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BACKGROUND: 

Public Law 100-424, the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel 
Safety Act of 1988 (the Act) required that the Secretary of 
Transportation conduct two studies. The purpose of the first 
study was to examine the safety problems on commercial fishing 
industry vessels, to make recommendations regarding whether a 
vessel inspection program should be implemented, and, if 
necessary, to define the nature and scope of the program. The 
purpose of the second study was to examine fish processing 
vessels that are not surveyed and classed by a recognized 
classification society and to make recommendations regarding 
what hull and machinery requirements should apply to these 
vessels. The attached letters report on both studies. 

DISCUSSION: 

The Coast Guard plans to require inspection of commercial 
fishing industry vessels. This proposal will generate moderate 
controversy when released to the public. The Coast Guard•s 
efforts in the past to improve safety in the fishing industry 
have been hampererd by the lack of legislative authority, 
coupled with the lack of support and objections by the industry 
itself. 

This report proposes a three tiered inspection program based on 
vessel length. The level of examination will start with 
self-inspection for smaller fishing vessels, progress to third 
party inspection for vessels in the middle category, and lead to 
Coast Guard inspection of the largest fishing vessels. The 
scope of the inspection will also increase with vessel length. 
The report ~lso proposes additional hull and machinery standards 
for a portion of the commercial fishing industry. 
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This plan goes beyond newly-published equipment requirements by 
providing verification that ves$els are in compliance with the 
regulations. The coast Guard pians to seek the legislative 
authority and request additional resources to implement the plan 
proposed in this report through:established procedures. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That you sign the attached lett~rs which transmit the report to 
I 

Congress. 

2 Attachments 
'' '' 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20590 


The Honorable Thomas S .. Foley 
Speaker of the House of 

Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

The Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act of 1988, P.L. 
100-424, (the Act) requires the Secretary of Transportation to 
conduct a study of safety problems.on commercial fishing industry 
vessels and to make recommendations regarding whether a vessel 
inspection program should be implemented. The Act further 
requires that the Secretary of Transportation conduct a study of 
fish processing vessels that are not surveyed and classed and 
make recommendations regarding what hull and machinery · 
requirements should apply to these vessels. This letter 
transmits the Coast Guard's report which contains recommendations 
associated with each study. A copy of each study is also 
enclosed for your review. Both studies and all Coast Guard 
recommendations were discussed with the Commercial Fishing 
Industry Vessel~Advisory Committee as required by the Act. 

The enclosed report provides a synopsis of each study and 
discusses inspection program options that address and incorporate 
the rec:ommendations. Several plans are presented, including one 
preferred by the Coast Guard. The report also addresses the 
actions necessary to implement the preferred program, such as 
additional legislative authority, and an analysis of the 
additional resources required. 

An identical letter has been sent to the President of the Sena·te. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew H. Card, Jr. 

3 Enclosures 
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THE SECRETARY iOF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHING\ON, O:C. 20590 

The Honorable Dan Quay:I:e 
President of the Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Mr. President: 

The Commercial Fishing Industry!Vessel Safety Act of 1988, P.L. 
100-424, (the Act} requires the,I Secretary of Transportation to 
conduct a study of safety probll•ms on commercial fishing industry 
vessels and to make recommendations regarding whether a vessel 
inspection program should be implemented. The Act further 
requires that the Secretary of tt'ransportation conduct a study of 
fish processing vessels that are not surveyed and classed and 
make recommendations regarding ~hat hull and machinery 
requirements should apply to these vessels. This letter 
transmits the Coast Guard's repjort which contains recommendations 
associated with each study. A ''!copy of each study is also 
enclosed for your review. Botn studies and all Coast Guard 
recommendations were discussediwith the Commercial Fishing 
Industry Vessel Advisory Commi'tjtee as required by the Act. 

The enclosed report provides aisynopsis of each study and 
discusses inspection program options that address and incorporate 
the recommendations. Several plans are presented, including one 
preferred by the Coast Guard. i/The report also addresses the 
actions necessary to implement1J the preferred program, such as 
additional legislative author~~y~ and an analysis of the 
additional resources required.I 

An identical letter has been s~nt to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew H. Card, Jr. 

3 Enclosures 



U. S. COAST GUARD 

COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY VESSEL SAFETY ACT OF 1988 

P. L. 100 - 424 

REPORT TO CONGRESS 


FOR THE INSPECTION OF 


COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY VESSELS 




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Commercial Fishing Industry yes~el Safety Act of 1988, P.L. 
100-424, (the Act) requires the $ecretary of Transportation to 
conduct a study of the safety prr··bl$ns on fishing ·industry 
vess·e.ls, to make. rec·o· mmendat. ionS,.' regar.ding .wheth.er:.. a vessel 
inspection program should be imp,· em~nted and, if necessary, to 
define the nature and scope of tine program. This study was 
conducted utilizing the National; Academy of Engineering (NAE) and 
in consultation with the Nationai Ttansportation Safety Board and 
the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Advisory Committee 
(CFIVAC). The Act further requi~es:the Secretary of 
Transportation to conduct a stud;y of fish process~ng vessels that 
are not surveyed and classed and1 toimake recommendations 
regarding what additional hull ~hd ~achinery requirements should 
apply to these vessels. The stu~y ~as conducted by the Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute for the Cd~stiGuard in consultation with 
the CFIVAC and with representati;vesiof persons operating fish 
processing vessels. The purpose1 ofj the studies and the Coast 
Guard recommendations is to enaole Congress to address the 
historically poor safety record 'iof 1the commercial· fishing 
industry. · 

As a result of the Act, safety :itlequiirements for commercial 
fishing industry vessels were publijshed in Title 46 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part ~8. i Previous to this effort, the 
Coast Guard ,published extensive')guidelines and standards for the 
design, construction and operat!il.on iOf commercial fishing industry 
vessels. These standards were the 'basis of a voluntary program 
which the commercial fishing inqustry failed to embrace over the 
last six years. . Overall, the pJj-obl!ems have proved to be beyond 
the scope of effective action t~rough voluntary measures. 

I '! 
I ' 

One of the recommendations of t'tlle study of safety problems in the 
fishing industry was that a coml,bul~ory inspection program should 
be instituted to ensure vessel fitness for the intended service. 
Similarly, the study of fish processing vessels concluded that 
classification has a positive infl~ence on safety and that it 
could be an integral part of a program to improve the safety 
record of this portion of the i~dustry. Both studies point to 
mandatory, regular examinations· for the fleet to ensure minimum 
standards are met and maintaine~. 1 The federally•mandated 
CFIVAC-endorsed recommendationsiwould impose additional safety 
measures on the industry. Thislreport presents the 
recommendations from these studies' along with comments and 
recommendations of the Coast Guard~ · 

The Coast Guard recommends a marda~ory tiered inspection program 
for commercial fishing industry1ve~sels, tied to vessel length. 
The ~AE study concluded that nqJt; oi:ily were fishermen more likely 
to die on the job than workers Jn ipost other u.s~ industries, but 
the fatality rate increased dramatically with increasing vessel · 
length. A detailed explanatiori! of!the basis for the 
recommendation is included. It! requires: 
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Self-examination for"~fl.'ccoinmercial fishing industry 
vessels, new and existing, less than 50 feet in length. The 
existing requirements of the fishing vessel safety 
regulations in Title 46 CFR 28 would be applicable. 

Third party examination for all commercial fishing industry 
vessels, new and existing, of length greater than or equal 
to 50 feet but less than 79 feet. These vessels would also 
be examined for compliance with the fishing vessel safety 
regulations in Title 46 CFR 28. 

Coast Guard inspection and load line assignment for all 
commercial fishing industry vessels, new and existing, 
greater than or equal to 79 feet in length. These vessels 
would. be required to meet the fishing vessel safety 
regulations in Title 46 CFR 28, .load line requirements and 
additional hull and machinery standards, which for new 
vessels would include design and construction to 
classification eociety standards and for existing vessels, 
similar requirements as deemed necessary by the Coast Guard. 

This proposed inspection program incorporates recommendations of 
both previously mentioned studies. The proposal for additional 
standards for all vessels 79 feet or greater in length would have 
the additional advantage of alleviating the existing difficulties 
with respect to the three fishing industry vessel definitions, 
contained in 46 United States Code §2101. It would make safety
requirements for each class of vessel identical as a function of 
length, not whether the vessel is defined as a 11 fishing vessel," 
"fish tender vessel," or "fish processing vessel." 

Three alternative plans are also discussed, including total 

industry self•examination, total industry third party 

examination, and total industry Coast Guard inspection. 


The Coast Guard currently lacks the authority to provide for 
inspection of commercial fishing industry vessels, except for 
fish processing vessels. Legislative actions necessary to enable 
the Coast Guard to implement the inspection plan and institute 
the new hull and machinery requirements are herein provided. 

Additional resources will be required for the Coast Guard to 
carry out the inspection program. An analysis is provided, a.long 
with the assumptions made, which show that operating this.program 
will require an additional 27 billets at a recurring annual cost 
of approximately $1,387,000, in 1992 dollars • 

. The first year cost to the commercial fishing industry to show 
compliance with the inspection program is estimated at $8.0 
million. This is less than one-third the cost of the complete 
third party or complete Coast Guard inspection alternatives. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


Recognizing that the fishing vessel industry was experiencing one 
of the highest death rates of any U.S. industry, the Coast Guard 
undertook a voluntary safety initiative, approved by the 
Department of Transportation. The voluntary approach, i.e., 
getting industry itself to. be proactive, was determined to be 
better and able to be implemented more quickly than the 
traditional vessel inspection approach in reducing the human 
errors which were found to be a cause in most of the losses. 

Several Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circulars (NVICs), 
documents published by the Coast Guard to promulgate guidance 
that is advisory in nature, were written in 1985. These 
contained voluntary standards and were based upon experience and 
casualty data review. Later combined into one circular, NVIC 5­
86, the guidance put forth recommended standards for stability, 
fire safety, lifesaving equipment, hull design and construction, 
maintenance and repair, machinery and electrical in.stallations, 
and pollution requirements. The Coast Guard also cooperated with 
the publishing of the North Pacific Fishing Vessel Owners 
Association's (NPFVOA) vessel safety manual and subsequently 
endorsed it. The manual was found to be suitable for crew 
training and has since been used as a foundation for local 
training manuals in the Gulf and Atlantic coast fisheries. 

Despite the efforts in this voluntary program, the casualty rate 
for the commercial fishing industry remained high. Congress 
became dissatisfied with the voluhtary approach and enacted 
Public Law 100-424, the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety 
Act of 1988 (the Act). The Act required that the Coast Guard 
develop regulations for commercial fishing industry vessels which 
varied based on the area of operation, the n.umber of individuals· 
on board, the date of construction or major conversion, and the 
type of fishing vessel. A new set of regulations in Title 46 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 28 addressed requirements 
for the commercial fishing industry fleet and became effective on 
September 15, 1991. 

The Act also mandated that two studies be conducted by the 
Secretary of Transportation. The Coast Guard utilized the 
National Academy of .Engineering (NAE) in consultation with the 
Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Advisory Committee ( CFIVAC), 
the National Transportation Safety Board, and the fishing 
industry to conduct a study of safety problems on fishing 
industry vessels. This study was to be used by the.Coast Guard 
to develop recommendations to Congress on an inspection program 
after identifying and characterizing the safety problems. 

The second study was to be conducted of fish processing vessels 
that are not surveyed and c.lassed by an organization approved by . 
the Secretary. The Coast Guard utilized the Worcester 
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Polytechnic Institute in consul ation with the CFIVAC and 
repre~entatives of persons operating fish processing vessels to 
condupt this study. The coast 1µard used the study to make 
recomptendations regarding what µll•and machinery•requirements 
shouUi apply to these vessels I en$ure they are operated and 
maint;ained in a safe and seawo tpy c!::ondition. 

These studies, as others in thJ ·~ast, have found that the 
commercial fishing industry wa. one of the nation's most 
hazardous occupations. While t,atif;tics can be misleading, they 
can ailso be quite informative. ~hose that follow, which are 
taken! from the NA~ study, are nj th~ latter category. The annual 
fatality rate showed that fish t'fl\eni perished at a.rate four times 
greater than that. of workers 1 ,1a11: other US industries combined. 
This 'rate jumped to seven time 1the: national average if only 
workers aboard documented fish tjg v~ssels were considered. It 
was also determined that the a ~ual fatality rate increased 
dramatically with increased ve eel 1length. 

To summarize, Congress require ,the Coast Guard to take the step 
fromiproviding voluntary guida ~e to providing regulations for 
the cj:ommercial fishing industr •jfl~et. Studies were also 
mandated to assist the Coast G .. rd 1to investigate and recommend 
whether further regulatory act ems :were appropriate for the 
fishing industry overall and f :rt utjclassed fish processors in 
particular. Recommendations r garding a mandatory inspection 
program for all commercial f is ,ing :industry vesse,ls and 
additional standards for uncla .$ed fish processing vessels are 
closely related. These recomm I)lda~ions are presented together in 
a co$prehensive program based $ v~ssel length, which is an 
indi¢ator of increased risk 'to ~eraonnel and property. The 
purp¢>se of this report is to f twaitd the Coast Guard's 
recommendations along with the ¢ompleted studies. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

It is generally acknowledged that commercial fishermen are 
engaged in one of the most hazardous of all occupations in the 
United States. Casualty statistics for documented and 
undocumented fishing vessels show that there is an average of 
1,100 vessel casualties reported every year, with 20% of these 
being total losses. There are also an average of 108 fatalities 
reported every year, over 80% of which are on documented fishing 
vessels. The Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act of 
1988, the recently released regulations, and these studies are 
parts of the most recent effort to improve this very poor safety 
record. 

A. FISHING INDUSTRY VESSEL INSPECTION STUPY 

As mandated by Section 5 (a) of the Commercial Fishing 
Industry Vessel Safety Act of 1988 (the Act), a study was 
conducted of the safety problems on fishing industry vessels. 
The study was conducted by the National Academy of 
Engineering (NAE), in consultation with the Commercial 
Fishing Industry Vessel Advisory Committee (CFIVAC), the 
National Transportation Safety Board and the fishing 
industry. This study is being used by the Coast Guard to 
develop recommendations to Congress on an inspection program 
after identifying and characterizing the safety problems of 
commercial fishing industry vessels. 

The first step of the study identified the problem. To do 
so, it was necessary to gain an understanding of the extent 
of the safety problems and the perceived safety inadequacies. 
Three types of factors affecting fishing vessel safety were 
investigated. In the broadest sense, these factors were 

·related to the vessel, the fishermen, and external forces. 

These factors interact with each other in a complex fashion. 
Factors pertaining to the vessel included construction; 
design; outfitting; navigational and operating equipment1 
fishing gear type; and emergency, safety, and survival 
equipment. The second type of factor involved the fishermen 
themselves with respect to professional competency (training. 
and skills) and behavior (risk-taking attitude and 
responsibility for safety). The last factor summed up the 
external forces and included fisheries management, economics, 
and weather and sea conditions. 

To investigate the perceived safety inadequacies, it was 
necessary to take an unbiased look at the issues. Part of 
the problem appeared to be the lack of an effective system to 
monitor, promote, or require accountability of those 
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responsible for the operati nal and occupational safety at 
sea. There also appeared t be,a lack of a standard 
throughout the industry for 

1 
saf, operation. This pertained 

to workplace procedures, s f~ty meetings, training programs 
and emergency response pro ~ures. 

I I 

The methodology of analyzi gJ the problem and addressing the 
possible remedies was deve oped, at the early stages. It was 
determined that individual safety alternatives could be 
identified as the study pr gressed. These elements could 
address smaller aspects of the overall safety problem and 
could be combined to form econU;nendations for en integrated 
safety structure. 1 ' 

t 

Equally important to qg tpe problem was identifying the 
population affected, the f shing industry, for this is the 
context in which safety is cons.idered. This task was 
difficult because the indu try is quite regional in nature 
and this information is no ~all~ neither captured nor 
maintained by any one stat or federal agency. Data combined 
from multiple sources for his study provided the best 
description of the fishing'~ndustry to date. It indicated 
there existed approximatel 1.31,/000 federally documented 
fishing industry vessels a f about 80,000 smaller fishing 
industry vessels bearing s ,tte !numbers (vessels of five 
registered net tons or mor .;'must be documented, while those 
les.s than five net tons ma jbe .registered with the state). 
In both cases the vessels re endorsed for the fisheries 
trade, but this does not g rrantee it is a fishing vessel • 

. I
To estimate the number of 'hdividuals who commercially fish 
was even more difficult t ne$timating the number of vessels 
because data of this sort ·· s ~otally lacking. General 
assumptions were made and , er$ were assumed to be 
approximately 230,000 pers 's involved in the commercial 
fisheries. The breakdown 1 /f the commercial fishing industry 
by length of vessel was e~tjimated as: 

UNodq. DOC. TOTAL 
LENGTH (L) VESS~tjS . VESSELS POSITIONS 

L < 50' 23,400r~ ao,~Jo 191,000
L ~ 50' & < 79' \p 6,800 31, 000J 

L ~ 79' 
\ 

I 
! 

800 8,000 

TOTALS 
 so.fr 31,000 230,000 

i 

As well as looking at the~'n,umbers, it was important to 
e~amine th.e re~ion.al vari t..·.·.iion···· of .the .factor.s. Th.e
~ishermen, their vessels ~d the fisheries they were involved 
in, as well as the econom cs and fishery management 
practices, varied widely qcross the country. one factor 
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shared nationwide was that the environment in which the 
fishermen operated was both ever-changing and at times, 
hostile. 

Many shortcomings regarding casualty data were identified, 
but analysis of the available data illustrated the best 
picture of the industry yet portrayed. The NAE analyzed the 
data from different aspects, each shedding distinct light on 
the safety problem. This helped them to describe the safety 
problem in fundamentally simpler terms. 

The commercial industry vessel safety record was examined. 
The general categories identified were the number of 
casualties, the number of vessel total losses, the vessel 
casualty related fatalities and the vessel damage. The 
nature and regional distribution of the vessel casualties 
were examined as was the relationship of vessel casualty to 
vessel length, type and usage .. The causes of the vessel 
casualties were examined and broken down into four broad 
groups: human, vessel, environmental and unknown causes. 
The purpose was to identify relationships between the 
variables and note significant trends. 

Fatalities and personnel injuries were examined with respect 
to region, nature, and relationship to vessel length. Most 
noteworthy was the direct comparison of fatality rate with 
vessel length. This highlighted the conclusion from the NAE 
study that the fatality rate increased dramatically with 
increasing vessel length and that fishermen are more likely 
to die on the job than are workers in most other U.S. 
industries. 

No single cause was found to be predominant for either the 
vessel or personnel casualties. What became evident was that 
the safety problem resembled a complex weave of factors 
including the vessel, its equipment, the fishermen, the 
environment and other external factors. It was also clear 
that regardless of the length of the vessel, the weather 
conditions, or where they operated, fishermen were 
continually exposed to vessel and life-threatening 
situations. 

The vessel is a complex system, serving as transportation, 
living quarters, workplace and product storehouse. Vessel 
casualty data were examined to assess the inadequacies in, or 
failures of components of the systems. It was found that one 
of the basic problems was that no one was held strictly 
accountable for vessel fitness prior to operations. The 
investigation revealed that material condition of the vessel 
and equipment was a direct cause for over 85% of the known 
vessel-related casualties. Human factors often played a key 
secondary role in these casualties (e.g., lack of maintenance 
or cleanliness). 
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With regard to the human el ient, quantitative data alone was 
not conclusive, nor did. it ovide sufficient insight into 
human factors. Human cause 1of .accidents included improper 
procedures, inexperience, j ·gem~ntal errors, inattention, 
navigation error, stress, a fatigue. In general, fishermen 
agreed to these findings. was found that even if these 
were not the d.irect causes, umarn factors were contributing 
elements in accidents and c 'pl~cated implementation of 
safety improvement alternat 

Upon examining the issues r the use of survival gear, 
it was found that the probl s were basically twofold. 
Fatalities resulted when eq pment was not available, was not 
used at all, was not used i· time, or was not used properly. 
The other major problem was hat the survival gear failed to 
perform as intended. 

The external influences on ~f~ty included fisheries 
management practices, insu nee, and environmental 
conditions. The nature an scope of fishery management 
practices and weather condi ions as causative factors in 
casualties were difficult ·quantify. Fishery management
decisions at times created . highly competitive operating 
environment. Competition ,preased as returns decreased, as 
fishing season lengths dee. ;ase¢i, and as more fishermen 
competed for fewer fish. 'lis, i coupled with the entrenched 
attitudes in the industry, :uch as "fishing is the last 
frontier" and "it's me age st ]the sea" drove fishermen to 
take unnecessary risks to ·intain their livelihood, i.e., 
getting underway in foul w :ther, loading excessively, 
staying out too long. Ins ad of the responsibility for 
safety, fishermen often ac pted the extremely high risks as 
inherent in their occupati 'Insurance did not reduce or 
eliminate losses, but only !eduiced the associated financial 
risk. Premiums took into 'count redistribution of losses, 
administrative overhead ex· nsEis, profit element and 
competition in the insuran market. Weather was not 

. implicated often in the alty data because many times it 
was an ancillary cause. 

Working to address the man factors identified during the 
study, the NAE considered number of safety improvement
alternatives which were ai · d at areas where improvement
efforts would have the gre est effect. The options followed 
the subject matter as brok , down in the previous paragraphs
and were carefully conside d to strive for improvement in
the near term, midterm and long term. There were 30 
alternatives in all, resul ing in a total of eighteen
recommendations. One of t se.recommendations addressed a
tiered approach to a self~ spection program and specified
some of the elements to be 

- a methodology through w ich:owners and operators of 
uninspected fishing ind.iStrl' vessels would conduct 8 
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self-examination of their vessels using a prescribed 
checklist or other inspection guide; 

- an audit process to validate/confirm self-inspection; 

- provisions for accepting more thorough examinations 

in lieu of self-examination; 


- provisions for imposing more stringent inspections or 
sanctions on a vessel-by-vessel basis; and 

- provisions for advancing to more stringent inspection 
alternatives for some or all vessels if self­
inspection proves unsatisfactory or ineffective in 
improving safety. 

All the recommendations are provided in Appendix A, along
with the Coast Guard's reply tc;:> each. 
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B. 

As mandated by Section 5 (b of the Act, a study was 
conducted of fish process/in ve•sels that are not surveyed 
and classed by an organiziat n 4pproved by the Secretary, 
utilizing Worcester Poly~ep ic·Institute (WPI). The 
commercial Fishing Industrr es$el ~dvisory Committee as well 
as representatives of pe~s. ij; operating fish processing 
vessels were consulted. · , i :! I 

I , 
A fish processing vessel :1· <t:iefi.ned in Title 46 u.s. Code, 
Section 2101(llb) as a v~s l that commercially prepares fish 
or fish prqducts other tha by gutting, decapitating, 
gilling., skinning, shuck~n icing, freezing or brine 
chilling. These operatiG>n were.considered necessary to 
preserve the catch, and wq :a nbt, by themselves, constitute 
processing. I : 

:- 1 '.
Due to their size and nu•b : of; persons onboard, fish 
processing vessels add a~6 'er dimension to the risks 
inherent in working in tJ/le ishing industry. These vessels 
employ additional worker~ monitor and operate the 
sophisticated equipment µs to· process the product on board, 
while the vessels are atls often in foul weather. The 
increased number of pers~$ and the complexity of 
operations not only rais~I potential for the risk of 
injury, but also increase! ~everity of a vessel-related 
casualty. I ! 

I 

Currently, uninspected f~s ,processing vessels are subject to 
the requirements of Titl~· Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Part 28 Subpart F ·I • ocessors that are either new or 
undergo a major conversiph omOleted after July 27, 1990, are 
required to be classed aln(l .. urveyed by the American Bureau of 
Shipping (ABS). or a simi,l~. ~Y qualified organization. The 
WPI study examined the ~e~ ~ls'that do not fit into this 

. category (existing, uncl1as ed) i to determine what hull and 
machinery requirements Shb ld $pply to them to ensure they 
are operated and mainta~ne ·in.a safe and seaworthy
condition. 1 

The first stage of this !s dy was to review documents 
relevant to unclassed f:ils processing vessels. The purpose 
was to gain a historical! i .?="sp,ctive of the problems facing
the industry and to gaiq · ' understanding of the current 
requirements for fish p~o $sing vessels. Documents reviewed
included the Act and th~ gislative efforts that led up to
its passage, casualty s~u es, fishing industry profiles,
congressional reports, ~l sification society rules, and
insurance information p~r ~ning to cost and availability. 

Additional input was ob~a ed from interviews with a cross
section of individuals i~ lved with the fish processing
industry, including -rep~ei nta~ives from classification 
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societies, insurance companies, ·the coast Guard, and fish 
processing vessel owners organizations. This was done to 
obtain an understanding of the factors affecting the decision 
making process that have an impact on the overall safety of 
the vessel or the individuals on board. These factors would 
include the practical limitations of the vessel as well as 
the economic issues such as profits and fisheries management. 

The collected information, written and oral, was analyzed. 
Specific attention was given to identifying the factors 
affecting safety on these vessels and the possible benefits 
classification would bring. Possible solutions that were 
identified throughout the course of the information gathering 
process were also evaluated. 

Lastly, a casualty study was performed. Forty-five 
casualties involving fish processors, both classed and 
unclassed, were identified and examined with a view towards 
determining whether or not classification would or could have 
prevented the casualty. Given the amount and quality of 
data, assumptions had to be made to break the stated cause of 
the casualty into elements suitable for comparison with the 
classification requirements. The classification process, 
initial survey and subsequent yearly surveys, were examined 
to evaluate the likelihood of the elements of the cause being 
avoided or eliminated. 

The casualties were defined as being one of two types: 

vessel/equipment related or personnel related. The three 

main causes of the casualties were determined to be: human 

factors, vessel and equipment deficiencies, and adverse 

weather conditions. 


The study concluded that classification would have a positive 
effect on safety. However, it would have its limitations.· 
Classification would address the standards of construction 
and material, but it would not address human factors elements 

.which were found to be an underlying cause of the majority of 
the casualties studied. The study further concluded that 
classification could be an effective part of an integrated 
program to address safety aboard fish processing vessels. 

The report's conclusions and the Coast Guard's reply to each 
is provided in Appendix B. 
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III. AST GUARD 

A. VESSEL INSP STRY 

The following are recommeh~ io~s regarding an inspection 
program that would apply to 11 /commercial fishing industry 
vessels. This program is c prehensive and based on 
recommendations contained: i the NAE and WPI studies. The 
inspection plan "levels the ·laying field" by grouping 
fishing industry vessels bill d qn one criterion -- vessel 
length. This inspection !pJl. • . would be applicable to all new 
and existing United Stat~s/. f1.ag /vessels not inspected under 
Title 46 CFR that are comm~ pial fishing, fish processing, or 
fish tender vessels. This hcll!ldes vessels documented under 
the provisions of subchapt ·G Of this chapter and vessels 
numbered by a State or the past.Guard under the provisions 
of Title 33 CFR Subchapter •· A description of the plan and 
its basis will help illust te ~ow this is accomplished. The 
recommended inspection pxfq ~m.is based oh the vessel length. 
As defined in Title 46 Clf~.· ~.4(), this is the length listed 
on the vessel's Certific~~ lpf bocumentation or Certificate 
of Number. 

- For all vessels less th 50 feet in length, an annual 
self-examination would required to show compliance with 
Title 46 CFR 28, the c;::o .erc;ial fishing industry vessel 
safety regulations. A. and1ardized check list would be 
provided to owners to. t; ,ple/te and forward to the Coast 
Guard. An audit proc~$ ;iwoU:ld be administered by the 
Coast Guard. for. v.erift.. ~.·· · ioq purposes. This part of the 
program would affect ap. ox~mately 80,000 undocumented and 
23,400 documented comme iaJ.i fishing industry vessels. 

- For all vessels greater ·hari or equal to 50 feet but less 
than 79 feet in length, n annual third party examination 
would be required to sh compliance with Title 46 CFR 28. 
Third parties such as1 t American Bureau of Shipping 
(ABS), similarly qual.if d qrganizations, and other 
accepted organizations! 'uld conduct these examinations. · 
An audit process woul.di ·~ administered by the Coast Guard 
for verification purpos s. This would affect nearly 6,800 
documented commercial• f $hing industry vessels. 

- For all vessels greater tha~ or equal to 79 feet in 
length, an Guard inspection would be 
required. Current reg l!ltiC!ms in Title 46 CFR 28 would be
applicable as well ·'¢iitiona·1 requirements as deemed . 
necessary by the Coast All new vessels would be
required to be designe· and constructed to class
standards, g vessels would be required to 
meet a general Coast G rd standard to eliminate hazardous
conditions. affect approximately 800
documented commercial: f shirig industry vessels. 



- New fi.shing industry v~ssel.s 79 feet or greater in length 
would be required to'olftain and maintain a load line. 
Existing vessels 79 feet or greater in length would be 
required to obtain and maintain a load line within a ten 
year grace period. 

BASIS FOR COAST GUARD RECOMMENDATIONS 

As described in the introduction, the NAE recommended a 
tiered approach to implement a mandatory inspection program. 
The concept was to start with a program that would be the 
least onerous to the owners and operators. Casualty data 
would be collected and analyzed to monitor the improvement of 
safety within the industry. If insufficient progress was 
noted, more thorough examinations or more stringent 
requirements would be targeted for that portion of the 
industry where the less onerous requirements were not 
sufficient. This process would be repeated to achieve the 
desired increase in safety in the industry. 

The Coast Guard's position is t.hat the concept of developing 
a tiered set of requirements is appropriate, but that 
available casualty data suggests the "tiers" already exist in 
the fishing industry. The Coast Guard believes that more 
thorough examinations or more stringent requirements should 
be applied to vessels at the onset of the inspection program 
as warranted due to the existing risk to personnel and 
property. In general, this occurs with increasing vessel 
length since larger vessels tend to have more individuals on 
board, tend to have the additional mechanical processing 
capability, and tend to work greater distances from shore. 

The inspection program proposed puts vessels of similar size 
on an equal basis, in effect, "leveling the playing field". 
The requirements for a vessel will be set regardless of the 
type of fishery the vessel is engaged in or the extent of 
processing that is done on board. This means that the 
owner/operator as well as the examiner/inspector will be able 
to discern the requirements applicable to the vessel solely 
by est?blishing its length. A corollary is that all fishing 
industry vessels of the same length will be subject to the 
same regulations. 

Currently, the fishing vessel safety regulations in Title 46 
CFR 28 are based upon build and conversion dates, number of 
individuals on board and the vessel operations including the 
type of processing done on board. This creates complications 
when operators of a vessel change f;J.sheries or include 
another type of on board processing. This flexibility is 
desirable, and economically necessary, through the life of 
the vessel and often through the year. 

The difficulties associated with fish processing vessels are 
basically twofold. First, the definition of a fish 
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program for the commerci:al fishing industry. 

ESTIMATED 

VESSEL CATEGORY 

FISHING INDUSTRY AVERAGE 

UNDOCUMENTED & DOC. with 
DOCUMENTED with L ~ 50' I& 
DOCUMENTED with L > 79' .-
It shows that the fatali~ 
fishing industry average 
vessels of 50 feet or mo 
This rate jumped further 
average !or workers aboar 
more in length. 

'Jr 

, more 

processing vessel is baseq : . a limited list of processes 
which establishes the e~ten ·a vessel can process fish or 
fish products without bei.ng · lassed a fish processing vessel. 
Numerous interpretative g~~ areas have arisen from this 
definition. The other prlo~· m ~s that once classed as a fish 
processing vessel, the versi:; ~ i$ required to obtain a load 
line and to submit to bienh ~l examination, both of which 
place a unique burden onith owners, distinct from other 
classes of fishing industr yes.els. 

Under the proposed system,· 
... 

:: 

he requirements applicable to the 
vessel would not change wi: ; prcpcessing operations as long as 
the vessel did not underg~ ma~or conversion. The persons
responsible for the vess~ll pul~ .be certain which regulations 
apply. 

The concept of: leveling th playing field is supported by the 
Commercial Fishing Industr Vessel Advisory Committee 
(CFIVAC). The basis for·t .s support is concern for the 
individuals employed on a 'sseil. These persons should be 
afforded the appropriate· Ji, ;el of protection based on the 
risk inherent in working ~ · ard that vessel. The CFIVAC 
recommended the "number of , 'ersbns on board 11 be the criter.ia 
to view the "field~" howev ., the Coast Guard feels it more 
appropriate to referencet vessel length. Length is an 
indicator of both number o pe:r;sons on board and distance 
from shore the vessel tepd to,work, both are factors 
associated with increasin.g isk. 

The link between vessel l~ :thiand risk was highlighted in 
the NAE study .. Using dajt$ 'rom the study, the table below 
illustrates that the fatal . y :i;-ate increases dramatically 
with increasing vessel l~h :h. ! It also provides the basis of 
the selected break points $edito structure the inspection 

HING FATAL TY RATES 

ANNUAL FATALITY RATE 
PER 00 0 0 WORKER 

47 

30 
105 
244 

rat~ increased to over twice the 
w¢>rkers aboard documented 

in length but less than 79 feet. 
than five times the industry 

documented vessels of 79 feet or 



The first part of the inspection plan addresses the largest 
portion of vessels in the fleet, those that are less than 50 
feet in length. Over ninety.-three percent of the commercial 
fishing industry vessels1 are in this category and they employ 
approximately eighty-five percent of the fishermen. ·As 
compared to the other classes of fishing vessels, the annual 
fatality rate for this class is relatively low, especially 
considering the total number of workers on the vessels. 

This class would be required to perform self-examinations to 
show compliance with the commercial fishing industry vessel 
regulations in Title 46 CFR Part 28. This level of 
inspection concurs with the NAE study which was endorsed by 
the CFIVAC. A standardized check list would be provided to 
owners to complete, a copy of which would be forwarded to the 
Coast Guard. 

Quality assurance is an essential part of this plan. 
Technical audits and records reviews will be instituted. 
On-site technical audits will be conducted through random 
dockside examinations by vessel inspectors from the local 
marine safety office (MSO). These will be used to validate 
the self-examination and verify the reported vessel and 
equipment condition. Records reviews will be performed at 
the local MSO's by the additional resources identified in 
Section VI of this report. These will include checking the 
completeness of the examination forms received to ensure the 
vessels complied with the appropriate safety requirements. 
It will be essential to identify the fishing industry fleet 
in the respective district's area of responsibility to verify 
complete participation. 

Initially, the goal for the annual frequency of audits and 
reviews will be set at 25% of the vessel population. This 
close level of supervision is essential due to the newness of 
the regulations, their complexity, the evolution of policy 
and the anticipated normal start up problems. This degree of 
oversight will assure the integrity of the self-examination 
program. In future years, as the degree of compliance with 
the regulations increases and the safety record of the 
industry improves, this level should diminish. 

The next class of vessels, the portion of the fleet with a 
vessel length 50 feet or greater and less than 79 feet, would 
have an increased level of inspection. While the 6,800 
vessels in this range make up only six percent of the 
commercial fishing industry fleet, they employ over thirteen 
percent of the fishermen. They are also responsible for 
almost thirty percent of the annual fatalities in the fleet. 

Accepted third parties would perform the annual examinations 
to ensure compliance with the applicable fishing vessel 
safety regulations in Title 46 CFR 28. Qualifications and 
descriptions of an accepted organization and a similarly 
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ar~.qualified organization ovided in the fishing vessel 
regulations. Surveyors.in es~ organizations would be 
experienced with the indust ·, ~essel construction, .and 
maintenance, as well as the egulations. They would be able 
to assist the owners and Of atQrs in their understanding of 
the requirements and the ~f f dr compliance. 

A review/audit process woµt 1/be 1established for this class of 
fishing industry vessel as1 ·11. It would be administered by 
the Coast Guard at the Dist ·ct and MSO level and would be 
similar to that of the smal ·r fishing industry vessels. The 
Coast Guard would also over e the performance and provide 
feedback to the third parit.i ~ a4ministering examinations. 

The smallest fraction of 

1 

!/: 

; ,
1 

. 'I 

t 

t fl.et, vessels of length equal 
to 79 feet or greater, wd,u, be I subject to the highest level 
of inspection and would t>e! ~rformed annually by the Coast 

.
Guard. The estimated 800 asels in this class make up less 
than one percent of the fl a~d employ about three percent 
of the total workers. I~ 1 significant, though, to note 
that almost 20 percent of ~ annual fatalities occur on the 
vessels in this class. 

The requirements for exis'tj . !g v~ssels 79 feet or greater in 
length would go beyond tl!lq '·1 al;ready contained in Title 46 
CFR 28. They may includEb i ,qui~ements from Title 46 CFR 28 
Subpart D, which is currerr :y applicable only to new fishing 
industry vessels, as well 1 other requirements deemed 
necessary by the Coast Gua to eliminate hazardous 
conditions. New vessels. i /thi:s class would be required to 
be designed and constructe 'to class standards (further 
discussion is contained ~n. ection III B). This class 
represents the highest rli.fj; ,·ica~egory since the vessels tend 
to carry the greatest nu~~. of individuals on board, tend to 
be the most mechanized w/it. regard to processing product and 
tend to work the greates~ st~nce from shore for longer
periods of time. 

The Omnibus Budget Reconci 'at.i.on Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-964) 
required the Coast Guard t .establish user fees for services 
provided under Subtitle II )f Title 46 United States Code. 
Based upon fees establish4i ·in the commercial vessel 
inspection Notice of Propp. d ~ulemaking and the services 
provided, the owner or ·c>p~ eto:t would be subject to these 
additional costs. Similar ~ees are proposed for all vessels 
inspected by the Coast Qua • :A more detailed discussion of 
costs to the industry is i luded in Section VII. 

This inspection program is :on~istent with the NAE study 
recommendations. While th study envisioned starting the 
industry at the same lev,ejl; f ~xamination, it made provisions 
to institute higher lev~l~ f examination and more stringent 
regulation when the review f casualty data so warranted. 
The NAE study stated thalt' ' lf..;inspection would be all that 
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some operators needed:to ensure their compliance, however, it 
also recognized there·· would be a smaller population of 
vessels that would require additional motivation. In time 
this process would create a tiered inspection program. The 
NAE also recognized the possibility that some vessels would 
not conform regardless of the level of inspection. For these 
"unfitu vessels, .the study, as accepted by the CFIVAC, 
envi.sioned removal from service. 

It is the Coast Guard's position that casualty data currently 
available support starting an inspection program in a 
staggered fashion. To start the industry at the same level · 
for the purposes of collecting data would be inviting more 
casualties and fatalities. The higher level of attention is 
already warranted. Also recognized is the industry's general 
inability to regulate itself and. the demonstrated lack of 
acceptance of the voluntary program that has been in 
existence for the last six years. 

In addition to the inspection recommendations discussed 
above, classification and load line standards are being 
introduced. Classification would no longer be required for 
new fish processing vessels 79 feet or more in length. 
However, all new fishing industry vessels of this size would 
be required to be designed and constructed to class 
standards. In addition, they would be required to obtain and 
maintain a load line certificate. This design and 
construction standard is consistent with other large vessels 
inspected by the Coast Guard. Large new vessels are 
typically required to be designed and constructed to class 
standards but not required by regulation to obtain 
classification certificates. 

Existing vessels 79 feet or greater in length would also be 
required to obtain a load line, and meet additional standards 
discussed in Section III B. The load line requirement 
ensures that each vessel meets minimum standards of hull 
construction, stability and watertight integrity, and the 
associated surveys ensure these standards are properly 
maintained. They would, however, be granted a ten year 
period in which to meet the load line standard. This grace 
period is consistent with that granted certain existing fish 
tender vessels operating under the Aleutian Trade Act (P.L. 
101-595). This allowance for existing vessels recognizes 
time in service as an indicator Of their integrity and 
serviceability. 

This program would remove the existing classification 
requirement for fish processing vessels 50 feet or more in 
length but less than 79 feet. All fishing industry vessels 
in this class would be. held to the same standards, i.e., 
Title 46 CFR 28. While dropping classification, vessels 
would be inspected annually by third parties with audits and 
reviews conducted by the Coast Guard. Classification and the 
associated surveys would continue to be encouraged. 
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B. 	 HULL AND MACHINERY RE 
FISHING INDUSTRY VESSELS 

Currently, existing fish 
at least once every two 
equipment requirements 
c. These examinations 
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organization. l• These 
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Coast Guard recommends: 
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The machinery standards 1 wo ld be general in nature and 
similar in scope and in tin ;to those developed for existing 
mobile offshore drillin, li.ts .. and offshore supply vessels1 , 

when they first came un $1 ;~ns~e.ction. .These standards would• 
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BASIS FOR COAST GUARD RECOMMENDATIONS 

Imposing design and construction standards on existing 
vessels is difficult at best and often impossible to 
accomplish. This proposal would provide flexibility and 
recognize proven service and generally accepted good marine 
practice, while at the same time achieve a higher level of 
safety. 

The condition of a vessel would be ascertained by inspection 
and upgraded if necessary to ensure the design, construction 
and arrangement of the hull, machinery and electrical systems 
do not create manifestly unsafe conditions. The inspection 
would include checking for excessive deterioration of the 
hull structure or equipment foundations and general safety 
issues such as·fire and electrical shock hazards. 
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IV. ~L~E~G~I~~~~~.a.a.~~~='N~~~~...;.:,~..a..!!lL~A~N 

The Coast Guard will seek le ~· i/ltive authority to establish and 
implement an inspection prog ~tn for,commercial fishing industry 
vessels. A review/audit pro Jja· 'would be included under this 
authority as it would be an nt gral part of the inspection 
program. Additional legisla :i,.v 
necessary to implement an in ~· 
legislative proposal will be $, 
identify and address these c ~ 

The necessary legislative ch ~ 
- Provide for .annual insp~ 

industry vess.els as fo~;.}. 

Length < 50 ' ·I · ' 
Length ~ 50' & < 79' I 
Length~ 79' ~ 

- Require load lines on a~ 
vessels which have a l 'h 

- Require load lines on 
industry vessels whic 
to 79 feet within 10 

- Remove from Title 46 $~ 
class.±£ication for ne . ilf 
that all new fishing ~¢1 
to 79 feet be designe1 1!a 

- Provide authority for I. tlh 
hull and machinery st$iid 
industry vessels greater 

Shou.ld the necessary legisl t...:i 
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implement the legislation. 

{1 i 
• 
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i ! 
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~ion program. A separate 

~itted in the near future to 
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·~ a~e: 
all commercial fishing 

Self-Inspection with Audit 
! 3r¢i Party Inspection with Audit 
I
! cG' 

. 
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I 
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existing commercial fishing 
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h processing vessels and require 
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~nd solicit public comment to 
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V. INSPECTION PLAN ALTERNATIVES 

The alternatives which follow are but three of the multitude of 
options available. These bracket the primary inspection plan 
with respect to the level of Coast Guard involvement in the 
~ffort to improve safety in this industry. The first alternative 
calls for Slil documented and undocumented commercial fishing 
industry vessels to undergo self-examination to show compliance 
with the requirements of Title 46 CFR Part 28. The second and 
third alternatives address third party examination and Coast 
Guard inspection of the entire fishing industry fleet to ensure 
compliance with the regulations. 

A. SELF-EXAMINATION ALTERNATIVE 

A self-examination program for all vessels was recommended by 
the National Academy of Engineering (NAE) study and 
subsequently endorsed by the Commercial Fishing Industry 
Vessel Advisory Committee (CFIVAC). It would be conducted 
annually utilizing a simplified check list or other guide to 
determine if a vessel is fit for service in accordance with 
the current regulations in Title 46 CFR 28. This plan would 
provide for an audit process, such as dockside or underway 
boardings or possibly a reporting regime, through which 
verification and compliance could be monitored. The plan 
would allow for more thorough examinations for certain 
vessels or the entire industry if the safety record showed 
insufficient improvement. On a case by case basis, the plan 
would allow for more stringent inspections or sanctions by 
the coast Guard. 

This plan has the least initial impact on the commercial 
fishing industry. Through self-examination, the owner or 
operator would use a type of simplified check list to assist 
in the survey of the vessel and its equipment. The check 
list would remain on board and a copy would be forwarded to 
the Coast Guard. The only added expense to the operators 
would be the time necessary to complete the examination. It 
could, however, be carried out while the vessel is operating, 
thus eliminating any lost time. 

This option places the responsibility of meeting the 
regulatory requirements solely with the owners or operators. 
Some of these owners/operators have failed over the last six 
years to accept the voluntary standards for commercial 
fishing vessels established by the Coast Guard, such as those 
published in the NVIC 5-86. While self-examination is 
considered a viable option for smaller fishing industry 
vessels, larger vessels are more complex, subject to greater 
requirements, and must be scrutinized more closely. 

The simplified nature of the check list would provide a good 
tool to ensure the vessel is properly equipped, but it would 
not. address areas that require vessel inspection experience 
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such as hull maintenance, integrity or equipment 
serviceability. 

Another concern is that 'J~ .
1
/type of examination could lead 

to a "check list .. mental '.¢~ · n which only those items on the 
list would be examined a d :' others. 'l'his type of 
examination would tend t :10 rlook those i terns that would be 
marginal or unsafe to an ~n ased examiner, but may be 
acceptable to the owner if erator. 

1 

Implementing this option:~p l.d !lppear to have the least 
impact on Coast Guard re ¢)l1 : es~ since we would be overseeing 
the program and providin :f ~,: in:istrative support. However, 
the propensity of the ow ~Ir 9r Qperator to overlook or 
underplay items could le q pe ¢oast Guard to strongly 
consider an aggressive o.~r ;Lght program to validate the 
examinations. · · 

Under this option, data p be collected to measure the 
effectiveness of the sel $mination program towards 
improving the safety rec ·hf the commercial fishing 
industry. The provision . , . ~ more stringent examinations 
would be implemented if 1h , !date, warranted it. The data 
analys.is would .be nec.ess~.•t-. .lto support any effort to increase 
the standards applied to/ 1a poirtion of the industry. This 
puts a heavy emphasis on•'l: quality and quantity of casualty 
data available, which ha$! 'en (lacking on both counts in the 
past. The NAE, in thei s dy,: recognized this and 
recommended the Coast G ·~~ ,:!upgrade the safety data to

1

provide the information . $ .. ed Ito administer an integrated 
safety system. In part, I~ ::was recommended that*: 

:1: i 

The Coast Guard exp9nld nd integrate data acquisition and 
utilization capabil~t~ of these data bases in order to 
gather, s.tandardize,1 :Je luate, and disseminate fishing
vessel safety data. 

1·· 

•1( ,e NAE was referring to the main 
,cu~, and summary enforcementcasualty,. search an4·····..~. 

event report data b~Se .)
I 

* For the complete reco~e · at.ii.on and the Coast Guard reply, 
ndix (A).see recommendati.on 4 in p···· 

Only with improvement i t ~s area, would the information be 
available to make the n+.~.. regarding the:e sary assessments 
effectiveness of the se+f- ~amination program. 

1 

With this option and th. o ·.~er i two that follow, the potential 
would exist for vessels ~:f f;im;lar size to be subjected to 
different inspection st od tds~ It is possible that, based 
on casualty data availa le · a segment of the industry could 
be identified as requir rlg ~or$ stringent examinations 
through increased regul to ~ requirements. This could cause 
inequity within broader · · ments of the fishing industry. 
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Regarding this and the/following two alternatives, standards 
for hull and machinery are not established for existing 
unclassed fish processing vessels. This would be contrary to 
the conclusions of the WPI study, and would give the. existing 
processing vessels an economic advantage over. the new vessels 
which currently are required to be designed, constructed, and 
surveyed in accordance with classification standards. It 
could also be said that due to the lack of additional 
standards, the safety of the individuals on board existing
vessels would be at increased risk. 

This alternative alone does not resolve the definition-based 
problems associated with fish processing vessels. Since the 
fisheries are a dynamic industry, vessels are constantly 
evolving and should not be encumbered by regulations linked 
to processing operations conducted onboard. The problem 
described not only leads to confusion for the fishing vessel 
owner/operator, but also for the Coast Guard, in enforcing 
regulations. 

A side effect of having various standards for vessels 
depending upon the fisheries they are involved in.(thus 
possibly changing their definition) is the creation of 
immobility within the industry. Given the current state of 
economics and fishery management practices, it has been 
necessary for fishermen to work in different fisheries for 
part of the year or to perform different "processing" 
functions to maintain an income. If this change of 
employment places the.vessel in a higher standards bracket 
(fish processing vessel) and the vessel is unable to meet the 
standards, it would be prohibited from engaging in this 
fishery. 

B. THI.RD PARTY EXAMINATION ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative is a step up from self-examination in that 
an unbiased third party would perform the examination. It 
would be accomplished by the .American Bureau of Shipping . 
(ABS), a similarly qualified organization, or a surveyor of 
an accepted organization to the requirements of Title 46 CFR 
28. They would be tasked with performing the annual 
examinations, maintaining records, and submitting reports. to 
the Coast Guard. These examinations would be conducted 
dockside on a scheduled basis. 

This alternative would have financial impact on the 
commercial fishing industry. Fees, as set by the third 
parties, would be.paid by all owners or operators regardless 
of vessel length. This alternative imposes costs to portions 
of the industry not affected in the recommended program.or 
the self-examination alternative. Further discussion of the 
cost to industry is contained in section.VII. 
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in the completion of the inspection could also be encountered 
due to follow up visits which may be required when the 
condition of the vessel warrants. 

Currently the Coast Guard inspects approximately 12,000 
commercial vessels, ranging from small passenger vessels to 
large tank vessels. Selecting this option would require 
considerable additional Coast Guard resources since it would 
increase the number of inspected vessels tenfold to 
approximately 123,000. Not only would the number of 
inspectors have to increase dramatically, but the overhead 
costs associated with inspecting these vessels would be 
significant. 

Considering solely the Coast Guard inspection alternative 
does not eliminate the problems encountered with the 
definition of fish processing vessel as previously described. 
The disincentive of varying regulations related to the 
processes undertaken on board the vessel would remain, even 
for similar sized vessels. As mentioned, this would hinder 
the mobility of the vessels to participate in different 
f isherie.s or to perform different functions through the year. 
Given the current economic situation and the trend of fishery 
management decisions, this mobility is more necessary than 
desirable. 

Since inspections would be performed by the Coast Guard, the 
fishing industry would benefit directly from the CG expertise 
in the safety arena. It would also ensure a higher level of 
compliance with the regulations. 
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The recommended inspection p 
industry vessels includes th 

Coast Guard review/aud If s$lf-examinations of vessels 
less than 50 feet in 1 

Coast Guard review/aud t~ird party examinations of 
vessels from 50 to 79 

Coast Guard inspection ;commercial fishing industry 
vessels 79 feet or mer · ! length. 

'j I 

In order to implement an ins' # , 'lion1 and records review program 
for commercial fishing indus 1.Jr ilves~els, the Coast Guard 
estimates a cost of approxi o~ ~ 81,387,000 and requires 27 
additional billets or posit'cih ! Explanations of how these costs 
were calculated a7e include~ !.P :ow•! Estimates were made of the 
expected changes in workloa~ 1;i the local Marine Safety Office 
inspection departments and ~ e Supporting staff. 

In fiscal year 1992, 45 co 
1e/t al 1fishing vessel safety examiner 

billets were funded on a re u!tl Ing !basis to implement 8 voluntary 
dockside commercial fishing 'lfi• ·e1 'safety examination program. 
These billets would be rein es d to conduct the on-site 
technical audits of the ves~~l subject to third party and 
self-examinations under thi' ::m ;datory inspection program. They 
would not be available £or tie oa~t Guard inspections required 
of vessels 79 feet or more .·ti·. ~ngt···h nor would the.. y be available 
to conduct records reviews .·~·· ~lf ...examination and third party 
examinations. While total ii. ~r c;>f Coast Guard personnel 

1required to implement this ~- I is 72, 45 are already funded. 

A. 	 ASSUMPTIONS .• 
1 

1. 	 Coast Guard inspecti~ 1,760 hours per year 
or, 220 days per ye~t. 

, -	 I , 

2 · 	 T.h.e estim.ated .averat··.·.. ..·,'···. ·~.' hnual cost to the federalgovernment for each,(p ~t Guard inspector is $50,500. 

3. 	 The number of inspe ;~ ins for all existing inspection 

ij.if 
f~• 

~ 
1i· 
~ 

D ~ 
~ 

I 

1

or more 

(and,drydock of 
;ute, 

programs will rernair/ pstant. 

4. 	 The insp.. e.ction and ock examination time for each
fishing vessel 79 in length had to be
estimated. The sco' ,~ nd level of effort required to
perform the inspect a small passenger
vessel with an ocea limited to carrying 12 
passengers, best ap jimates that assumed for these
fishing vessels. ,from the Marine Safety Information
System (MSIS) shows time to perform the 



inspection for certification to be 9.5 hours per vessel. 
The average time required to perform the drydock 
examination is 10 hours per vessel. This time includes 
travel to and from the inspection site, actual inspection 
time and administration time (e.g. , computer entry, 
inspection package review, resolving discrepancies, 
Certificate of Inspection (COI) generation and mailing). 
Plan review is a one time process for newly constructed 
or inspected vessels that is conducted by the local 
Marine Safety Office or the Marine Safety Center. The 
average plan review time for a vessel of this size and 
nature is 19.8 hours. 

5. 	 Each year the Coast Guard anticipates reviewing records 
of 25% of all annual third party and self-examinations to 
ensure compliance. It is estimated each records review 
would take approximately one hour. This would include 
reviewing the examination,, making necessary computer 
entries, filing and preparing any necessary 
correspondence. On-site technical audits would consist 
of abbreviated on-site examinations and are estimated to 
take 2.75 hours. 

B. 	 FISHING VESSEL POPULATION 111,000 Vessels 

A comparison of .National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) data 
and Coast Guard MSIS vessel documentation data indicates a 
total population of federally documented commercial fishing 
vessels to be approximately 31,000 (1987 estimate). The 
remainder are registered by individual states. This is the 
basis for the number of vessels currently in service. 

Fish processing vessels of more than 5,000 gross tons and 
fish tender vessels of more than 500 gross tons are presently 
subject to formal inspection (Title 46 USC §3301). Only one 
fish processing vessel, a converted container ship, has been 
identified by the Coast Guard as subject to inspection. tor 
simplicity and clarity of calculations, this one vessel was 
not 	deducted from the total. 

Of the 31,000 documented vessels, it is estimated t.hat 
approximately 800 vessels (2.6%) are 79 feet or more in 
length. These would require inspection and the issuance of a 
COI. 

Subtracting these 800 vessels from the total population 
leaves 110,200 vessels. 6,800 of these vessels range from.SO 
to 79 feet in length and would require third party 
examination. The.remaining 103,400 vessels are less than 50 
feet in length and would be self-examined. 
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feet in length combine for a total net annual growth of 3,306 
vessels. 

(800 x 3%) • 24 vessels, 79 feet or more in length. 


(24 vessels) + (8 hours per day) x 

( 9 • 5 hours per inspection + 19. 8 hours per.~plan review)· 

= 87.9 days. 


(87.9 days) + (220 days per Inspector) 

= 0.40 Inspectors. 


(3,306 vessels less than 79 feet in length) x 

(25% annual records reviews) x (1 hour per review) + (8 hours 

per day) 

= 103.3 days to conduct reviews. 


(103.3 days) + (220 days per inspector) 
• 0.47 Inspectors. 

(0.40 + .47) = .87 Inspectors - Round up to 1 Inspector 
1 Inspector x $50,500 
= $50,500 per annum. 

E. 	 ANNUAL ON-SITE TECHNICAL AUDITS 
45 Inspectors @ $2,272,500 

In FY 92, the Coast Guard was funded for 45 billets to 
conduct a voluntary dockside commercial fishing vessel 
examination program. If this inspection program is adopted, 
these 45 billets will be reinvested to conduct the on-site 
technical audits described in Section III A of this report. 
Through these audits, the Coast Guard will validate the third 
party and self-examination programs for vessels under 79 feet 
in length. On-site technical audits will be conducted 

· annually on 25% on the commercial fishing vessel fleet under 
79 feet in length. 

(2.75 hours per on-site technical audit) x 

(113,506 vessels) x (25% annual technical audits) 

= 78,035.4 total hours per year 


(78,035.4 hours for annual on-site technical audits) + 

(1,760 hours available per year per inspector) 

"" 44.34 Inspectors - Round up to 45 Inspectors 


45 Inspectors x $50,500 

=$2,272,500 per annum. 
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F. SUMMARY 

Presently there are 266 authorized billets at the 43 Marine 
Safety Offices and three Marine Inspection Offices conducting 
inspections of vessels required by Title 46 USC §3301. It is 
estimated that the addition of the above workload 
requirements would have the following effects; 

In order to conduct all required COI inspections, drydock 
examinations, and records reviews, it would require 23 
additional inspectors exclusively dedicated to the 
commercial fishing industry vessel inspection program. An 
additional inspector would be required to account for 
annual growth in the industry in the year following 
implementation. This brings the total to 24 inspectors at 
a recurring annual cost of $1,212,000. 

Added to this recurring cost would be three program 
administrators at Coast Guard Headquarters at an annual 
recurring cost of $175,000. They will augment existing 
staff to perform the duties and responsibilities as 
program manager for fishing vessel safety. This would 
include developing policy and guidance for the units 
performing the audits, reviews, and inspections of over 
111,000 commercial fishing industry vessels. This would 
bring the total recurring cost to 27 billets and 
$1,387,000. 

As stated in the beginning of this section, 45 billets were 
funded in fiscal year 1992 to implement a voluntary dockside 
safety examination program. These inspectors would be 
reinvested under this program to conduct on-site technical 
audits of vessels less than 79 feet in length which would 
require third party or self-examination. 

It is expected that the resources required to meet the 
initial implementation workload at the MSOs would be higher 
than that previously identified in this section. Estimates 
showed that 33 inspectors would be required to perform the 
initial inspections and examinations. Existing data indicate 
it takes twice as much time to complete the initial 
inspection for certification than it does for the recurring 
annual inspection. A portion of the 45 billets identified in 
the previous paragraph would be redirected to meet these 
requirements. Over this period of time, a reduced level of 
on-site technical audits would result. The combined 
resources identified in this section, along with the 45 
billets funded in fiscal year 1992, are necessary to 
implement the mandatory inspection program recommended in 
this report. 
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The cost incurred by the conutjet ia1 1fishing industry for the 

required inspection plan wil~ 

1

1 

'y, •depending on the length of 

the vessel. There are several1 SUil'!ptions made, including:


i . 

l. There is no lost opi'.}q nity cost. That is, the 
examination is assumed ~d o .:interfere with the vessel's 
normal participation ini•' fi$hery.i ·1 

!' 'i,l 
2. There is no additiona ayJi'oll cost. This means that no 
additional personnel ar. ! '.uited to complete the 
examinations. · · ' 

3. The examinations reijn) · in no vessel downtime beyond 
that which the vessel w~u haye normally incurred. 

4. There is administra1::( i time associated with the 
completion and submissi¢>~ ..~ n~cessary paperwork for the 
self-examination. Excebt1.•• i:>r the self-examination category, 
this time. is rolled int·Oi 1 e tlme estimated to complete the 
examination. Due to the~ µnfamiliarity with this type of 
tasking, fishermen are ~~· 1tted two hours to meet the 
requirements. ) ! 

11 

5. The estimated examin~. ion completion time is the same 
regardless of whether ~~~ ~ast Guard or a third party 
performs the task. Thel. ~ 1min;ation of a commercial fishing 
industry vessel no morJ ~ 'n 50 feet in length will take 2.5 
hours. The examination; · · !a commercial fishing industry 
vessel at least 50 feetj , not more than 79 feet in length 
will take 5 hours. Th• .. mination of a commercial fishing 

1industry vessel at least. feet in length will take 9.5 
hours. · · 

: l. 

.' '1 

8. Optional costs areJrt 1considered. These could include 
costs associated with ~l')· use 1of third parties to perform
the self-examination ot ·• 

I • ~ associated administrative tasks. 

Self-examination will result 1 

ia nominal charge to fishermen
corresponding to the cost of $/her time to fulfill the
administrative requirements,o reporting to the Coast Guard. Theexamination itself will be ¢0 ~et$d at a time when it does not 

1interfere with the vessel's 1 ri ljl'lal:operation. Operators perform
the examination at the timeio' ~heir choosing and submit a simplereport to the Coast Guard. · i l 1 

. I 

i29 
I 

6. For comparison pur~d 1 

'tjhe approximate average hourly' , 

rate for a third party]Ef . infl,tion is $95 and fo~ a Coast 
Guard examination is $$7~ The estimated hourly rate for the 
fishermen to complete ih' · ,dministrative tasks is $20. 

r 
7. The costs shown do ni

1 

include the cost to upgrade 
existing equip.ment or a.·.··.d·.··.· dditional equipment. It is the 
cost to show complianc' .·. ~Y • 



Based upon the number of fishing vessels in each category and the 
assumed rates given above, the approximated yearly costs of the 
inspection program to industry are as follows. 

ANNUAL COST IN DOLLARS 

REC. ALT A ALT B ALT C 
LENGTH ( L) PLAN 

L < 50' \1\-0 4. lM 4.lM 24.6M 22.SM 
L ~ 50' & < 79' '\i\10 3.2M 0.3M 3.2M 2.8M 
L 79' O.lM 0.8M 0.7M~ 4fJ_O· 7M 

TOTALS 8.0M 4.5M 28.6M 26.0M 

The possibility does exist that the owners and operators may lack 
the expertise to conduct the self-examination or to meet the 
reporting requirements. Consideration of the cost incurred to 
employ a third party for this purpose is beyond the scope of this 
report. 
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Recommendations for Improving Fishing Vessel Safety 


November 1987. Implementation of the Commercial Fishing Industry 
Vessel Safety Act of 1988 only places more emphasis on the Coast 
Guard's leadership role in commercial fishing vessel safety. 

Recent efforts include publishing COMDTINST 16711.13, addressing 
the implementation of the commercial fishing industry vessel 
regulations; NVIC 12-91, addressing termination of .unsafe 
operations aboard commercial fishing industry vessels; and NVIC . 
13-91 which addresses fishing industry vessel third party 
examinations and procedures for designation of "accepted 
organizations" and "similarly qualified organizations". A 
pamphlet has been developed for general distribution to the 
commercial fishing industry and the program administrators. It 
is designed to make the application of the regulations a less 
painful ordeal. 

The Coast Guard is currently working with other federal agencies, 
national organizations and councils, educators, safety advocates, 
etc., in its efforts to improve safety in the commercial fishing 
industry. As implementation progresses, the Coast Guard will 
continue to expand its influence and raise the level of concern 
for safety in the commercial fishing industry. Future resources 
will be directed at coordinated work with the fishing industry at 
local levels. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 
Implement an Integrated Safety Strategy by Stages. The Coast 
Guard should implement a comprehensive safety program which 
addresses, in stages, the full range of safety problems. Initial 
program elements should impose the least onerous burden on the 
fishing industry -- insofar as possible -- maximizing use of 
relatively low cost, least intrusive measures that can be 
implemented quickly using existing resources. The effectiveness 
of the measures taken should be evaluated as data is developed. 
1f unsatisfactory or ineffective for some or all categories and 
sizes of vessels, more stringent measures should be considered 
and introduced in stages where needed until desired safety 
performance objectives are achieved. 

REPLY 
Partially Concur. The concept of a stepped program has merit 
from both the industry's and the Coast Guard's standpoint. A 
stepped program would allow industry to become accustomed to 
safety regulations at a more comfortable rate •. This would also 
ease the economic burden to the industry. With a stepped program 
the Coast Guard would be able to fully implement program$ 
developed as a result of the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel 
Safety Act of 1988 and realign resources. 

Appendix (A) 
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Recommendations for 
 ing 	Fishing Vessel Safety 

This study recommends that rr~nt regulations, with 
mandatory self-inspection, sljlo be given a chance to work 
followed by an evaluation of11~ isafety improvements. The Coast 
Guard's position is that mor+· eds to be done now. 

I 

A stepped program is the sta~d ~ a~proach used by the Coast 
Guard. This recognizes that1i ~, ja 'iven type of vessel, there 
are d~fferent levels of. risk~ Ii :ties$ risk levels can be addressed 
by raising standards as the 1e l of risk increases. 

! ,1 
I . 

The 	difference in this case ~$i:. he starting position. For 
inspected vessels the status: 1 consists of detailed regulatory 
requirements that increase ih i opei based upon the size and type 
of vessel and the number and.ii t' .e of persons on board. The 
starting position for commei:ii::~ I fij3hing industry vessels, 
self-inspection, is by comp1f~ r a1t an elementary level. 

However, each change made 11'i~ :ajolC' safety program, such as 
fishing vessel safety, requt.:f:~.··· 1yearrs. Delays such as this 
permit continuation of the u~~ ept,ably high casualty rate. 
Estimates of the effectivemajsj!3 f regulations implemented under 
the Commercial Fishing InduS/t~ :ves,sel Safety Act of 1988 are 
that the casualty rate will id . eas;e, at best, only 30%. While 
this is a substantial impro\lle · 't, 

1

the casualty rate for this 
industry should approach th~t1 · tqe remainder of the commerci.al 
marine industry. ii I . 

An industry-wide stepped apJ;i>r' ' h to improving safety, starting
with mandatory self-inspect$0 would require accepting a high
casualty rate in the commer~i fishing industry. As safety 
awareness in the commercial :fr.· ing industry increases and more 
attention is drawn to the d~s 1 safety record in the industry,
this seems less likely. The , · 'meJ:J:Cial fishing industry has 
already shown that without f~· ations there will be little 
change in safety. Additiontli ast Guard authority is needed to 
bring the casualty rate in tit· o~ercial fishing industry in 
line with the remainder. of th aritime industry. 

r , I 
I 

REC.b 
,r 

NDATION 3 
A. 	 Upgrade Safety Ad.ministra 9n. The Coast Guard should
upgrade the capability to afm' fst~r an integrated sa.fetyprogram. 	 ij11 ' :!. j 	 i 

! I 

EPLY' 
Concur. The Coast Guard pri~ · 1jlsly submitted a proposal
requesting additional billets. ,r dockside fishing vessel
examiners. The proposal wa$ , ' .epted and 45 billets were 

I 
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appropriated for this purpose for fiscal year 1992. These 
examiners will form the backbone1 of the Coast Guard's enforcement 
program. This will significantly enhance the ability of the 
Coast Guard to interface on a nationwide basis. 

RECOMMENDATION 
B. The Coast Guard shoul.d identUy, catalog, and establish 
communication with pertinent ageticies, associations, groups, and 
individuals, both in government and industry, at federal, 
regional, state, and local level$ in order to determine their 
respective current capabilities ~d future potential to function 
as part of a nationwide safety infrastructure network to assist 
in the development and conduct of the program: 

REPLY 
Concur. Communication with others involved in safety in the 
commercial fishing industry begaljl with implementation of the 
Fishing Vessel Safety Task Force and is continuing at an 
increasing pace with the Fishing Vessel Safety Section. This is 
a newly created section in the Division of Merchant Vessel 
Inspection and Documentation at Coast Guard Headquarters. As 
additional personnel are put in Olace and the implementation of 
the Act continues, the Coast Guard will be able to refine its 
working relationships with other$ in the commercial fishing 
industry. 

RECOMMENDATION 
c. The Coast Guard shoul.d evaluate its maritime law enforcement 
program, including boardings and,other compliance activit:Les, to 
determine whether, to what extent, and how most effecti.vely this 
program might be employed in implementing a fishing industry 
vessel safety program to motivate as much as to demand compliance 
with safety regulations: 

REPLY 
Concur. Inasmuch as maritime law enforcement is a broad 
responsibility which crosses sev~ral program lines, differing 
facets of the Coast Guard have been involved in development of 
the implementation plan. This plan involves Coast Guard boarding 
officers, personnel at small boat stations, reserve personnel, 
Auxiliary, and marine safety persionnel, as well as third parties. 
The Coast Guard's safety improvement strategies include 
education, moti,vation, and enforcement activities. 
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The Coast Guard Research and Development (R&D) project on 
Operations Research/Analysis master plan specifically addresses 
fishing vessel safety data, but falls short of satisfying the 
broad recommendations of this study. The R&D plan calls for 
improvement of fishing vessel safety data through requirements 
analyses, evaluation of external sources of fishing vessel data 
(both in Coast Guard programs other than marine safety and 
outside organizations), and developing concepts and methods for 
use of fishing vessel data. Implementation of R&D results has 
not yet begun. 

The Marine Safety Network (MSN) project is a long-term 
information system development effort. Its purpose is to provide 
a single data base with common terminology, definitions, and data 
compatibility across all significant Coast Guard data bases. 
Once developed, it will enable personnel to access .data 
originating from various sources. One of the main goals of the 
MSN is to facilitate usage of information in the system by both 
field and program management personnel. 

The Commercial Fishing Industry Supplemental Boarding Report, 
form CG-4100F, has been developed for use by individuals 
examining commercial fishing industry vessels. The form will 
give the boarding officers a tool to conduct a meaningful and 
correct boarding, help standardize the information gathered from 
coast Guard sources and significantly increase the data now 
available in MSIS. 

Modification of the Coast Guard Marine Casualty Report Form, CG­
2692, is possible. However, training investigations personnel to 
gather the necessary information for fishing vessel casualties is 
more appropriate. Information concerning the fishery in which 
the. vessel is engaged and the vessel activity may be captured on 
MSIS and is additionally included in the new Marine Investigation 
Mod.ule (MIN) . 

RECOMMENDATION 
B. The Coast Guard should coordinate with OSHA, NOAA, state 
offices maintaining vital statistics and casualty data, and the 
commercial fishing and marine insurance industries, within their 
functional areas of responsibilities, to further develop and 
integrate data on commercial fishing industry vessel casualties, 
fatalities and injuries. 

REPLY 
Do not concur. Coordination with other federal and state offices 
collecting fishing vessel statistics and casualty data i.s 
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unlikely to result .in an im!'r d ~ast Guard data base. 
Previous efforts have revea .ei. · wi:de variety of inconsistent 
information which would be . x e~y difficult to integrate. 
Coordination efforts would ~e' st ibeneficial as a means to 
disseminate fishing vessel , information resulting from data 
collection and analyses. N . rt~y trends relating to safety 
issues could be identified •s· ll!as areas in which progress is 
made towards increasing safctt · n the fishing industry. Methods 
to adequately estimate numbf.•·.r.' .f fishermen and their exposure · 
are anticipated results of '~ esqribed above. 

:, 

ii: 
RBb~ :ENDATION 

c. The Coast Guard should '1.1 ' de 1 e:xisti.ng federal. and state 
vessel registration programf . develop a comprehensive national 
data base encompassing all cifcf erdial fishing industry vessels 
for regulatory tracking purfc> s aJ1td to improve future analytic
capabilities. The data sho~· rovide a basic record of vessel 
usage, details of the vessef 1, ·hy$ical characteristics, and the 
nature of its employment. :: !, 

I 

EPLY 
Concur. The Vessel Identifii.Ci:. ion.and Documentation System 
(VIDS) is a long-term projept onsisting of two subsystems, the 
Vessel Identification Syste*' 1 • ;IS) and the Vessel Documentation 
System (VOS). VIS will res:\.11' in a national data base of all 
state registered and/or tit·~·· • .ves~els. VIS will capture vessel 
specific data and law enfor· ' nt information. The system will 
be designed to allow access!, I!> other parties and/or computer 

1systems and provide links tb her' systems which may have further 
information on that vessel .1 

; 

obstacle which may partially
hinder the effectiveness ofiv' is·· that state participation is 
optional. Currently, abouti S of: the states and territories 
have expressed an interest J;l.n, articipation in VIS and 
significant efforts are beipg' ade to show the advantages of 
participation to the others': 

j 
~ an f!f fort to gain their support. 

Another alternative which ~be' oast Guard is exploring is the 
integration of fisheries mah­ ment data from states where this 
information is presently coil~ ted. The Western states of
California, Oregon and Wash~rt on currently collect state and
federal vessel data each tii"1~' ish. are landed. 

Rto· ENDATION
D. The Coast Guard should lb' · dina.te with NOAA and stateagencies maintaining fishery, cense or permit data to develop acomprehensive national data1[ ~ · 13 encompassing all fishermen to 

dia (A) 

7 

http:res:\.11
http:Identifii.Ci
http:e:xisti.ng


Coast Guard Comments on 


National Academy of Engineering 


Recommendations for Improving Fishing Vessel Safety 


provide a basic record o:f the population at risk and :for the 
purpose o:f improving analytical capabilities. The Coast Guard 
should establish a mandatory pro:fessional registration 
requirement i:f necessary to derive this information. 

REPLY 
Partially concur. In order to manage a safety program, the 
population at risk must be identified as accurately as po$sible. 
Some states require fisherman registration, however, there is no 
universal requirement. The Coast Guard is developing a new 
module for MSIS that will maintain information regarding licensed 
and documented individuals. This would only affect a small 
segment of the commercial fishing industry that is required to 
obtain a merchant mariner's license or document. To direct Coast 
Guard resources to establish and maintain an information 
gathering project of this large scale, involving professional 
registration requirements to identify the entire population at 
risk, may not be the best use of resources. If available, they 
could be more effectively utilized in a proactive program with 
industry to inform, educate and motivate people in the fishing 
industry. Methods to adequately estimate numbers of fishermen 
and their exposure are anticipated results of R&D described the 
reply to Recommendation 4A. 

RECOMMENDATION 
E. The coast Guard should publish an annual report on fish1ng
industry vessel safety, including information on vessel loss, 
:fatality, and injury rates by region and :fishery. This annual 
report should include occupational safety data :for the commercial 
:fishing industry harvest sector comparable with that available' 
:for other industries. The report should provide the data 
necessary :for evaluating the e:f:fectiveness o:f. national :fishing 
vessel safety efforts. 

REPLY 
Partially concur: Fishing vessel casualty statistics are 
currently a subset of annual statistics of marine casualties. An 
annual report on fishing industry vessel safety is not congruent 
with our approach to safety of other marine industries. Accurate 
information on fishing vessel casualties would be necessary to 
compile such an annual report. If results of the current efforts 
meet expectations, information regarding the effectiveness of the 
national fishing vessel safety efforts.could be assembled. 
Additional analyses focused specifically on fishing vessels would 
require additional resources. 
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materiel failure due to lac~ : · 
underlying cause of the poo~ 
of. experience by. vess.el perio··.'
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way of combating materiel fai 
maintenance is by mandatory~ i 

competent individuals. The a. 
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and vessels~in the Aleutian~' 
the discussion of these rec~, 

. . RE dJ
Utilize Regulatory Bnforcem~n' 
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scope and level of enforcem~~ 
industry as other alternati:V' 

Concur. The Coast Guard 
as a result of instituting 
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boardings of commercial f ishi; 
from the current 2% of the ~o 
At-sea boardings of commer~[~
expected to remain at curr~~t 
safety. items in the first y~~ 

DA'IllON 5 
tandards. The Coast Guard should 
matntenance requirements for 

and lifesaving 
hould be correlated with vessel 
ge and operating areas. Xhe 
ith' existing volWltary guidelines

and made mandatory for all new 

Commercial Fishing Industry 
28') satisfy this recommendation 

tiqn of the ability to monitor 
er· :of casualties are related to 
proper maintenance. The 
ntenance could be related to lack 
l, !inappropriate material 
pi-assures to reduce operating 

and others. The most effective 
es lrelated to improper 
ular examination of vessels by 
or~ty to require such 
ep~ion of fish prpcessing vessels 

This is addressed further in 
See Section III. 

Act~vities. The Coast Guard 
inations at an appropriate level 
ty ~egulations, modifying the 
in consultation with the fishing 
are applied to safety problems. 

ipcreased compliance boardings 
volpntary dockside boarding 
ditional voluntary dockside 
rs,, auxiliarists and reservists. 
ers' will be on board in the summer 

in place, the rate of 
inpustry vessels should increase 
l~t~on annually, to 25% annually.
f 1shing industry vessels are 
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and communications equipment which can be reasonably checked with 
a minimum of inconvenience to the fisherman and his operation. 

RECOMMENDATION 7 
Require Inspection. The Coast Guard should establish and 
administer regulations requiring a compulsory self-inspection 
program to improve vessel fitness for intended service. 

A. The prog.ram should contain a methodology through which 
owners and opera.tors of fishing industry vessels, not subject to 
more stringent inspection measures by other regulations, .would 
conduct a self-inspection of their vessels in advance of a 
fishing season or extended voyage utilizing a prescribed check 
list or other inspection guide to determine that the vessel is 
fit for service in accordance with 'standards and equipment 
regulations. 

REPLY 
.Partially Concur. Self-inspection has a place in the overall 
strategy for improving safety in the commercial fishing industry 
on some vessels, but not in every instance. Currently, mandatory 
examinations of fish processing vessels by third parties are 
required in the Title 46 CFR Part 28. Additional Coast Guard 
authority is required to implement regulations requiring 
mandatory examinations of vessels other than fish processing 
vessels and vessels in the Aleutian Trade. Examinations should 
be performed by the Coast Guard, the American Bureau of Shipping 
(ABS), "similarly qualified organizations", or "accepted 
organizations", as defined in the recently published regulations, 
Title 46 CFR Part 28. As part of the strategy for implementing 
the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act of 1988, 
educating the industry concerning the regulatory requirements and 
proper self-inspection techniques plays a prominent role. 
However, even now, many operators have not chosen to subject 
their vessels to self-inspection. Appropriate standards for such 
a program are offered and compliance recommended in the NVIC 
5-86, "Voluntary Standards for U.S. Uninspected Commercial 
Fishing Vessels," but casualty investigations continue to show 
that these standards have not received widespread adoption in the 
industry. 

As economic pressures of operation build, many marginal operators 
must chose between operating under unfavorable conditions or 
going out of business. These unfavorable conditions often 
include vessels which have not been properly maintained. With 
these difficult decisions becoming even more routine for much of 
the industry, a self-inspection program is felt to be of little 
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value in improving safety. .~.·.·h~ 'Honor System" doesn't work when 
economic survival is at stak~.: 

An additional consideration ~n1 sellf-inspection program is the 
ability of many operators to i)c: y out a credible inspection. 
The simple requirement that an ' nel:! report the vessel Is 
condition to the Coast Guard 11m' , address the black and white 
issues (whether or not requi~~ 1 quipment is onboard, for 
example) but in many cases, i~ 11 not address the gray issues 
such as materiel condition. ;IA; art 

1

of the education portion of 
the implementation process, i11 1 oast Guard is developing a 
pamphlet explaining the reguta ns~ This pamphlet could provide 
the mechanism to help raise th on,idence and expertise of 
owners in performing self-inin:> · tio~ functions. Even if the 
regulations are very detaile(li! d pamphlets and other educational 
information is provided, manr; ' erators will still not have the 
experience or expertise to c¢>n. ct an adequate self-inspection. 
Examples of this are recogni~e prol;>lem areas and include poor 
watertight integrity and imptc:t>· . r maintenance. 

11 ' ! . 

The Coast Guard's position i~ '.. at a self-inspection program will 
not have a significant benef;~q:: l itnpact upon safety within the 
commercial fishing industry.. . · eftect significant safety 
improvements, more stringent :d · uirements should be levied as the 
risk to personnel and prope~~f:' 

Coast Guard inspections are ~­ ssa~y when the vessel poses a 
substantial risk as. indicat~.:.':id; ·.. veissel size or number of 
individuals on board. At a~ I errn,~diate level of risk, third 
party examinations should b• ~ u1r:ed. At low risk levels, third 
party examinations at less fire en~ intervals or possibly self-
examination should be requi~e~ This concept will be further 
addressed in the accompanyirlg:: ast Guard recommendations • 

. I 
R~p~' ~NDATION 

B. The program should co11;t ari audit process, such as 
dockside or underway boardt~g, •• other form of compliance
examinations, or reporting t~ e ~hrough which self-inspection 
can be validated and confir#Je 

PLY 
Concur. As part of the impla tation plan, compliance with the
recently issued regulations1/ (i le:46 CFR Part 28) will be
checked during routine unde~w bo~rdings. However, the majority
of complia.nce checks will b' fo~med during dockside boardings.Depending upon resources up , ·25% of the commercial fishingindustry vessels will be

1 

boar annually. · · 
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RECOMMENDATION 
c. The program should contain provisions for accepting more 

thorough examinations, such as marine survey by a qualified third 
party, vessel classification, or maintenance in class in lieu of 
self-inspection. 

REPLY 
Concur. Third party examinations and classification society 
surveys play a prominent role in the Coast Guard's long range 
strategies to improve safety in the commercial fishing industry. 
These will be addressed in the recommendations accompanying this 
document. 

RECOMMENDATION 
D. The program should contain provisions for imposing more 

stringent inspections or sanctions on a vessel-by•vessel basis by 
the auditing agency or its representative on a finding of 
excessive or unresolved discrepancies or other determination that 
a vessel is not being fully or properly maintained. 

REPLY 
Partially concur. Current authority already exists for 
vessel-by•vessel sanctions. These include authority to revoke 
licenses of those required to be licensed by the Officer's 
Competency Convention and termination of unsafe voyages. 
However, additional authority must be provided if more stringent 
inspections are implemented. 

RECOMMENDATION 
E. The program should contain provisions for advancing to more 

stringent inspection alternatives for some or all vessels if 
self-inspection proves unsatisfactory or ineffective in improving 
safety. 

REPLY 
Partially concur. As previously discussed, the level of risk 
increases with increasing vessel length and with increasing 
number of persons on board. The Coast Guard's position is that 
more stringent inspection alternatives should be enacted now. 
These are addressed in the Coast Guard Recommendations for 
improving fishing vessel safety included with this assessment. 
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RECOMMENDATION 10 
Expand Safety Awareness. The coast Guard, in conjunction with 
the fishing industry, Maritime Administration (MARAD), NOAA, and 
OSHA should organize and lead an intensive, broad-based risk 
communication effort to improve safety awareness among members of 
the fishing industry. The program should be aimed at informing, . 
educating, and motivating fishermen on matters of safety and its 
impact on their lives and livelihood. 

REPLY . 
CONCUR. This philosophy is the cornerstone of the Coast Guard's 
national effort to help the commerqial fishing industry help 
itself. This effort toward working with all parties to produce 
attitudinal changes in the commercial fishing industry will 
extend from national organizations to the grassroots level with 
knowledgeable Coast Guard marine safety personnel and district 
fishing vessel safety coordinators working with local 
organizations. It is felt that this strategy should produce the 
most efficient and significant improvements in safety. 

The thrust to promote the regulatory effort for the Coast Guard 
is indeed awareness. By informing and educating the commercial 
fishermen to the safety regulations and their intent, the Coast 
Guard believes the commercial fishermen will be motivated to work 
towards compliance. 

The Coast Guard has initiated discussions with OSHA that include 
this topic. We foresee similar efforts being made with NOAA to 
enhance working with NMFS. 

RECOMMENDATION 11 
Improve Emergency Preparedness. The Coast Guard should 
immediately establish regulations requiring basic emergency 
preparations by all personnel aboard fishing industry vessels. 
The regulations should mandate on.board safety orientation, 
instructions, and emergency drills. The Coast Guard should, in 
consultation with NOAA and the fishing industry, develop user 
friendly materials and methodologies to facilitate compliance. 

REPLY 
CONCUR. The commercial fishing industry regulations (Title 46 
CFR 28) contain requirements for providing instructions and 
conducting drills for all personnel aboard the vessels. The 
regulations also provide for a safety orientation for crew 
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members if the vessel gets ui,~4 ay,before they have received the 

ng.:benefit of the drills and trf'~ The training program will be 
industry based with a minimu;· i, . fe4feral involvement, due to the 

rovided by the CFIVSA of 1988.limited aut.hority for t.rain~·.·. g. · .. 
Additional legislative autho, i: woi,ild be required prior to 
development and administratip~ f a!program with more detailed 
requirements and a higher lery$. of tederal involvement. This is 
one option to consider afteQ~ ef~ectiveness of the current 
regulations can be evaluateq/~ · 

11 

ii, ; :
Lack c;f proper emergency pr~P.~ dness and training is seen as a 
very important area and one lj/lin..· ;hich improvements directly result 
in decreased fatality rates ~I. ! erel are currently many different 
training aids and courses o~! ~ truption available to allow 
individuals in the fishing ~ln~ try1 to easily obtain credible and1appropriate training in eme~g~ y p.r'eparedness. The training 
infrastructure should impro~e1 th mandatory requirements for 
training, even at the minim~l vel1 required by the regulations 
in Title 46 CFR 28. 

I ' 

1:1
II, ii· 

DA'I!lON 12REC'·' 
Establish Basic Professional : lifiication Standards. Xhe Coast 
Guard. in conjunction with #h. ishing industry, should identify 
minimum basic qualificationiil! ls'needed for all persons engaged
in commercial fishing and s#a' · rdpperating procedures that 
should be employed. Xhe Coi's uaz('d should publish and encourage 
use of standard o.pe.• rating p ·O , ures (including manning and 
watchkeeping guidance), ins£ as:practical, in the fishing 

1fleet. 1'f • 

. ;!I I 

;J EPLV 
CONCUR. The licensing planl • bmi"tted by the Coast Guard as 
required by the CFIVSA, dea:·,~.· ~ • 1th.operators of documented 
fishing industry vessels. th e !$currently no legislative
authority to require licens1~n of operators for fishing vessels 
of less than 2.00 .gross tqn.s~ ! ich comprises over 99% of the 

Ifleet. The Coast Guard wil~• su,ipmitting a legislative package
for such a licensing plan. ',it Co$st Guard has cooperated with 
the fishing industry, howev•t; to ~dentify standards for 
professional qualification ,t6 commercial :fishing industry
personnel as well as standat~ ess'l operating procedures. The
Coast Guard will continue t~ ·' omote the industry efforts to
enhance and develop additiorta1 ·. vol1;.1ntary standards for the
commercial fishermen. · · 

•'i 

1 
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RECOMMENDATION 13 
'Enhance the Education and Training Infrastructure. The Coast 
Guard, in conjunction with HARAD and NOAA, should enhance the 
existing education and training infrastructure, including
development of accreditation standards and establishment of 
sufficient national, regional, and local resource base, to ensure 
the means through which fishermen can obtain basic knowledge and 
practical skills as crewmen, watchkeepers, and operators. The 
Coast Guard, NOAA, and fishing industry leaders should encourage 
use of existing training opportunities to acquire basic knowledge
and skills. 

REPLY 
CONCUR: The Coast Guard has and will continue to cooperate with 
and promote the efforts of the existing industry-based 
infrastructure for education and training. This effort will 
include interaction with outside agencies such as MARAD .. and NOAA. 
If there is sufficient demand from the industry, MARAD has 
training facilities that could be utilized to develop curriculum 
and provide the training. Resources, such as information and 
funding, could be available through NOAA to augment the effort to 
enhance training and education. As previously mentioned, the 
Coast Guard will remain the lead agency in these matters. 

RECOMMENDATION 14 
Require Professional Competency: Xhe coast Guard should 
establish and administer regulations requiring that each 
fisherman, vessel operator, or individual in charge acquire 
fundamental skills associated with their roles aboard fishing 
vessels, as follows: 

The Coast Guard should establish a certification program 
to provide a means for each fisherman to establish his or her 
bas'ic qualifications for employment in the industry by meeting· 
criteria tailored for the industry, such as time in service, 
attendance at educational or training courses, or demonstrations 
of competence. 

The coast Guard should establish a licensing requirement 
applicable to each operator or individual in charge of a fishing 
industry vessel. Implementation of the license requirement 
should emphasize development of practical skills needed to 
operate different categories of fishing industry vessels while 
also providing the means for holding operators accountable for 
safety. The operator license should be issued upon presentation 
of a certificate of competency acceptable to.the Coast Guard 
attesting to satisfactory completion of required courses 
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RECOMMENDATION 15 

Improve Vse and Maintenance Instructions for Survival Bquipment .. 
The Coast Guard should require that each item of Coast Guard 
approved, special purpose survival equipment be accompanied by 
adequate instructional material, including audiovisual aids, 
demonstrating correct use and maintenance, to assist fishermen in 
improving the readiness of survival equipment and their ability 
to effectively employ this equipment in survival settings. 

REPLY 
CONCUR: The Coast Guard recognizes the need for appropriate 
instructional materials for survival equipment. Requirements for 
EPIRBs, immersion suits, and inflatable liferafts already specify 
certain instructional and maintenance information. As equipment 
regulations are revised to comply with the 1983 amendments to the 
Safety of Life at Sea Convention, more complete requirements are 
being developed for manufacturers to provide this information. 
For example, immersion suits are required to have donning 
instructions comprised of figures and not more than a total of 50 
words. This material is provided on each suit, and is made 
available by manufacturers in the form of a poster. Likewise, 
manufacturers of inflatable liferafts are required to make 
available a poster of launching instructions. All approved 
personal flotation devices sold in the retail market include an 
illustrated "Think Safe" pamphlet which describes the device and 
gives its intended uses, advantages, and disedvantages. 

The need or purpose to design additional informational or 
training material specifically for fishermen has not b&en 
identified in the study. It does point out that some fishermen 
are unfamiliar with the equipment, and have apparently not 
availed themselves of the instructional information provided. 
Instructional videotapes could be part of the answer and some 
manufacturers already make these available. Other excellent 
instructional videotapes have been prepared under various Sea 
Grant programs. 

RECOMMENDATION 16 
Improve Special-Purpose Survival Bquipment. The Coast Guard 
should, in consultation with the commercial fishing industry, 
identify special purpose equipment specifically designed for use 
aboard fishing vessels that is needed to increase the likelihood 
that fishermen will survive falls ove.rboard or sudden loss of 
their vessel, develop standards for this equipment, and develop 
prototype equipment if necessary to bring this equipment to 
market. The coast Guard should consider the merit of requiring 
the carr:iage of such equipment after a thorough field evaluation. 
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PLY 1 

CONCUR: There is a need fofi1!~ e wearable working flotation 
equipment for fishermen worJ!ci~l'fl on cbpen dec~s. Except for pure 
inflatables, Coast Guard re~~l !i.On$ and Underwriters Laboratory 
standards are already. flexib~· ,ndugh to accommodate approval of 
appropriate devices develop~p i. ' manufacturers. For instance, 
several work suits and "floait •! ' ats 11 have been approved which are 
appropriate working garments1 f, cold weather fisheries. Coast · 
Guard regulations also provi:de or the appr¢>val of commercial 
"hybrid" personal flotation: 1cli~ ees.which combine a limited 
amount of inherently buoyan~ m eri~l with a supplementary 

iinflatable. No manufacture~rs/ ve phosen to produce such a 
device to date. ':,I'· · 

ii 
F ;: 

Unapproved inflatable perso~al 1 · lot!ation devices have become 
popular in certain fisheries·.! i ne ~esign incorporates a foul 
weather jacket with an inflet, e·ftlotation device inside. The 
Coast Guard has been and co~tli .es to be concerned about the 

1reliability of these deviceif:· er.iiodic inspection and proper 
maintenance of inflatables ·.1~....~.I rti,cularly important no matter 
what type of equipment is ~·­ ltj its discussion, the Board 
cites problems with maintetj.tj ·.of :survival equipment on some 
fishing vessels. Through :.f;'j::1s at~ng safety grant program, the 
Coast Guard .is funding a fi~~ tUdy of inflatable personal 
flotation devices, which is b ,g tj:onducteq by the U.S. Boat 
Owner's Association. The s~u includes several devices which 
could be appropriate for the mme~cial fishing industry. 

The Coast Guard does not ag~~ witljl the concept of a government­
designed prototype. The m$.!ti~· cturers have the expertise in 
equipment design. Governn11ja,~t: :ff,otts should be directed toward 
the development of appropri!~'¢ pe'rformance i standards. The Board 
notes that a fisherman' s s\.ld.. t:' as ~een developed in Canada. 
North American manufacturers' ten: offer tne same or similar 
devices in both u.s. and cah.a. an markets. If the Canadian 
design is -commercially viable it may eventually be available to 
U.S. fishermen, possibly a~ ~· approved device. 

The Coast Guard recognizes! 1jt~ ; .nee¢! to have approved equipment
appropriate for use on fisijin vessels. Ul/lder the commercial 
fishing industry vessel certain minimum Coast Guard 
approved equipment will be :i:t~ ired in order to meet regulations.
The regulations do not equipment for working
deck. This continues to be d on 

A requirement for Coast
Guard approved equipment wdik~ l~rnjit options in this area. Coast
Guard approved equipment w:L:ll: eet, certain standards for
performance and reliabilit~+ .O~ these reasons,· the Coast Guard
has not yet approved pure ~inf· tables suit~ble as working 
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garments on fishing vessels. This may occur as soon as all of 
the primary questions on performance and reliability of these 
devices have been suitably addressed. In the meantime, some 
''.fishermen have been purchasing unapproved inflatables. For them 
the choice is between an unapproved inflatable or nothing. If 
they were limited to approved equipment, the choice would have to 
be nothing. The Coast Guard does not believe it is appropriate 
to prohibit the use of these devices on an optional basis, since 
even if they turn out to be of limited performance, they are 
still better than nothing. The Coast Guard also does not believe 
that its standards for approved equipment should be compromised 
to allow approval of low..;performance equipment. 

As experience grows with inflatables and other equipment 
specifically intended for the fish~ng industry, we may be able to 
evolve to a position where all emergency equipment must be 
approved. It is not appropriate at the present time. 

RECOMMENDATION 17 
Increase Attention to Safety as an Element of Fisheries 
Management. The secretary of Transportation and the Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, should petition 
Congress to establish a Coast Guard flag officer as a voting 
member on each of the Fishery Management Councils and to add 
safety considerations to national standards stated in the 
Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and Management Act for the 
expressed purpose of establishing safety as an equal 
consideration with other factors in fisheries management decision 
making. 

REPLY 
DO NOT CONCUR: The right to vote on the Fisheries Management 
Councils could enhance the importance of safety in management 
practices. However, given the close balance of some councils, 
such a vote would draw the Coast Guard into controversial fishery 
allocation decisions. 

We concur with the concept that management councils increase 
attention to safety as an element of fisheries management. We do 
not concur that the best way to achieve this is by obtaining a 
voting seat for the Coast Guard on the councils. Also, we do not 
concur that safety should be an equal consideration with other 
factors in fisheries management decisions. The Coast Guard sits 
as a nonvoting member on management councils to advise on the 
enforceability of proposed regulations and to advise the councils 
on safety related matters. Fisheries management is a complex, 
emotional business, involving compromises between commercial 
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Coast 

users, recreational users, coq vation groups and resource 
managers. It has long been Cq Guard policy to remain neutral 
in this allocation process.;:( A1 ough safety is important to the 
commercial industry, it is •:I • 

: 

:J.,l facet of •fisheries management. 
The Coast Guard believes anj~~ uate condui~ exists within the 
present system to have safetv i · sues considered by the councils 
in their management decisiolll'.$ ~. We expect that as public 
consciousness continues to be: ised on the safety issue, council 
members will reflect that awar ess and grow in their sensitivity 
to the need to consider the $, ty impacts of their management
decisions. · · f 

f. 

REC~# DAT)ION 18 . 
Improve weather Services. ilth~ atipnal Weather Service should 
research fishing industry w~a~ r a~visory needs to determine if 
additional coverage is needed. r fishing grounds and ports and, 
if needed, take action nece$sP, to provide. such services. 

PLY: 
CONCUR: The Coast Guard W~ll rw~rd this recommendation to the 
National Weather Service. !1'n ,ortmiercial F·ishing Industry Vessel 
Advisory Committee recentl~(:)f;> ' ided additional input into the 
value of weather data buoysil sh~rmen on the Pacific coast rely 
on the information availabl• ttje f ishi~g grounds since, due 
to the weather patterns I 00JlCl'' ons there can differ 
significantly from those in ~ 1 This cari be the basis for 
staying in port and not put~i . th~ crew and vessel in a 
potentially hazardous situ~~i · • the Coast Guard supports any 
effort that will improve s•le . in the comrriercial fishing
industry. · 
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The following is a list of the recommendations from the Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute study on unclassed fish processing vessels. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 
De£inition 0£ Pish Processing Vessel. Xhe Coast Guard should 
develop one universally accepted de£inition £or a £ish processing 
vessel. 

REPLY 
Partially Concur. We agree that the multiplicity of definitions 
for a fish processing vessel leads to confusion. The agencies 
involved (CG, NMFS and OSHA) are branches of different 
departments of government and regulate the industry under 
different authorities. The Coast Guard, under the Department of 
Transportation, is concerned with commercial vessel safety. 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), under the Department of 
Commerce, is concerned with the resource management of fisheries. 
The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), under 
the Department of Labor, approaches the issue from the aspect of 
safety in the work area. Variations in the definition of fish 
processing vessel are understandable when considering how each 
agency regulates the same industry. The effort necessary to 
develop a single definition would be intensive and the value 
added by the process would be questionable. The Coast Guard 
believes that more important than clearing up the ambiguity in 
the definition is to require vessels of similar size and route to 
the same standards. This would remove the impetus from the 
operations the vessel is performing and place it on less 
subjective characteristics of the vessel. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 
Casualty Report Modi£ication. Xhe Coast Guard should modi£y the 
casualty report £orm to include £ish processing as a vessel type 
and include this category in the coast Guard casualty database. 

REPLY 
concur. we agree that the Coast Guard needs to have accurate 
data reflecting fishing vessel casualties and that the type 
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