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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 regquirements 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 also proposes additional hull and machinery standards

S _for a portlon 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 plans to seek the legislative
authority and request additional resources to implement the plan
proposed in this report throughiestablished procedures.
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RECOMMENDATION:

That you sign the attached letférs which transmit the report to

Congress.

2 Attachments
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§ v W THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
c% -~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

‘u

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 regardlng 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 recommendations. 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
addltional resources required,

An 1dent1cal 1etter has been sent to the President of the Senate.

‘Sincerely,

Andrew H. Card, Jr.

3 Enclosures
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The Honorable Dan Quayle 7|
President of the Senate J
- Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. President:

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 probléms ‘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 repbrt 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 lwith the Commercial Fishing
Industry Vessel Advisory Commihtee as required by the Act.

The enclosed report provides a’ synopsis 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. JThe report also addresses the
actions necessary to implementjthe preferred program, such as
~additional legislative authority, and an analysis of the
additional resources requlred

An identical letter has been sent to the Speaker of the House of
Representatlves.

i/ Sincerely,

i
i
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|

Andrew H. Card, Jr.

3 Enclosures
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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 the safety problems on 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. This study was
conducted utilizing the National Academy of Engineering (NAE) and
in consultation with the National Transportation Safety Board and
the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Advisory Committee
(CFIVAC). The Act further requires the Secretary of
Transportation to conduct a study of fish processing vessels that
are not surveyed and classed and to make recommendations
regarding what additional hullkghd~$achinery requirements should
apply to these vessels. The study was conducted by the Worcester
Polytechnic Institute for the Coast Guard in consultation with
the CFIVAC and with representatives of persons operating fish
processing vessels. The purpose of the studies and the Coast
Guard recommendations is to enable Congress to address the
historically poor safety record of the commercial fishing
industry. oo

As a result of the Act, safety requirements for commercial
fishing industry vessels were published in Title 46 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part\ﬁa. | Previous to this effort, the
Coast Guard published extensive guidelines and standards for the
design, construction and operation of commercial fishing industry
vessels. These standards were the basis of a voluntary program
‘which the commercial fishing industry failed to embrace over the
last six years. Overall, the problems have proved to be beyond
the scope of effective action t@roqgh voluntary measures.

. | ¥ i

One of the recommendations of the study of safety problems in the
- fishing industry was that a compulsory 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 influence on safety and that it
could be an integral part of a program to improve the safety
record of this portion of the industry. Both studies point to
mandatory, regular examinations for the fleet to ensure minimum
standards are met and maintained. The federally-mandated ;
CFIVAC-endorsed recommendations would impose additional safety
measures on the industry. This@reportvpresents the
recommendations from these studies along with comments and
recommendations of the Coast Guard. '
The Coast Guard recommends a mandatory tiered inspection program
for commercial fishing industry: vessels, tied to vessel length.
The NAE study concluded that not only were fishermen more likely
to die on the job than workers in most other U.S. industries, but
the fatality rate increased dramatically with increasing vessel
length. A detailed explanation of the basis for the
recommendation is included. It requires:



http:operat!il.on
http:vess�e.ls

- Self-examination for all commercial 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 requlred 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 society 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. 1t would make safety
requirements for each class of vessel identical as a function of
length, not whether the vessel is defined as a "fishing vessel,
"fish tender vessel," or "fish processing vessel."

~ Three alternative plans are also discussed, including total
industry self-examination, total industry third party
exam;nation 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, along
~with the assumptions made, which show that operating this program
will require an additional 27 billets at a recurring annual cost
of approximately Sl 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
undertoock 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 qulckly 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 installations,
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 number 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), o
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 1dent1fylng and characterlzing the safety problems.

~  The second study was to be conducted of fish processing vessels i
~ that are not surveyed and classed by an organization approved by,‘
© the Secretary. The Coast Guard utilized the ‘Worcester Lo
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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 B0% 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 STUDY

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 prohlem. 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. 1In 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 equipment;
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 conditicns. : ;

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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shared nationwide was that the environment in which the
fishermen operated was both ever-changing and at times,
hostlle.

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 0Of 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
contlnually 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). ' : ,




With regard to the human elgment, guantitative data alone was
not conclusive, nor did it provide sufficient insight into
human factors. Human causesg|of accidents included improper
procedures, inexperience, juydgemental errors, inattention,
navigation error, stress, id fatigue. In general, fishermen
agreed to these findings. It was found that even if these
were not the direct causes, [human factors were contributing
elements in accidents and c¢ plﬂcated implementation of

- safety improvement alternat ﬁess

o
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‘staying out too long. Instead of the responsibility for
‘safety, fishermen often acgepted the extremely high risks as
inherent in their occupatig¢n. 1Insurance did not reduce or
eliminate losses, but only}|reduced the associated financial
risk. Premiums took into @tcount redistribution of losses,
administrative overhead expénses, profit element and

" competition in the insurang¢e market. Weather was not
.implicated often in the cagpalty data because many times it
was an an01llary cause. ’ i : \
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working to address the manj factors identified during the
study, the NAE considered & ‘number of safety improvement
alternatives which were ai;gd at areas where improvement
efforts would have the greptest effect. The options followed
the subject matter as brokis down in the previous paragraphs
and were carefully considefed to strive for improvement in
the near term, midterm and| long term. There were 30
~2lternatives in all, resulping in a total of eighteen
recommendations. One of these recommendations addressed a

tiered approach to a self-fns ection rogram
some of the elements tO“be“, P pros and Specitied

- a methodology through w ichgowners and o
Et | perators of
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Seif—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,

—;pIOVlSionS 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 to each.
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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.




‘i‘k:E MMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY

The following are recommenéz]ioﬁs regarding an inspection
program that would apply to;pll commercial fishing industry
vessels.  This program is; c}jprehensive and based on
recommendations contained ip the NAE and WPI studies. The
inspection plan "levels thegklaying field" by grouping
fishing industry vessels bapged qn one criterion -- vessel
length. This inspection pa'” would be applicable to all new
and existing United States flag |vessels not inspected under
Title 46 CFR that are comme»cial fishing, fish processing, or
fish tender vessels. This fincludes vessels documented under
the provisions of subchapt#§;G of this chapter and vessels
numbered by a State or the oast Guard under the provisions
of Title 33 CFR Subchapter |§. A description of the plan and
its basis will help illust !xe how this is accomplished. The
recommended inspection proufam 'is based on the vessel length.
As defined in Title 46 C eg 40, this is the length listed
on the vessel's Certifica -@pf bocumentation or Certificate

of Number.

- For all vessels less th'n 50 feet in length, an annual
self-examination would He required to show compliance with
Title 46 CFR 28, the commercial fishing industry vessel
safety regulations. A gtandardized check list would be
provided to owners to cgmplete and forward to the Coast
Guard. An audit proceéﬁ 'would be administered by the
Coast Guard for verlficiaion purposes. This part of the
program would affect apptoximately 80,000 undocumented and

23,400 documented commegjial fishing industry vessels.

than or equal to 50 feet but less
an annual third party examination
would be required to sh;; compliance with Title 46 CFR 28.
Third parties such as the American Bureau of Shipping
(ABS), similarly qualifagd organizations, and other ,
accepted organizations,dbuld conduct these examinations. -
An audlt process would pbe administered by the Coast Guard
sps. This would affect nearly 6,800
Ishing industry vessels.

- For all vessels greater
than 79 feet in length,

- For all vessels greaterithan or eqgual to 79 feet in
length, an annual Coast||Guard inspection would be
‘required. Current regullations in Title 46 CFR 28 would be
applicable as well as afjditional requirements as deemed
necessary by the Coast Guard. All new vessels would be
required to be desigrned||and constructed to class ,
standards, while existi{g vessels would be required to
meet a general Coast Gugrd standard to eliminate hazardous
conditions. This would |[affect approximately 800
documented commercial'fishing industry vessels.
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- New flshing industry vessels 79 feet or greater in length
would be required to obtain 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

'7’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 achleve the
desired increase in safety in the industry.

The Coast Guard's position is that the concept of developing
a tiered set of reguirements 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 establishing 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 fisheries 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 dlfflcultles associated with flSh processing vessels are
ba51cally twofold. First, the definition of a fish ‘

11




?hfajlimited list of processes

which establishes the extent| a8 vessel can process fish or

fish products without being|classed a fish processing vessel,
/| areas have arisen from this

Numerous interpretative gra
is that once classed as a fish

definition. The other probjem
processing vessel, the vesspl is required to obtain a load
al examination, both of which

line and to submit to bienn
place a unigue burden on it ‘owners, distinct from other
| lvessels. ;

classes of fishing industry

processxng vessel is based

the requirements applicable to the
processing operations as long as
{8 major conversion. The persons

gpuld be certain which regulations

Under the proposed syStemp
~vessel would not change with
the vessel did not undergo
responsible for the vessél

apply.

The concept of leveling th fplaying field is supported by the
Commercial Fishing Industry|Vessel Advisory Committee
(CFIVAC). The basis for this support is concern for the
individuals employed on a vessel. These persons should be
afforded the approgriate'l vel of protection based on the
risk inherent in working abgard that vessel. The CFIVAC
recommended the "number of;ferspns on board" be the criteria
- to view the "field;" howevgr, the Coast Guard feels it more
approprlate to reference t‘~ vessel length. Length ‘is an

The link between vessel laxoth and risk was highlighted in
the NAE study. Using data|from the study, the table below
illustrates that the fatbl;fy rate increases dramatically .
with increasing vessel lenfjith. | It also provides the basis of
the selected break points. psed | to structure the inspection
- program for the commercial] | :

ESTIMATED COMMERCI f~

B R . ANNUAL FATALITY RATE
VESSEL CATEGORY || PER 100,000 WORKERS

FISHING INDUSTRY AVERAGE || - 47
- UNDOCUMENTED & DOC. with,er 50" , 30
DOCUMENTED with L » 50' ‘& |4 79" 105

DOCUMENTED with L > 79*;;‘ ; , 244

It shows that the fatali ‘Qrate increased to over twice the

fishing industry average fidr workers aboard d
i o
vessels of 50 feet or mor cumented

"1n length but less than 79 feet.
zgéiagztgojumpeg furtger U0 more than five times the industry'
r workers a oard,doc ment
average length ; umented vessels of 79 feet or
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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 vessels 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 (MS0O). 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 responsibllity to verify
complete participation. o

Initially,fthe 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 Ny
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
descrlptions of an accepted organization and a similarly
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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
"unfit" vessels, the study, as accepted by the CFIVAC
envisioned 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 =
ex1stence for the last six years.

In addltlon 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‘greaterkin‘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 classiflcatlon
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.

15




Committee.

ISHING INDUSTRY V ELS

Currently, existing fish|
at least once every two
equipment requirements o
C. These examinations a
gualified organization, "]
organization." ' These su
hull or machinery. As aj
Worcester Polytechnic Ing
Coast Guard recommends:
I

- additional reqguirement
and machinery standar
vessels whose length g

requirements would go bes
gting vessels.

Title 46 CFR 28 for ex
load lines and additip
Title 46 CFR 28 Subpa
new fishing industry v

requirements deemed necg
requirements were previoy

'As stated earlier, we recof

level.

T

B

~ Therefore,

|

- all existing commercjéi
than or equal to 79 fee
additional hull and mac

The machinery standardsjﬁa

similar in scope and in
mobile offshore drilling
when they first came unde:

n

standards would consider :
allowances for generally.
vessel being inspected wo
vessel rules, regulations
requirements unless compli
especially hazardous coh

-

already exist.

Contrary to the machine§if

inspection, the Coast Guarng

vessels 79 feet or greater

Load line regulations addde

structure as well as water

This sentiment was|g

il

i
t

‘seek to eliminate unsafe |
.unnecessary burden on the |

dcepted good marine practice.

1d not be strictly subject to new
jor standards for major equipment

As discusss

cessing vessels must be examined
s for compliance with the safety
.xlew46 CFR 28 Subparts A, B and
conducted by the ABS, a "similarly
la surveyor of an "accepted

ants do not specify standards for
ggult of the study conducted by the
‘ute discussed previously, the

e implemented providing both hull
ifor existing fish processing

jals or exceeds 79 feet. These
'ond those already contained in
ting They would include
41 machinery requirements from

D, currently applicable only to
sels, as well as other machinery
gsary by the Coast Guard. These
1sly discussed in Section III A.

(

fend keeping the playing field
achoed by the CFIV Advisory

foagt Guard further recommends:

|fishing industry vessels greater
t!in length be required to meet the
inery standards.

uld be general in nature and
g;ta;those developed for existing
its and offshore supply vessels
inspection. These standards would
nditions without placing an

wners and operators. The

roven service and provide

The

lance is necessary to remove

:¢¢,

tions.

standards, the hull standards

gd in the recommendations for

. recommends all fishing industry
in length obtain a load line.

Ss stability, strength and

tight integrity.

i

|16




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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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 .
effort to improve safety in this industry. The first alternative
calls for all 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. S '

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,i@%ﬁertight,integrity or equipment
serviceability. I 0

Another concern is that tﬁiy]type of examination could lead
to a "check list" mentalitylin which only those items on the
list would be examined arid fip others. This type of
examination would tend to oVerlook those items that would be
marginal or unsafe to an junbiase
acceptable to the owner rfbnerator.

Implementing thisfoptionj”
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improving the safety reco

puts a heavy emphasis on,t e quality and quantity of casualty
data available, which has ﬁﬁen lacking on both counts in the
past. The NAE, in thei qy\fdy,frecognlzed this and
recommended the Coast Guar ?upgrade the safety data to
provide the information e:
safety system. In part,| i 'was recommended that**

The Coast Guard expandffnd integrate data acqu151tzon and
utilization capabilitig¢g of these data bases in order to
‘gather, standardize, ei{luate, and disseminate fishing.
vessel safety data.‘:&f;e NAE was referring to the main
casualty, search and reéscue, and summary enforcement
_event report data basebl. )

»ation and the Coast Guard reply,

* For the complete reCOWMQ!”
~ndix (A).

see recommendation 4 in Ap

Only with improvement im t«is area, would the information be
- available to make the n de»sary assessments regarding the
effectiveness of the se f-'xamination program.

With this option and th$§'~her 'two that follow, the potential
would exist for vessels| qf,slmilar size to be subjected to
different inspection st ndprds. It is possible that, based
on casualty data available|| a segment of the industry could.
be identified as requirdngemore stringent examinations
through increased regulato Y requirements. This could cause
inequity within broader) se 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 rlsk.

This alternative alone does not resolve the definition~based R
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 enforczng
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. ) ' ‘

THIRD 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 haveffinancial 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 oI

the self-examination alternative. Further discussion of the
cost to industry is contained in section VII.
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C.

- segments of the fishing

| This plan also does not él
with the definition of fﬁg processing vessel as discussed in

‘throughout the year. Given|
- and the trend of fishery management decisions, this mobility

.COAST_GUARD INSPBCTIONHQSV

‘to handle a tremendous

imehtation would be expected as third
partles hire and train a di tonal personnel necessary to
perform and document ann‘@g examinations for more than
111,000 commercial fishing ipdustry vessels. with Coast
Guard inspection, there :§§we time lost for follow—up
examinations for vessels [thijt do not meet the appropriate
requirements at the initialf isit.

As mentioned in the disc;ss on of the self-examination
alternative, the potentlfg~,ould exist for vessels of similar
size to be subjected to ferent inspection standards. It
is possible that, based p ‘;sualty data available, a segment
of the industry could be|ide tified as requiring more
stringent examinations throdgh 1ncreased regulatory .
regquirements.  This coul use! inequity within broader

" inate the problems encountered

Alternative A. The disi] gtive of varying regulations
related to the processes urjdertaken on board the vessel would

_remain, even for simila %% ved vessels. As mentioned, this

‘would hinder the mobllit;E ﬁ the vessels to participate in
different fisheries or gh.xrform different functions
{the current economic situation

is more necessary than -es 'able.

Cons;derable resources :a% 'been expended by the Coast Guard
over the last twenty yed ¢$ An cooperating with the industry
to improve the poor safe tyfuecord. Inserting third party
organizations in the inspe¢tion process, across the board,
would serve to distance hk Coast Guard from the fishing
industry and put this re la onship at risk.

'ENA‘IV

Another alternative is t o p t@ the opposite end of the
spectrum from self-examinajtion and mandate Coast Guard
inspection to Title 46 CFR/ |28 for the entire commercial
fishing industry fleet.| This goes beyond the recommendations
of the NAE study that wér—}end@rsed by the CFIVAC. Of the
alternatives discussed, | this would be the most onerous on the

éé:?;ng industry and th% {st resource intensive to the Coast

The increased burden to;t ::industry, as compared to

ielf examination optionj uld be experienceg throughttge

tgz gémiifor schedulin_} ‘d conducting the inspections and

t af itional expense in cyrred as a result of Coast Guard
ser fees. Besides theip yblems associated with gearing up

in

q A
uease of vessel inspections, delays
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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 proce351ng 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
fisheries 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. ‘ g ‘

51nce 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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inspection for certlfmcation 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.

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

bas;s 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. For
simplicity and clarity of calculations this one vessel was
not 6educted from the total.

0f the 31,000 documented vessels, it is estimated~that
approximately B0O 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 50
to 79 feet in length and would regquire 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 inklength.

(24 vessels) + (8 hours per day) X
(9.5 hours per inspection + 19.8 hours per. plan raview)
= 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 dinspector)
= 0.47 Inspectors.

(0.40 + .47) = .87 Inspectors - Round up to 1 Inspector

1 Inspector x $50,500
= $50, 500 per annum.

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 II1I 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.







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 reguire 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 inspectcrs 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
brlng 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

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

ANNUAL ST 1IN DOLLAR

REC. ~ ALT A ALT B ‘ ALT C

LENGTH (L) PLAN , .
L < 50 o w9am 4.1M 24.6M  22.5M
L> 50" &< 79" 0 3.2M 0.3M 3.2M 2.8M
L > 79' ﬁ%o . 7M 0.1M 0.8M 0.7M
TOTALS 8. oM 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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Coast Guard Comments on
National 3cademy of Englneering
Recommendations for Improving Fishing vessel Safety

November 1987. Implementation of the Commercial FiShing IhduStry
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
palnful 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 fishlng industry at

. local levels.

‘ RECOMMENDATION 2 o
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.
If unsatisfactory or ineffective for some or all categories and
sizes of vessels, more stringent measures should be considered
and introduced 1n 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 programs

‘developed as a result of the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel

Safety Act of 1988 and reallgn resources.

Appendix (R)
2
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Coast Guard Comments on
National Academy of Engineering
Recommendations for Improving Fishing Vessel safety

appropriated for this purpose for fiscal year 1992. These - :
~examiners will form the backbone 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 should identify. catalog. and establish
communication with pertinent agencies, associations, groups, and
individuals, both in government and industry, at federal,
regional, state, and local levels in order to determine their
respective current capabilities and future potential to function
as part of a nationwide safety infrastructure network to assist
in the development and conduct. of the program;

o REPLY

Concur. Communication with others involved in safety in the-
commercial fishing industry began 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 place and the implementation of
the Act continues, the Coast Guard will be able to refine its

- working relationships with others in the commerc1a1 fishing

industry.

RECOMMENDATION '
C. The Coast Guard should evaluate its maritime law enforcement
program, including boardings and other compliance activities, to
determine whether, to what extent, and how most effectively this
program might be employed in implementing a fishing industry
vessel safety program to motlvate as much as to demand compliance
w1th safety regulations: o

REPLY
Concur. Inasmuch as maritime law enforcement is a broad
responsibility which crosses several 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 personnel, as well as third parties.
The Coast Guard's safety improvement strategies include
.education, ,motlyatlon, and enforcement. activities.

Appendix (R)
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- Coast Guard Comments on
National Academy of Engineering
Recommendations for Improving Fishing vessel Safety

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 addltionally included in the new Marine Investigation
Module (MIN). , .

RECOMMENDATION : :
‘B. - The Coast Guard should coordinate with OSHA, NQOAA, 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. Coordlnation with other federal and state offices
collecting fishing vessel statistics and casualty data is
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Previous efforts have revealeda wide variety of inconsistent
information which would be xui* ely difficult to integrate.
Coordination efforts would ﬂe”‘ost€beneficial as a means to
disseminate fishing vessel j ¢ty information resulting from data
collection and analyses. Notewprthy trends relating to safety
issues could be identified as: V~ll‘as areas in which progress is
- made towards increasing safety|in the fishing industry. Methods
to adequately estimate numbers|of fishermen and their exposure -
are anticipated results of &w eesqribed above.

unlikely to result‘in an imirq};d‘doast Guard data base.

!

,ENDATION

C. The Coast Guard should up 3 de existing federal and state
vessel registration programsgéi develop a comprehensive national
data base encompassing all ¢ouuercial fishing industry vessels
for regulatory tracking purpodps and to improve future analytic
capabilities. The data shoy provide a basic record of vessel
usage, details of the vessel '§|physical characteristics, and the
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provide a basic record of the population at risk and for the
purpose of improving analytical capabilitilies. The Coast Guard
should establish a mandatory professional registration C
requirement if 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 possible.
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 descrlbed the
reply to Recommendation 4A.

' RECOMMENDATION : ‘
E. The Coast Guard should publish an annual report on fishing
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 effectiveness of 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
requlre additional resources.
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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 program should contain a methodology through which
owners and operators 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 improwving 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 requirlng
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 technigues 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
Flshlng 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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RECOMMENDATION
C. The program should contain provisions for accepting more
thorough examinations, such as marine survey by a qualified third
party, vessel classification, or malintenance in class in lieu of
self-inspection.

~ REPLY

Concur. Third party examinations and classzfication 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.

‘ RECOMMENDBTION
D. The program should -contaln provisions for imp051ng 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 1f
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 commercial 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 flshermen will be motivated to work
towards compllance.

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 onboard 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 prov1de for a safety orientation for crew
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‘ i ~ 'RECOMMENDATION 13 ,

- 'Enhance the Education and Training Infrastructure. The Coast
Guard, in conjunction with MARAD 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 previocusly mentioned, the
Coast Guard will remain the lead agency in these matters.

~ RECOMMENDATION 14 '

Require Professional Competency: The Coast Guard should
establish and administer regulations requiring that each
fisherman, vessel operator, or individual in charge acquire
fundamental skills associlated 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. : . ' o f

-- 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 i1ssued 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 Use and Maintenance Instructions for Survival Equipment.
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 disadvantages.

- The need or purpose to design additional informational or

" training material specifically for fishermen has not been
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. «

s ; RECOMMENDATION 16 ' ‘
Improve Special-Purpose Survival Equipment. 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 overboard or sudden loss of
their vessel, develop standards for this equipment, and develop
prototype equipment 1f necessary to bring this equipment to
market. The Coast Guard should consider the merit of requiring
the carriage of such equipment after a thorough field evaluation.

Appendix (R)
18




- the development of appropriatg

National a&“

Recommendations for Iﬁgx

& :

|

j?7c°ﬁments on

Qf Engineering _
bving Fishing Vessel Safety

CORNCUR: Theré is a need fof g
equipment for fishermen worki
inflatables, Coast Guard regP

standards are already flexib

i

appropriate working garments fdz

Guard regulations also provxde:»
"hybrid" personal flotation dey

amount of inherently buoyanﬁ
inflatable. No manufactureﬁ$l
device to date.

Unapproved inflatable personall
popular in certain fisheries.|
weather jacket with an inflat
Coast Guard has been and con

| !.E

le
appropriate devices develope&g
several work suits and "float ¢

i

3PLY

e wearable working flotation

on open decks. Except for pure
hions and Underwriters Laboratory
enough to accommodate approval of
g manufacturers. For instance,
-ats" have been approved which are
- cold weather fisheries. Coast
or the approval of commercial
ces which combine a limited
terial with a supplementary

ave chosen to produce such a

“-‘,

'lotation devices have become
One de31gn incorporates a foul
le flotation device inside. The
es to be concerned about the

reliability of these device
maintenance of inflatables
what type of equipment is

fishing vessels. Through it
Coast Guard is funding a field
flotation devices, which is be
Owner's Association. The stud}
could be appropriate for the g

The Coast Guard does not ag
designed prototype.

equipment design. Government|

notes that a fisherman's sui
North American manufacturers'
devices ‘in both U.S. and Canag
design is commercially viable}

U.S5. fishermen, possibly as an

The Coast Guard recognizes
appropriate for use on fish
fishing industry vessel re¢

The regulations do not addrea
deck. This continues to be.
Guard approved equipment wQul‘
Guard approved equipment will|]
performance and reliabilit
has not yet approved pure

cites problems with maintenangg|
ﬂ;.atxng safety grant program, the

bfperformance;standards.
has been developed in Canada.

«‘ten offer the same or similar
@an markets.

"~ional.

Periodic inspection and proper
barticularly important no matter
In'its discussion, the Board
of survival equipment on some

study of inflatable personal

ing conducted by the U.S. Boat

i

includes several devices which
mmercial fishing industry.

‘aiwith the concept of a government~
The ma uf

cturers have the expertise in
fforts should be directed toward
The Board

If the Canadian
it may eventually be available to
approved device

“5“need to have approved equipment

vessels., Under the commercial

i}ions certain minimum Coast Guard
approved equipment will be . re-L

1ired in order to meet regulations.
however equipment for working on
A requirement for Coast

limit options in this area. Coast

meet certain standards for
IFor these reasons,
v tables sultable as working

the Coast Guard

Appéndix (a)
. 19



http:maintetj.tj

Coast Guard Comments on
National ACademy of Engineering
Recommendations for Improving Fishing Vessel Safety

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. 1In 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 fishing industry, we may be able to~
evolve to a positlon where all emergency equipment must be
approved. It is not appropriate at the present time.

RECOMMENDATION 1?
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 egual
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 Guard Comments on

w°rcester Polytechnic Institute

Unclassed Fish Processing Vessel Study

The following is a list of the recommendations from the Worcester
Polytechnic Institute study on unclassed fish processing vessels.

RECOMMENDATION 1 ;
Befinition of Fish Processing Vessel. The Coast Guard should
develop one universally accepted definition for a fish 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. o
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.

RECOMEENDATION 2
Casualty Report Modification. The Coast Guard should modify the
casualty report form to include fish 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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