great deal of information very quickly and it is in industry and CG interests to have this happen with a minimum of problems.  A determination of sufficient lead time needs to be established for these “new” CDC shippers and facilities to allow them to come under the security regulations.  The Working Group needs to reconvene, most essentially with CTAC participation, to discuss these concerns.  

Admiral North asked for the name of a second chemical that Admiral Gilmour had in mind for the CDC list; Ms. Carpenter answered that it is Propylene Oxide.  

Mr. Zeringue reported on Nighttime Barge Operations (Enclosure 13).  The AWO presented Working Group with data on crew fatalities since 1994.  The WG would study the statistics and determine how many occurred during the hours of the day in question, causes, and which fell into the area of their study.  They will also look for commonalities in causes and bring recommendations to the Committee.  Mr. Maurice mentioned that the WG is still in the process of gathering information from other sources in the industry, and should have a more in-depth report at TSAC’s fall meeting.  Ms. Secchitano suggested that the WG also look at Form 2692 for the possibility of suggesting any changes that would make reporting easier and more accurate.  Mr. Mew thought that this task would not do any good as the form is a self-reporting mechanism and as such cannot be considered a reliable mechanism for determining valid cause information.  Rather, the Coast Guard Report would likely be a more dependable source.  Ms. Secchitano was thinking of more general information for a form revision, such as length of service on that particular vessel, which watch, if any, the person had stood.  Ms. Carpenter pointed out that the CG Office of Investigations and Analysis (G-MOA) is in the process of revising some of its reporting practices, and perhaps a representative from that Office would be valuable to the WG.  Mr. Parker suggested that all Task Statements be dated to show revision status.  

Mr. Daley reported on the STCW Implementation Working Group and Task Statement #04-02 (Enclosure 15).  Realizing that anyone who held a license prior to February 1, 2002 was grand-fathered into the STCW requirements, the WG meeting addressed those who would need to acquire the endorsement after that date; particularly what a deckhand or Able Seaman needs to accomplish to obtain an original license and STCW endorsement as Officer in Charge of a Navigational Watch (OICNW).  The options being currently considered involve anywhere from 10 to 22 weeks of training to begin the process to obtain a license.  Modular training is available in 5-10 day segments with no time restrictions at various institutions that a mariner can take between voyages at sea.  One concern, however, is how much can one retain when stretching education over many years.  The Coast Guard Exam for the license remains at the end of the training/sea service period.  Another perceived problem is that of a company who must pay for this training for their employees and risk retention of the seaman as a licensed officer after such a long period of training and service.  Companies also have to decide whether to send their employees to commercial programs or institute its own approved program.  The WG intends to bring together companies, unions and training institutions- perhaps with available Federal Grant money, and the Departments of Labor and Transportation- to address the methodology for unlicensed mariners to obtain their licenses.  

Mr. Parker suggested that such a meeting be held in DC and in a room large enough to accommodate that many people.  Ms. Moskal pointed out the National Maritime Education and Training Association (NMETA.org) is having a conference in DC sometime in June.  Ms. Secchitano announce that a conference in San Francisco April 2/3 of the Pacific Coast Maritime Consortium that will investigate development of Regional Maritime Training Partnerships.  Mr. Glenn Paine of The Maritime Institute of Technology and Graduate Studies invited the Working Group to consider that institution for its meeting.

New Business

Mr. Cavo presented the Draft Task Statement for Record Keeping for Designated Examiners 
# 04-01 (Enclosure 16).  Ms. Carpenter thanked the Coast Guard for continuing to ask TSAC’s input on emerging Towing Vessel-related issues.  The Task Statement’s timeline was revised and Mr. Parker assigned Ms. Carpenter to be the TSAC contact.  The Task was unanimously accepted.

A motion was made to accept Task Statement #04-02: STCW Implementation (Enclosure 15) formerly presented by Mr. Daley (Ms. Goncalves is Co-chair.  Mr. Parker called for discussion.  Ms Wilson

Ms. Secchitano asked if TSAC could draft an official response to the NMC plan for centralization and reorganization, especially on the item in the currently published IR on Merchant Mariners Documents of mariners appearing at the 17 RECs for Identification and Fingerprinting.  Discussion ensued regarding the new requirements as well as Character and Habits of Life, and Mr. Miante gave clarification on Docket comments by Federal Advisory Committees vs. members of the public.  Ms. Wilson declared that it might be appropriate for an ad hoc party of the Maritime Security Working Group to work in drafting TSAC comments on the subject.  Ms Secchitano suggested a conference call for the Committee to consider.

Public Comment

Mr. Block spoke concerning the GCMA as the voice of the lower-level mariner.  He reported that GCMA member Capt. Whitehurst presented a paper in Houston regarding Navigation Bridge Visibility and that his group had studied the AWO Quality Action Team report on the same subject.  Since Capt. Whitehurst had given the same well-received presentation at a recent Navigation Safety Advisory Council (NAVSAC) meeting, Mr. Block was under the impression that NAVSAC’s Chair, Capt. Ross, would have brought some common action Items to TSAC at this meeting, but she could not attend.  He also announced his intention to bring to ADM. Collins’ attention to the practice of sailing oversized and overloaded tows; i.e., the determination of a “safe industry practice”: the upper limit of the number and draft of barges in a safe tow – with an GCMA suggestion of 40 (9 foot draft) barges.  Mr. Block then cited an example of an allision in Joliet where a 15-barge tow struck the Jefferson Street Bridge.  The Captain was brought up on charges, one of which was having done something that was an “unsafe industry practice.”  The same type of allision occurred at the same bridge two years later with a down-bound 15-barge tow.  Had the Captain been told that this was an unsafe industry practice, he would have not taken the tow.  He then cited an allision on the I-40 Bridge at Memphis, where a towboat struck a “fence” around a pylon.  The Association has asked the Bridge Office to analyze the dangers of large tows taking out that bridge.  He further presented information on the possibility of inspections for towing vessels.  He cited Section 200 of upcoming Coast Guard legislation where Section 330 of 46 U.S.C. would be amended to add “(15) – Towing Vessels” to the list of types of vessels to be inspected by the Coast Guard.  He pointed out the GCMA Report #R-276 (rev. 7) cites 74 instances where mariners are protected on inspected vessels, but not on un-inspected vessels.  One particular problem is the difficulty of some mariner’s obtaining sea service records.  He has found a law that requires employers must keep employment information and make it available to the Coast Guard, yet cannot find any regulation that implements that law.  Mr. Maurice mentioned that such a case might be referred to the EEOC (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission) because the mariner is being denied an opportunity for advancement.  

Captain Gwin spoke again, this time concerning the problem of reduced or obstructed visibility from the wheelhouse.  He also commented on warning new deckhands against going to the outside edge of barges during nighttime operations where only an otherwise minor tripping incident could cause a fall overboard.  Also, he commented on rated horsepower found on records or documents.  He claims that mariners go by “perceived horsepower;” what horsepower the operator of a boat knows to be readily acceptable for use.  The difference could be due to the size and configuration of the tow, with the length of the tow adversely affecting the available horsepower.  Ms. Wilson asked CAPT Scott if this issue was ever looked at by the Coast Guard.  He was unaware, but Ms. Carpenter remembered TSAC’s study on the subject in the mid 90s.  She suggested that the Committee read the GCMA report and draft a task statement for the next meeting.  Mr. Maurice also suggested consulting MSO Morgan City.  Mr. Zeringue mentioned that a study was done by Ingram Barge Co. with the University of Tennessee, as well as one by the Corps of Army Engineers.  Mr. Woodward asked if worn Kort nozzles and flanking rudder had an effect on his handling of large tows on the 10, 500 HP tug.  The response was that not the 46 or 48 barge tow.  When operators feel that tows are too large for a particular boat, they report the fact to the company, but are usually faced with taking the job as assigned or refuse the job.  He feels that the problem is growing.  [Bridge visibility will be an item for the fall meeting.]

Ms. Carpenter gave a summary of the Committee’s Action Items (Enclosure17).
The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for September 28-29, 2004 either at the Seaman’s Church Institute, NYC or USCG Headquarters.

	(signed)          //S//
	
	(signed)          //S//

	Captain David L. Scott

Executive Director
	
	Mr. Jeff Parker

Chairman

	June 29, 2004
	
	July 15, 2004

	Date
	
	Date


Encl:
(1)  Agenda, 3/17/04, Public Meeting


(2)  Agenda, 3/16/04, Working Group Meetings

(3)  Mariner Licensing and Documentation Program (MLD)


(4)  Capt. Gwyn’s Comments


(5)  ISPS and Documentation for International Voyages


(6)  Electronic Notice of Arrival


(7)  Status Report of the Working Group on Barge Anchoring and Retrieval Systems


(8)  Task Statement 03-01: Regulatory Review of Travel Time for Towing Vessel 

(9)  G-MOC Policy Letter 4-00: Watchkeeping and Work-hour Limitations for Towing

and Offshore Supply Vessels   

(10)  49CFR 228.7: Hours of Service of Railroad Employees


(11)  NBSAC Resolutions 2004-73-02 & -06


(12)  Task Statement 03-03: Adding Ammonium Nitrate to the List of 

Certain Dangerous Cargos


(13)  Report of the Working Group on Ammonium Nitrate


(14)  Task Statement 03-02:  Nighttime Barge Operations


(15)  Task Statement 04-02:  STCW Implementation


(16)  Task Statement 04-01: Record-keeping for Designated Examiners


(17)  Action Items, 3/17/04
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