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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTKHON ¥
msamcvou DC. 20590 )

/quekmbfe‘r :'1,2 . '-1992‘

?The Honorable: Dan Quayle
. President of the’ Senate
Washington, ool 20510

Dear Mr. President'"'“

The cOmmercisl Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act of 1988 P‘L;u
130 424 (the Act), requires the sec{V ry ,Transportation to ;
conduct a study of safety pri \ 1l £ o

“ vessels and to make 1 menda ing f her
~inspection: prsgram should be i plemented The Act further £
rQQUlIES that the Secretary’of»TranspQrtation conduct-a study;of -
~fish processing vessels that are not surveyed and classed and . -

‘requirements should spply to these vessels. This letter |
‘transmits the Coast Guard's report which contains recommendationsz}~ﬁv"”
cfassqciated with each study /A(cepy_of each study ‘is. also o ‘

The enclosed report provides 8 synopsis of each study and cn
 discusses inspection program options that address and 1ncorporate{gj
;‘ the recommendatlons.l Several plans are presented, including one’ 7'”
~preferred by the Coast Guard. The-report also: addresses the
‘actions rnecessary to. xmplement ‘the ‘preferred program, ;suchf”
iditional. legxslat,ve authmrity,,and an analysxs of ¢
additzonal resources required , e

‘“ An identlcal letter has been sent to the Speaker of the'House i)
Representatives.f' o o R ,

';;,sincereiy@‘:"‘

~ Enclosures = .
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,Jf,} fThe Honorable Dan Quayle e
- i President of the Senate R
: .:-Washington bC 20510  ‘

5Dear Mr. President.

_;F,tThe Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act of 1988 P L
. 100-424 (the Act), requires’ theISecretary of Transportation to
© 1 conduct a 'study of safety problems on commercial fishing industry

- ‘'vessels and to make. recommendations regarding whether a vessel

,._’Qinspecticn program should be implemented., The Act further B
" requires that the Secretary of Transportation, conduct a study o E
- 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 e
~ transmits the Coast Guard's report which contains reccmmendations
. -associated with each studyf~'A opy of each study is also

1,enclosed for your review.’ t 1

',g;"jrecommendatxcns were discussed. 1 :

~f41ndustry Vessel Adviscry Committee as required by the Act. ‘*rQw

_‘“The enclosed report pravides a synopszs of each study and :
. ‘discusses. znspection program options that address and incorporate
/. the recommendations. Several plans sre presented, including one’
jqpreferred by the Coast Guard. The report also addresses the .
- actions- necessary to- 1mplement the preierred program, such as i
L ’~addit1cna1“leglsl'tive a“thorlty, and an analysis of fhe ) SAE
’~‘ iaddit1cna; ‘Tesources. requireé‘~« ERee S , ST

I

o Repfesentatives

 Andrew H. Card, Jr.<J

| Enclosures




‘_Tj1The Honorable Thomas s Foley
\\"Speaker of the House of;‘,
" Representatives =

’ﬁgWaehington DC 20515

'eQDear Mr.fSpeeker' _Q;VVV

.MF;YThe”Commerciel Fishing Industry Veesel Safety Acrjof 1988 P L., g :
. 100-424 (the Act),.requires the Secretery of Tra sportation to o
. conduct a study of safety- problems on. commerwiel, ishing industry
,rfy{vessele and to ‘make recommendations regarding ‘whether a vessel ‘fg)K/ o
- inspection’ program should be implemented. The Act’ further :;1*~'~=~f~v”~
regquires that the\Secretary of Transportation conduct a. study o£
. fish processing vessels ‘that are not eurveged and classed: and
. make. recommendations regarding what hull and machinery IR R e R
© _reguirements should apply to these vessels. This’ letter ~f““‘p4w15g'\#
<. trensmits the Coast Guard's: report which' contains. recommendatmensff
 associated. with each study. ‘A cOpy of each study is also. ' R
,Qj‘encloeed for your review; ‘Both studies and all:Coast’ Guard
'~grecommendatrons were discussed with the Commercial: Flshing
vIndustry Vessel Advisory Committee as requxred by the Act

;*fThe enclosed report prov1des a syncpsie of eech study anﬁ L
»”’fdiSCueees inspection program options that address and’ incorporete%w@ﬁj»“ :
~ the recommendations, Several plans are presented, including: one RGN
‘wpreferreﬁ by the Coast Guard. . ‘The report also addresseeathe R
actions necessary: to'*mplement the preferred progrem such as
additional leglslative euthorit ’_end an- ane ysis of the e
;”kadditlonal reeources required SIS N N ,

'f5eAn xdentical letter has been sent to the Preeident of the Senate;:r*”ﬁ i

ﬂ;;:;~f;f_ff s,;&{}jrff o . ~f; Al 51ncere1y,_ 5\f”h‘ - ‘[a'
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. u.s COASTGUARD e

:xfcomméRC1AL’FiSHING INDUSTRY VESSEL SAFETY ACT OF 1988

REPORT TO CONGRESS

FOR THE INSPECTION OF

HMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY vssszpél i

S ‘:A‘Co




/xwhe Commercialkrishing:"ndustrY*Vessel Safety Actsefklgas, P L..=.;:»,,57‘7:i

. 100-424, (the Act) requires the Secretary of Tr‘“sg°rt°ti°n ta

"T*fconduct a study of the safety problems on fishing industry .
. vessels, to make recommendations. regarding whether ‘& vessel

- inspection program should be implemented and, 1if necessary, to
~ define the nature and scope of the program. This study was W*J fn
.- conducted utilizing the National Academy of Engineering (NAE) &nd

*VEein consultation with the National Transportation Safety Board and;;&fff
©- . 'the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Advisory COmmittee t“;;e,.
" (CFIVAC). The Act further’ requites the secretary of o

7k7Transportation to conduct a study of fish processing vessels thatfﬂf?f}{
- are not surveyed and classed and to make recommendations .
regarding what additional hull and machinery requirements shnuld

: "\\apply to these vessels. The study was conducted by the Wnrcesterff;vﬂ 4

i‘Polytechnic Institute for the Coast Guard in consultation with

“%”the CFIVAC and with representatives of persons operating fish

,,“fjfproceSSing*vessels The,purpose of the studies endf
o Guard recommendatiene

! 5 to enable Congress to address the‘
‘Chisterically poor safety record of the commerciel fishing

| ‘findustry.*

As a result of the Act safety requirements for commercial

~g:f;ifishing industry vessels were published in Title 46 Code of Rt
. Federal’ Regulations (CFR) Part 28. Previous to this effort, xhe *

- Coast Guard published extensive guidelines and standards for the

. design, construction, and operation of commercial fishing V'gf_f 

. industry vessels. These stand

s were the basis of a voluntery

 program which the commercial fishing industry failed to embrace
. over the last:-six years, Overall, the problems have proved to. be n
‘sf‘,beyond the scope of effective action through voluntary measures.gigfkasj

¢,f?“0ne of the recommendaticns of the study of safety problemféin the
',j'afishing industry was that a compulsory inspection program:should -
.. be instituted 'to ensure vessel fitness for the intended service.fg‘:'f“

‘Q“t;Similar1Y} the study of fishgprocassingv

. record of this portion of the industry. Both studies point to

sssels concluded that |
ve influence on safety and that: it,“ L
'to ‘improve the safety q.~“*‘“*.“

. classification has a posit
“could be an integral part of a progr

f{fmandatory, regular: examinations for the fleet to ensure. minimum
.. standards are met and maintained. The federally-mandated '

“‘ijFIVAC -endorsed recommendations would impose additional safefy'

=@nikreogmmendations of the. Coast Guard.

for commercial fishing industry vessel .- tied to vessel: length.

-‘}fmeasures on the industry. This report presents the e
‘recommendations from these studieSfalong with nomments and

ry ’iered inspection program

e}The Coast Guard recommends‘a:

~ The NAE study- concluded that not only were fishermen mor
o e likel;
. to die on ' the Job than workers in most other ‘U.8. industries, bﬁt

"*&dkthe fatality rate increased dramatically

with increasing vessel
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length A detailéd?ékp"
recommendation is ihcluﬂed

fithe basis for&the 'V'fﬁ
qui:es P

- Self~examinati[lxj,§“
- vessels, new and ex.
<7 .existing requi
f,regulation5~
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These vessels would also
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~.length, not. whether
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It would make safety
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' “ﬁishing vessel "

igThree alternative pl
. _industry self-examin
"~rexamination, an tot

. The Coast Gnardu g
,finspection of cammg‘
. fish processing ves
. the Coast Guard to i
~§fthe new hull and mac

sel expept for v
ive | actions‘n cessary to enable -
pgction plan and institute
s»are herei provided.

';'fAdditional resourc sé:illfbe re:
. carry out the inspection program
"+ with the assumptioi 'mad"‘whic
L will requlre an ,ad ; 1 27b
k‘fHOf approximately Si , dr

d 'or the Coa w Guard to L

An analysis is: provided, along -
how;that Operating this program
g;annual cost S

S ry show :fffi*
~.The first year c.v d?i{ ;g o

. compliance with the el
 'million. This is le

fthird party or cqmpl‘te”o.ast G
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' RECOMMENDATIONS ON UNCLASSED FISH PROCESSING =
| VESSEL REQUIREMENTS WITH COAST GUARD COMMENTS SR e e
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“f“,Recogr*zing that - the fishing vessel ~ndustry was experiencing cne'

‘r(cf the highest death rates of any U.S. industry, the Coast Guaﬁ,v,w59
‘undertok &, voluntary safety initiative, approved by the -

",‘Departmext of Transportation. .The voluntary approach, i. e.,a»V*‘“

.1;feestraditlonal vessel inspection approach in reducing the ‘human
fsrijerrors which were found to. be 'Ecause 1n most of the lcsses‘

‘:if;that is'sdviSGry in nature, were written in 1985. -

.getting industry itself to be proactive, ‘was  determined to be'
better and able to be impleménted more quickly than the .

}published by the Cosst Guard to promulgat

. contained voluntary standards and were based upon’ experience andf‘

'-F<casua1ty ‘data review. Later combined intd one circular, NVIC 5-;“'”‘*~“'

- 86, the guidance put forth recommended standards for stabili Y, S

X '-gfire safety, lifesaving equipment, hull design and. construction,

" the publishing ‘6f the North Pacific Fishing Vessel Owners

;;_ ]5;tra1n1ng and has since been used as a foéoundation for local :
L jtra;nlng manuals in,the Gulf and’ Atlantic_ccast fisheries ‘,;lﬁ

' Public Law 100-424, the Cor

 maintenance and repair, machinery and electrical installations,,,fu{f'_~‘
- and pollution. requirements The Coast Guard also cccperateq,withlgq_ﬂj~

" Association's. (NPFVOA) ‘vessel safety ‘manual and subsequently
endorsed it. The manual.was found to be suitable for crew

Act of 1988 (the Act). The Act requifed\ at the Cosst Guard Sephetl
“develop regulations for commercial fishing industry/vessels whichwﬁﬁghwu

‘tf‘varled based on the area of operation, the number of individuals.

on board ‘the date of ‘construction or major conversion,' and the V«-ﬁ“'
Ltype of. fishing vessel. A new set of -regulations in Tltle 46 SR
. .Code of Federal Regulations ‘(CFR) Part 28’ aeddressed requi: ments Q4~g;'4
. for the commercial f;shxng industry fleetﬂand became effective on?,r4;zﬂ
‘PfSeptember 15 1991 ; e . Sy

fThe Act also mandated that two studies be'conducted by the

- 'secretary of Transportation. The Coast Guard utilized the \V\ TP
| ffNatlonal Academy of . Engineering (NAE) in consultation with thc\ e

;‘icn Safety Board and . the fishing
: v safety problemS' n fishing 'a,gju~f»
oo dng ‘yvessels., This study as to be used by the Coast Guard: v
. to develop recommendations to Congress on an. 1nspeétion programlktﬁﬁs
: ~jafter 1dentifying and characterizing the safety problems..gL L

?fThe second study was to ‘be conducted of fish processing vessels&

. ’that are not surveyed and classed by an organization approved bu’
‘f;,the Secretary.» The Coast Guard utilizei he,Worcester 2
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7m;II. AcstogND

| ug,iengaged in one - o tha most hazardous ,all occupations
‘ United States. . stualty statistics for decumented¢and
kfundocumented fishing vessels ‘show- that there is ancaverage of
©.1,100 vessel casualties reported every year, with 20 percent of
. these being total losses. There are also an average of 108
- fatalities reported every year, over 80 percent of which ‘are on
.~ documented fishing: vessels.; The Commercial Fishing Industry v
. Vessel Safety Act of 1988, the _recently released regulations, and e
“_g;tnese studies are parts of the most recent effort to improve this TR
*g;;very poor safety record. e : SRS s e T S

- lA,ijISHING INDUSTRY vassaaﬁrmsgggzigg_szgn#

 As mandated by Section 5(a) of the Commercial Fishing
- ' 'Industry Vessel. Safety Act of 1988 (the hct), a study was i
., conducted. of the safety problems on fishing industry vessels.,«;
© . The study was conducted by the National ‘Academy of e
- Engineering (NAE), in consultation with the Commercial
. Fishing Industry Vessel Advisory Committee (CFIVAC},ithe
7. . National. Transportation Safety Board and the fishin
" ,;g;_gwuvindustry This study. is being used by the Coast Guard to :
P 'g‘develop recommendations to Congress on an inspection program
~after identifying and’ characterizing the safety problems of
rgcommerc1al fishing industry vessels.gfﬁ S ; E

?feThe first step of the study identified the problem.w To do
' so, it was necessary to gain an understanding of: the extent i
of the safety problems and the perceived safety. inadequacies.kﬂ-
. Three types of factors affecting fishing vessel safety were.
-~ investigated. In the broadest sense, these factors were = -
»[fjrelated to the vessel ~the fishermen and external forces,fﬁf

c ach other in a complex fashion.<W,~k‘
~ Factors pertaining to the vessel included construction; = .
‘,;adeSign,,outfitting, navigatianal and operating equipment,~mv;”7
. fishing gear type; and emergency, safety, and survival S fp»
~equipment. The second type of factor involved the fishermen
. themselves with respect to professional competency (training
. - and skills) and ‘behavier (risk taking attitude and S
responsibility for safety). The 'last factor ‘summed up the ’\7f
. external forces and included fi eries managemen S Cs,
'f;_Vand weather and sea cenditions. ,»; A

x  ifThese factors interact wit1“

= 1'To investigate the perceived safety inadequacies,eit was““‘“”

' necessary to take an unbiased look at the issues.. Part. of Sl

. the .problem appeared to.be the lack of an effective system to ek
P fmonltor promote, or require accountability of those / r
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131,000
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W‘fffshared nationwide was that the environment in whioh the

'°r-§fishermen operated vas both ever-changing and at times,a_:u‘”

‘iiff;hostile.;~

”Ygﬁ*Many shor»comings regwrding casualty data were identified
 but analysis of the available. data’illustrated the best. G
- 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 L

,;;,problem in fundamentally simpler terms. . ~,_~ _..,

- “The commeroial industry vessel safety record was examined

The general categories identified were the number of

‘&lfoasualties ‘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

'*fvessel length, _type, and usage. The causes of the vessel'

‘affﬁThe purpose was to identify relationships between tha
“‘ﬂ}variables and note significant trends. EE :

-T¥»Fatalitiee and . personnel injuries were ' examinf
~ to region, nature, and relationship to vessel len

f'»eindustries._ s

‘X“No Single cause was found to be: predominant for either the ‘

, ‘casualties were examined and broken down’ into ‘four broad ‘
‘,groups.g ‘human, wvessel, environmental, and unknown causes.gaqH).

- noteworthy was the direct comparison of fatality - : Gl e
‘vessel 1ength ~This highlighted the conclusion from the NAE ;‘ IS
study that'the fatality rate increased dramatically with
.H“increaSing vessel length and that fishermen.are more likelg
- to6 die'on: the. Job than are workers in most other u. s.i.

'C'.veesel or personnel casualties. What became evident was: thaty,7f“'5?
~the safety problem resembled a complex weave of factors n

~including the vessel, its equipment the fishermen, the

x*»enVironment and other external factors.' It ‘was also clear

© ' continually exposed;to vessel ‘and life threatening
e s1tuations.y-~ SR D g SRRty

ffthat”regardless of the length of the vessel, ~the weather jf&f&[%ml¥7
~conditions,. or wherevthey operated, " fishermen were T

kiVThe vessel is a complex system serving ss transportation

© . ldving. ‘quarters, workplace, and ‘product storehouse. Vessel e
. casualty data were examined to assess the inadequacies in, orwffff*f
7ogfailures of, components of the systems. It was found that e
-~ one of the’ basic problems. was that no one was_ held strictly
.;accountable for vessel fitness- prior to operations. ' The:

ﬁ?;known vessel-related: casualties.; Human factors often played<

\‘.ijmaintenance or cleanliness)

- investigation revealed that material condition of the vesselﬁffi“yy
- and eguipment was a direct cause for over 85 percent of the

a key secondary role in these casualties (e g., lack of
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3

y;fsoc1eties, insurance companies, the Coast Guard and fish
‘processing ‘vessel owners. organizations. ‘This was done to

‘obtain an understanding of the factors kffecting the deCision‘fy

f'making process that have an impact on ti.: 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
~jSpecific attention was given to identifying the factors e
,j~affecting safety on these vessels and *he possible benefitSW,‘f

classification would bring. :Possible solutions that were A

: identified throughout the course of the information gatheringﬁﬂa
- process'were also evaluated. _ N ,

‘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 havef
. prevented the casualty .~ Given the amount and: quality of- ‘

. data, ‘assumptions had to be made to ‘break the stated cause of'fl;
“ the’'casualty into elements suitable for: comparison with the

classification regquirements. . The classification process,, DR

'°fjinitial survey ‘and. subsequent yearly surveys, ‘were examined - . |
‘to evaluate the likelihoog: of the elements of the cause being.f_ﬂ,

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'q’u

. factors, vessel and equipment deficiencies, and adverse’
‘weather conditions . - S

‘fThe study concluded that classification would have a pos1tivei~* o

.. 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

”ﬂflprogram to address safety aboard fish processing vessels.v

WiThe report s conclusions and the Coast Guard s reply to each
"-is prOVided in Appendix Bv~~‘ cd Bt .
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 The followiﬁg
- program that
‘vessels. Thi

e a’ grouping
‘oni one- criterion--vessel o
>uld be appliceble to all new
essels not inspected. under .
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- Guard under the provisions
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'"5ff* New flshing 1ndustry vessels 79 feet or greater in length ’
would be required to obtain and maintain a load line. -

'VIHExisting vessels 79 feet or greater in lengt» would be: ‘t‘,ng,
. reguired to ‘obtain and. maintain 8 1oad line f'thin &
fv,ten-year grace period._" T o RS

;~19As 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 wnuld be the
sr;nﬂyleast onerous to the owners and- operators., Casualty data AR
. would be collected and: analyzed to monitor. the 1mprovement,of~{ B
. safety within the industry. If insufficient progress was
" noted, more. thorough examinations or more stringent -'f”“
,,'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 ,
“-N6951red increase in safety in the industry. ce T

SR The Coast Guard s position is that the ooncept of developlng ; e
S~ & tiered set of requirements is: appropriate but that S
iﬁyﬁ%fjf[_ﬁ‘xwlavallable ‘casualty data suggests the Ytiers" alread ﬁexist inp*,;
ERPIES AEE ~the fishing industry.  The Coast Guard believes that more | o
thorough examinations or more stringent reguirements should S
.~ be applied to vessels at the onset of the 1nspection program *w"ﬁvw-
- as warranted due to the- ‘existing risk to personnel and - -
ﬁfproperty  In general, this occurs with increasing ‘vessel
Y length since 1arger vessels ‘tend to have more 1ndividuals on  , S
. boaré, tend to have the additional ‘mechanical. processing e
‘1{rj_capab111ty, and tend to work greater distances from shore S am

. The 1nspectlon prbgram proposed puts vessels of similar SiZész:
‘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 SR
5 owner/oPerator ‘as well as the examiner/inspector. will be able,_“:
" to discern the requzrements applicable to the vessel solely R
by establishlng its length. ' A corollary is 'that all’ flshing RO A
xfbe sub ”ct to the Sy

' industry vessels of the ‘same 1ength wil
,~,same regulations.:, ' : SRR

’iECurrently, the fzshlng vessel safaty regulations in Title 45 U.L*V*“
-~ CFR 28 are based upon build and: ‘conversion dates; number of =
,;3‘1nd1vmduals on board, and fhe,vassel operatioqs 4ncluding the =
. type of processing done on board. This creates complicatlons,f" ‘
~ when operators of a vessel change fisheries or include ¥

. another type of on board processing. ' This flexibility is
,\{deS1rab1e, and economically necessary, through the life of
jﬁthe vessel and: often through ‘the year.ﬁn‘

he dlfficulties associate" th‘fish processing vessels arVd
asxcally twofold Flrst ;,efinxtlon of LS fish eeattid



http:desirab.le
http:progr.am

. The concept*jﬁ‘

,ifLCommercial
“ﬁ(CFIVAC) ,

1llustrate
f;wlth incre

a:;FISHING )

"iff? “DOCUMENTED‘wi

Ocessing op :d“ions as long as

‘the NAE study,

nversion

$elid field is “PPOrted by theﬁffi;‘

dvisér ‘ ittee

tructure  th <inspection
;dndustry. 8

*]UNDOCUMBNTED &




}portion of
‘feet in len . Qver 9. ~ “;

ndustry: ‘vessels areain this,oategory and they employg,
' approximately 85 percent of the fishermen. As compared .0
. the other classes of fishing vessels, the: annuel fatality . EESON S
. rate for this class. is relatively low, especially oonsidering=g;f¢ﬁ:=
;the total number of workers on the vessels.' , , R

N,g:éfThis class would be required to perform self examinations to
.. show- complianoe with the oommercial fishing industry vessel

n ~regulations in Title 46 CFR Part 28.. This level of ' g
. “inspection concurs with the NAE study which was- endorsed by

\' . the CFIVAC. A ‘standardized check list would be provided to _g o
‘g:;owners to. complete, e oopy of which would be forwarded to’the;,ii‘*~f
“ijoast Guard.ag. SRS R I

S Quality assurance is an. essentiol part of thi 1 S
" Technical audits and records reviews will be instituted ,
! oOn-site technical audits will be conducted through random..

. dockside examinations by vessel inspectors from the local .
_fmarine safety office (MSO). These will be used t0 validate
- ithe self~examination and verify ‘the reported vessel and ‘
:{z;equipment condition., ‘Records -reviews will be performedfat R M
. the’ local MSD s by the additional resources'iéentified n ,>,,;,~ S

'ﬁ,vessels complied with the appropriate safety dix

It will be essential to~ identify the fishing industry ‘fleet B A

o in the respective’ district s area of responsibility to verifyf L
:;‘complete participation o : : RSV

R Initially, the goal for the annual frequency of audits and S
- 'wlll be set at 25 percent of the vessel population.f,w"‘
, evel of supervision iskessential due to . v
,newness,of the regulations, their co plexity, t efevolution
~of policy, and the -anticipated ‘normal start: ‘up problems.
" This degree of oversight will assure the integrity of the
Qﬁfself examinetion program' MIn‘future years, as the degree of
qj;complianoe with the regulations increases. and the’ safety TR
,,record of the industry improves, this level should diminish.~f‘”‘ ‘

"&9:The next\class of vessels, ‘the portion of the fleet with a8
. vessel length 50 feet or greater and less than 79 feet, wouldgflim .
‘have an/increased level of inspection. ‘While the 6, 800 R

‘vessels in this range makekup only 6 peroent offthe o
o - » \ ] ot

r*Acoepted third parties would _erform th annusl ex minations,“frV?\“
' to ensure complianoe with the appliceole ishing vessel .
_\ffsafety regulations in. Title 46 CFR 28 Qualifications and
v~qdescr1ptions of an accepted organization and a simylarly
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i ie , g S

;.ggNAE also recognized the possibility ‘that some vessels would o

' ‘not conform regardless of the level of inspection. For these;e~»~

~"unfit" vessels, the study, as accepted by the CFIVAC L
"envisioned removal ‘from service,v S , ey

; ”1It is the Coast Guard's position thet casualty data currentlyi_&;,“s‘
.;_qaveilable ‘support. starting an inspection program in a - | P
‘;steggered fashion. To start the. 4industry at the same 1eve1\ R
_for the purposes of collecting data would be inviting more ',;;ﬁ;iﬁ
 casualtiés 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 yeers. s o i

;*L;In additien to the 1nspection reeommsndations discussed
:;_;ebove, class;fzcatzon and load 1ine standards are being ;@“p4'
. /introduced. Classification would no 10nger be*required for
. new fish processing vessels 79 feet or more in length. e
. . However, all new fishing industry vessels of this size weuld
" be requlredkto be designed and constructed to class :
~'standards. In addition, ‘they would be required to- obteln and
. ‘'maintain a. load line. certificate. This design and : -zg“g .
. construction  standard is consistent with other: large vessels S
~ inspected by the Coast Guard. Larg“fnew vessels are .
;Q”typically requlred to be- designeﬁ ‘and- constructe :to class
. standards but not required by regulation to obtain :
sclassmflcatlon certlflcates o : o

;,',Exlstlng vessels 79 feet or greater in length would also be -

~ reqguired to obtain a load line, and meet additional standards

. ‘discussed in Section II11I B. ‘The. load line requirement o
-1]fensures that each vessel meets minimum standards of hull -
?;sconstruction, stability and. watertight integrity, ‘and the

. associated” surveys ensure these standards ‘are properly
 maintained. They would, however, be. granted a tennyear
- period in whlch to meet the load line standard. This. grace

. period.is. consistent with that grented certain existing fish
.~ ‘tender vessel operating under the Aleutian Trade Act (P.L. S
. 101-595). This aliowance for existing vessels recognizes "**l,,an
0 time dn service es &n indicator of their integrity and St

"*pzserviceability L s

f;jfThis progrsm would remove the existin : ,eSSifi atien TSR TR P
| . requirement for fish processing vessels 50 feet or more in TR
'~g¢jlength but less than 79 feet. All fishing industry. vesssls‘f‘7ff~3

. in this class would be held to the same standards, i. e. el
. Title 46 CFR 2B. While’ dropping classification, vessels :

. would be’ inspected annually by third parties with audits and

. reviews conducted by the Coast ‘Guard. ‘HClassifioation and the

. VQ“339001ated surveys would continue to beaencouraged :
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Lo }Baszs FOR COAST

‘e;Imposing design and construction standards on existing
1,vessels is difficult at best and often impossible to - L
ccnmplish., This proposal would provide flexibility and

. .recognize proven service. and generally accepted goo a.marine &ifiifﬁff;

‘.n'jpractice, while af the eame time achieve a higher level of
\ ’**gsafety.v G S , : .

YfHThe condition of a vessel would be ascertained by inspectionf;e;"ﬁwf;'

and upgraded 4f necessary, to ensure the design,"

;jconstruction and arrangement of the hull - machinery and

‘~ielectrical 8YS ems do not create. manife tly unsafe 5
‘conditions, The inspection would include ‘checking for

T ,fg,excessive @eterioration of the hull structure or equipment;ﬁfﬁf«
R foundations and general safety issues such as fire and 1g~¢ggg.

-,aelectrical shock hazards.,
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s 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 COaFt Guard involvement in the S I
. effort to improve safety in this industry. The first alternetive{gn,ih
- .. calls for all documented and undecumented commercial fishing E
© . industry vessels to undergo self-examination to show complianee
. with the requirements of Title 46 CFR Part 28. The second.end ' . =~
' third slternatives address thirdaparty examination and'Coast -
. Guard inspection of the entire fishing industry fleet te ensure ,yess_:sa
o compliance with the regulations..k - e

q[KA self examination progrem for ell vessels was»'eeemmended by;_f;p“gf
.. ‘the NAE study and subseqguently endorsed by the CFIVAC. It . .
- would be- ‘conducted annually utilizing a simplified check list7&}
~or other guide to determine if a vessel is fit for ‘service in“Fp_nf;
':eccordance with the current regulations in Title 46 CFR 28 B
. This plan would provide for an audit process, such as PR
':fmeCkSlﬁe or underway boardings or possibly a reporting i
1 regime, through which verification and: compliance ceuld be
| 'monitored. The ‘plan would allow for more thorough |
'L;‘examinetiens for certain vessels or the entire: induetry if
the safety record showed insufficient improvement On@ o
case-by-case basis, the plan would allow for more etringentj,ﬁ'~"'
“inspections or sanctions by the Coast Guard i SN

,-This plan has the leaet 1nitial impact on the commerciel «
. fishing induetry.;‘Through self-examination, the owner or f‘; L
'joperator ‘would use a type of simplified check list to’ assxstis,g]n;g
ooainthes survey -of the vessel and its equipment. *The ‘check’ ERE
"{*1ist would: remain ‘on board and a- copy. would. be forwarded to w,;””“
: the Coast Guard. . The ‘only: added expense. to . the operators PR TR
~would be the time necessary to complete the examination. It ﬁigff7“
< |- could, however, be carried out while the vessel is operating,t,“
’*;'tnus eliminating any lost time.i ‘ A , s s

*This option placee the: responsibility of meeting'the A
_regulatory requirements solely with the owners Or- operators.ﬁft~kﬁ;9
_Some of these owners/operators have failed over the last. sixfﬁf&é,f,
.~ years to accept the voluntary standaxds for commercial TR
. fishing vessels established by the Coast Guard, such as those;iﬂ'"j;
. published in the NVIC 5-86. While self-examination is . .

 considered a viable option for smaller fishing. 4ndustry ;34[‘;_s~;(
,ei,/,vessels larger ‘vessels are more complex ‘subject to greater Soil

1;{requ1rements, and must be scrutinized more. closely.; S £

7f"The simplified nature of the check list would proVide a Qﬁea ;y;t;i
ool to ensure the vessel is properly equipped, but it would

f°?n°thaddf§8§lareae that reqnire vessel inSpectien experience
osuch. as hu maintenance ;waterti ht inte r1t

= servzceability. , A "g | 9 Y or eQUipment
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‘;fRegarding this and the

© . for hull and machinery are not ‘established for existing .
"~ unclassed fish processing vessels.g 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

\‘37 could slso ‘be said that due to the lack of ‘additional

~ standards, the safety of .the individuals on board existins

w'kff;vesss}.s would be at increased tisk.,54,~

. This alternative alone does not resolve the definition-based

e~prob1ems associated with fish processing vessels.~ Since: the
fisheries are a dynamic industry, vessels ‘are constantly

llowing two‘alternatives, standards Q‘s_;f;f

»“a.evolving and should not be encumbered by regulations linkedﬁ”'\'\‘

to processing operations ‘conducted onboard. The: problem

‘%_described not only leads to confusion for the fishing vessel”“”'e'ﬁ"

w'&;owner/operator, ‘but. also for the Coast Guard in“e’ orcing
regulations.‘wi 3,‘ R , , : :

A s;de effect of having various standards for vessels e
" depending upon the fisheries they are involved in (thus"

possibly changing their definition) is the creation of S SR

_immobility within the industry. Given the current state of

 *f;)econom1cs angd. fishery ‘management practices, it -has been

"’necessary for -

fishermen to work in different fisheries for
year or: to: perform different “proo‘ssing“° ‘

nﬂpart of the:

f’;functions to maintain an income. If this change of
. employment places the vessel in & higher sﬁandards bracket

- (fish' processing: vessel) and the. vessel 41¢ unable 'to meet the
standards, 'lt would be prohibited from engaging in this e
 fishery. , o

VZf THIRD PARTY EXANINATION LLTERNAJ“V';nkif'

f,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 Bufeau of Shipping

- (ABS), a similarly qualified organization, or a surveyor of
an accepted organization to the requirements of Title 46 CFR

i7{~28 They would be tasked with performing the ‘annual

c?fﬁjdockside on a scheduled basis.s

- parties, would be paid by all owr
' of vessel length., This slternat
-+ of the. industry not affected in thc
. the self-examination alternative. Fu

»Z’examinations, maintaining records, ‘and submitting reportsﬁto‘\fu

_ ‘the Coast Guard.; These. examinations would be conducted

'*;This alternative would L :ia ‘*he
.commercial fishing industry. Fees as set by the third

p@Ses costs to portisns k
ommended program or =

| er discussion o |
k‘cost to industry is contained in Sectien VII; s ® the
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‘ttcondition of the vessel werrants._«”f

*ﬂfin the completion of the inspection could also be encountered
©. due to follow up visits which may be reQuired when the B

fCurrently the Coast Guard inspects approximately 12 000 - L
commercial vessels, “ranging from small passenger vessels te A"‘
large tank vessels.A Selecting this option would require

. .considerable additional Coast Guard(resources since itjwould ;Qi{i7f

" increase the number of inspected vessels tenfold to

. approximately 123,000. Not only would the number of

'*inspecters have to. increase dramatically, ‘but the. overhead

fg‘significant.‘ Pl A ,k_m 7 L N

- costs ‘associated. with inSpecting theee vessels would be

ltCon51dering solely tbe Coast Guard inepection alternative S
does not eliminate the: problems encountered with the L

- definition of fish processing vessel as previously described‘ f;f“

The disincentive of varying regulations related to the .

‘lijprocesses undertaken on board the vessel weuld remain, ‘even
‘for similar sized vessels.f ‘As menticned this would hinder

"3nggfishing industry would benefit directly from the Coast Guard ORI
: © . expertise in the safety arena. It would also ensure' a. higherf@;evﬁr
’ ”ry,level of compliance with the regulations._a»;;,u: S njv_,<jﬁi_gni

w“the ‘mobility of the ‘vessels to participate in different

(f~:‘7«fisheries or to perform different functions. through the: yeer;7iyf¢g7f
. Givehn the current ‘economic situation: and the trend of fishery{;g'ﬁf

~ ' management de01Sions this mobility is mere necessary than
,;deeireble . : L \ :

- Since inspections weuld be performed by the CQast Guard the fﬁ'
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“ . and Coast Guard MSIS vessel documentation data indicates a
"~ vessels to be approximately 31,000 (1987 estimate). The
'ifg)baSis fcr the number cfyveseels currently in eer"ce.k_f

:7,3Fish proceSSLng vessels of more than 5, QOONQIOSS ‘ons and -

~»>“finspection fcr certification tc be:9,5 hours er‘ve"sel
" The average time required to perform the drydock §
'~5examinaticn is-10 hours per vessel. This time includes ,
- travel to and from the inspection site,‘actual inspection
~y*~time and administration time {e.g., computer entry, -
. ‘nspection package review, resolving discrepancies,
 Certificate of Inspection (COI) generation and mailing)
.. Plan review is & one-time process for newly. censtructed
~;'for inspected vessels that is ccnducted by the~loca1
¢ . Marine Safety Office or the Marine Safety Center. The
‘average plan review time for a Veseel of this siz ;i;fz
'“fnature is 19 8 hours.c' - S o RN

.‘\5;,,Each year theVCOBSt Guard anticipates reviewing records S
. of 25 percent of. all annual third-party and e
' self-examinations to ensure compliance. Itﬂie estimated S N
- "each records review would take approximately one hour.efy;;ﬁyjyg
" This- ‘would include reviewing the examination, making
: v,necessary computer. entries, filing and preparing any . BN S
- . necessary correspondence., On-site technicaleaudits wculdvefu:‘“
_ consist of abbreviated on-site examinaticns anﬂ are o
=m,'est1mated to take 2 ?5 hours ‘

A comparison/of National Marine Fisheries Servc ei(NMFS) datafciy

total population of federally documented commercial fishing

 remainder are registered by individual states. This“is th

icfﬁfleh tender vessels of more than 500 gross'tone re‘presently;”flfﬁk
-subject to formal inspection (Title 46 USC 53301)»s~0n1y one -

‘Jﬂnot deducted from the total.‘"

e\Lmleaves 110,200 vessels. Of the vessels ranging from 50 to 79ii2;\
. feet in length 6,800 would require third—party.examination.,'
,50»,

 fish processing vessel, a converted container ship, has been o
- identified by the Coast Guard as -subject to inspection. par ﬁx
© simplicity and clarity of calculations, this one vessel was

“§Of the 31 OOO documented veseels, it i 1ystimated“that
"apw:QXimately 800 vessels (2,6%) are eet or more in A
; ~  wauld require inspection and the issuance of/a';f»«f

1f¢Subtracting these 800 vessels from the total population

\;gThefremaining 103, 4oa‘vessels!are~1ess th

\eet in lengthi‘
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. (BOO x 3%) = 24 vessels, 79 feet or

RE 87.9 days.

S (25% annual records reviews) x (1 h

, 1 inspector x $50,500

E.. ANNUAL ON-SITE TECHNICAL AUDITS

g IonY‘92,tthe Coast'Guardnwas~fund_

' .téchnical ‘audits described in Sect
'”,Through these audlts( the Coast Gu

79 feet in length, On-site techni

k;j= 44, 34 inspectors - Round up to

45 1nspectors x® S50 500

N

1\vesse1s (2400) plus new documented ve sels under 79 feet in L

‘length (906) combine for a total net ,nnual growth of 3 306
vessels S ; : : ‘,; H““ )
ik gk
(24 vessels) + (8 hours per day) X N R ,? i ,
(9.5 hours per inspection * 19 8. hoxrsspergplan review)'

po

“L‘(87 9 days) + (220\days per inspect £y
=0, 40 in,pectors ey ‘,;'

"(3 306 vessels less than 79 feet inklength) X

ur per review) + (8 hours
per day) ; ) : o
103 3 days to conduct reviews

5(103 3 days) * (220 days per inspe tor)

= 0.47 inspectors ;i‘ - , | _",q;fnff?d'o}‘;fc‘jliuf'"ff

: (0. 40 .. 47) . .87 inspectors - Ro nd Up to 1 inSpEctor
= 850, 500 per annum_ PRRE : HLE )

s

Y,*ASA‘nspectors @ $2 272 500
d for 45 billets to
cial fishing vessel R
ction program is adopted
to conduct the on-site
on II1 A of this report. .
rd will validate the’ “
ograms - for vessels under 5
al audits will be

the’ commercial fishing

conduct a voluntary dockside comme:
examination program. If this insp
these 45 billets will be reinveste

conducted! annually on 25 percent

fvessel fleet under 79 feet in len’th.p,-,‘xf o Sl a*ﬂ

(2.75 hours .per on-site technica/ audit) x :
(113,506 vessels) x (25% annual echnical audits)
= 78 035 4 total hours per year, \

L\kde(78 035 4 hours for annual on-si_e technical audits) 4"ffv

(1,760 hours available per year per inspector)

45 inspectors

o RS

=SZ 272,500 per annum.zn_~ﬂpfc\[,ffﬁsgd :%:” * k‘n"}k' annv
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~,ifﬁirequ1red inspectien plan will vary, depen
*;1the vessel., There are. se\eral assumption;

'Q 1ndustry for the Q,~
ding on the length of!
made, including., -

'iVThe cost incurred by the commerciel fishi

e There is no- 1ost opportunity cost.
a\\‘\examination is assumed not to interf‘re with the vessel‘
L ,normal participation in eny fishery.«,» , , .w.v:‘N
‘41“2. There is o additional payroll c st. This means that na

. . additional. personncl are required t¢
"&_;examinations.-~,;, e , . -

7vf33;’ The' examinations result in no v;‘sel downtime beyond
c‘that which the vessel would have no ‘ally incurred.v L

4. There is adminiStrative time as ociated with the
- ‘completion and submission of necessqry paperwork for the .
. self- examination.a Except for the s lf-examination category,
- this time is rolled into the time egtimated to complete the'
' examination. Due to their unfamiliprity with this type of
 tasking, fishermen ar {allotted two?hours to meet the .-
‘frequirements.k.g}\* g SRS ,? ;! e

5. ‘The estimated examination compl[hﬂ” Ctim :
*' regardless of whether the Coast Gue‘d or a third-party
~'performs the task. The examinatiornf of a commerciel:fishing
industry vessel no more than 50 fedt in length will take 2 5
. hours. The examination of a commexycial fishing industry
'~ vessel at least 50 ‘feet but not molje than 79 feet. in length
. will take 5 hours. - The examinatiorn of a commercial fishing
‘Lgfindustry vessel at least 79 feet i length will take 9 .5
'hours ‘ : « i : i L e

' 6.¥ For comparisan purposes the a proximate average hourly
~rate for a third-party examination|is $95 and for a Coast

- Guard examination is $87. The estfimated: hourly rate for the
’,fishermen to complete the administ ative tasks is $20 N

7. The costs shown'do not includel the cost to ‘upgrade

ficost to show’ compliance only.;'a:~

8. Optional costs are not considdred. These could 1nclude

'mat 1s, the e i "

complete the SR g / 2 \T‘,‘:“,

~existing equipment ,or add additio~j1 equipment.; It 13 the'i:ijfﬁf

 costs associated with the use of fhird. parties to perform pf’ .

";uthe self examination or:. the assoc ated administrative tasks.,‘

;f7 Self examination will result in a nomi al charge to fisherm 5
T ' en L
o corresponding to the cost of his/her time to fglfill “the N

- administrative. requirements of reportijg,_o the Coast - Guard

~  examination itself will be completédwa ‘8 time when it de
g ¥ oes not
. interfere with the vessel's normal ‘opeyation. Operators perform‘

.. the examination at the time of their Cl oosin A
an it a si
117r9port to the Coast Guard A 9 d submﬁh,,,

!,« PR

The
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The estxmated monetary costs ot the proposed inspection planﬁff;iueg
. for the commercial- fishing industry fs’'eight million ‘dollars

. .annually. This cost breaks ‘down by essel category as'f'vq
";Hfollows. ;e5m, ;\wa R { y,3<e, : o ,

‘“-ﬂvessels less than 50 ft. (self-insp ction) - $4 1m

Vessels equal to or greater than 50 ft. but less ‘than 79~ft.ﬂﬁi‘“57
,(thlrd-party examination) - $3 2m Syl 4 L

. Vessels equal to or greater than 79 ft.

";(CG inspectlon) = S 7m P o

o B :BENEFITS e
Durlng fiscal year l989 the Coast ouard responded to more
than 4,100 search and rescue cases involving oommeroial

*a~flsh1ng industry vessels. These cdses resulted in the: sav;ng
of 588 lives and over $73 million in property. ‘Coast Guard
- search and rescue (SAR) data for FY 89 indicates that a 5 ‘,
_percent of the total work load and |15 percentvof the total ‘uy-»»

, ;,'sortle time was’ spent responding td commercial fishing vees 1.

" cases.  These figures refl : V
SAR cases tend to be more;serious
‘resources, and require nearly twic‘
any other type. For these reasons}

~ SAR cases represent a signif;cant
'1ycost of ‘the Coast Guard s SAR progj

‘ theAtime to . eeoive than
commercial fishing vessel
ortion of the operatlng

amo ’ ! .. R et

equiring a program of

ination; and Coast Guarad g
ing’ industry vessels,';ﬂiV e L
safety standards can be. )
ce will result in fewer , &*¢:“**
reduced SAR load for the

. The Coast Guard believes that, by
. ‘self- examlnation, third-party -exan
| inspection for all ‘commercial fish
... dincrease COmpliance with mandated
., . achieveéd. 'This increased: compliar
. wvessel and personnel losses and a
. Coast Guard. It is'difficult to recisely quantify the
- impact of the inspection plan and|predict the number of
‘. casualties which might be reduced| However, even a 10 >
. . percent reduction: in property lospes would: result in savings ey
§o the: industry of more than six ﬁillion Gollars and six -
1ves..<',, . e B
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1’4'  Ceast Guard COmment#;éhf?ﬁ '“
‘; Bational Academy of Engineering
‘ Recammendations £or Improving risaing Vessel Safety

‘j{Academy of Engineering 3tudy. :
- have multiple parts which are. 1isted se”
~ we address each part of the recommendat

o on, whilé'in others, we‘a
 fon1y address the recommendation as a wh : o

leo’ L

el o T nECOHHENDATION
'”Establish Federal Leadership The Depa,
. 'acting through the Coast Guard, should
 ~;national effort to\imprave safety withi
«j findustrg The National Oceanic and Atmg“ffu ic Admin
' (NOAR), Occupational . Safety and Healthyngqf"’**fw;
~§j~1nternational ‘and national fisheries cqmmissic Wates.
. .fishing and insurance industries, marine e tors, and:
" interested or affected. parties should, |within their ‘areas of
j;,responSJbllzty or service cooperate fylly with the Coast. Gu&rd
- in establishing the national regional] and local ‘leadership and

ead a coordinated

S B | ',wx S
- Concur. A nationally coordlnated effdrt amcng all xnterested ,

~ parties is necessary to heighten the level! of concern for safety
. in the commercial fishing industry, ag the NAE recommends. A
 federal agency is seen as the most effective ‘organization to
ajovérsee this effort so that local competitive concerns do not

- overshadow safety concerns. The Coasf Guard is recognized

2 ";natlonally and interna onally for itn'expertise and prcactive
' efforts to promote maritime safety an@ ‘is the best choice for a

- Federal agency to promote and coordin:te safety in the commercial

f,zfishing industry. ' ‘ - o R N ,

' The Coast’ Guard began to carry out Just such a role for

'"HTFishzng VesselcSafety Task Force which in- turn led to the

;:fﬁand Vessel Inspection Circulars (NVI's) 5-85, .6-85, 7-
., and 9-85 were published. These were [later revised t sed ipont "
~,c3m?en:s from the- industry and combired to form NVIC 5-86.
- "Voluntary Standards for U.S. Uninsp%; ed .Commerci
ijessels.“ Commandant Instruction. (CiMD~INST) 1671?11g13hing
Commercial Flshing stsel Safety Project, was. published in

'w,* Navember 1987. zmple_entation of th; Commercial Fishing Indus;ry

™~

.tment of Transportatian,_w'Uf“

‘the commercial;fishingqg,  fji;

e

°”f¢iresaurces necessary to lmprove safety £ the fishing industry.g‘i; 5: ¢j

‘:E;commerCial fishing industry vessels with establishment pf;fheu?  5  7” 

voluntary. safety program formalized in 1984. In 1985, Navigéfion S
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'f“'commercial fishing 1
 is designed to makeif‘

R Vessel Safety Act ofe"‘

1
!
L
,

'”aneﬁémmeﬁd&&iﬂ 7

E Guard s leadership ole

: Recent\efforts inolfd ph
" the implementation of

. regulations; NVIC 112-91

L operations aboard\cffr-

. ©/13-91 ‘which address’s -

' examinations and pr'cedu e

a organizations" and "isimi

. pamphlet has been de

e painful ordeal

. The' Coast Guard ‘is cufre tl
‘national organizatiohs a

. etc., in its efforts| t
“industry. = As implem

- continue to expand if:

for safety in the oo

will be directed at (0!

'\local levels.,,

Implement an Integrli

.. Guard should implem'g
| addresses, in stages.,|

i 2

- brogram elements sh
fishing 1ndustry—~i

relatively low cost‘ﬁj‘<
Timplemented quick1y~'\J’ ,
‘of the measures ‘taken| sho
i If unsatisfactory og ine
"~ sizes of vessels, mor

the

fishing industry ves
termination of unsafe
industry vessels; and NVIC
vessel third—party
; nation of "Aooepted ,
ed organizations. A

sel

It

with o . Federal agencies ~
| educators, safety advocates,r
' in the commercial, fishing
s, t ;Guard will bl

The Coast
?safety pr gram which \
safety problems. ~Initial
onerous| burden on the
aximizing use of Ve
‘measures that can be T
esources. The effectiveness;j,
ated as data is developed.
some or all categories and
es should be considered

“and introduced in stanes‘ here needed until desiréd safety

! 'performance obgective@;'

R
: i

‘x\;Partially'Conour; Thlidgf;
from both the indusi v's a
| stepped program would

safety regulations at a

| ease theé .economic burd
’ ;rogram the Coast Guar,

 1‘programs developed as|
siVessel Safety Act of

! ”,/ N

1

! X
[
[
I

|

ar
‘8 )
I

19fﬂ

‘jpped progr ("has merit
st |Guard's standpoint. A
-0 become accustomed to

v. With & s:eppeg ;
o} fully imp emen B
meercialﬂ#m hing Industry

rate. This would alsofs



r omments on fr e
: National KC&&Q&Y&Of Engineering
Recommendations for Improving Fishing Vessel Saf

P L

o This study recommends‘that the current regulatzons,kw;th
mandatory self- -inspection, should be given a chance to work

followed by an evaluation of the safety improvements. The Coast/ﬂf  £f7

Guard 's position is ‘that more needs to be done now.jgpﬂ: 

A stepped program is the standard approach used by the Cbast
_Guard. This recognizes that for a given type of vessel, there

‘are different levels of risk.  These risk levels can. be: addressedif ;‘A

by raising standards as the level of risk increases.ﬁ

The dmfference in this case 15 the starting positiop., For

_ inspected vessels ‘the status quo consists of detailed ragulatory'ffgfﬂi
requirements that increase in scope based upon ‘the size ‘and - type‘;;ﬁﬁgﬁ~

"of vessel and the number and type of persons on board. The
startlng\p051tion for commercial fishing industry vessels,
self~1nspection is by comparison at an elementary level.;,

iy However, each change:made in a majsr Safety program E'such as

fishlng vessel" safety, requires yaarsm¢
. permit centinuation'of‘the ‘unacce 313 gh: ua rey
Est;mates of the effectiveness of;reg lations imple nted under
_the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act: of 1988 are i
“‘that the casualty rate will decrease, at best, only 30 percent.

Delays‘such ,s this

”. wWhile this is a substantial improvement, the casualty rate for

,7‘TC6n&urf The Coast Guard previouﬁl

‘this industry should approach that of the remainder of the‘xw
"cammercxal marine industry.»~ : Ry ‘ gﬂ%'

‘Anixndustry-wide stepped approach to improving safety, start» gfjJifof

. with mandatory self-inspection, would" Tequire acceptiﬁg a high .
casualty rate in the commercial fishing industry. As safety -
~awarenéss in the commercial fishing industry increases and more

- attention is drawn to the dismal safety record in the industry, _f '§

~this seems less likely. The commercial ‘fishing industry ‘has
_already shown that without regulations there will be 1ittle =
- change in saféty. Additional Coast Guard authority is needed to

brlng the casualty rate in the commercial fishing industry in -

(line with ‘the remainder of the meritime industry.c~w 3 i_~',,;;,;f5 f

S PRy : nzcounznnawxon 3 ‘ ‘ .
\ga; Upgrade Safety Administration. The Coast Guard should
ggggigg the capabzlity to administer an integrated safety

Yhsubmitted a pro osal e
2  request1ng additional billets for dockside fishiﬁg Sessel o
| examiners. The prsposal was accepted and 45 billets were - \

f




refine its

include edu ,_avtl, n,




S - ' RECO&NEND&TION ‘
-D. The Coast Guard sbould consider, &s- pazt cf initial goal
. setting, each proposed safety improvement alternative in. terms of
“required manpower, costs (including to whom), anticipated N
effectiveness, and 1mp1ementation timing.a AL IR,

o it o ST REPLY L AR .
Concur. Resource requirements, anticipated effectiveness, and,
implementetien ‘timing &re included in the standard decision y'ettvtiyt
Procees used by the Coast Guard. See Sections VI and VII.uge;“ks»V

o | . RECOMMENDATION 4 . .
A, Upgrade Safety Data., The Coast Guard should upgrade safety

' data to provide the information needed to administer an ."‘:~; _,tfftﬂ;

‘‘utilization capabilities of these data bases in order to gather

"*: activity within the fishery in wht,h‘a commerezal fishing

integrated safety system. [ﬂ;ety : _,},“‘

", The Coast Guard should assess fishing industry vessel safety data}'e!wv,
 requirements, including data on fishing fleets and fishemen,, i

The CQaSt Guard should consolidate. correlate, or otb“
prev;de ccmpetzbll”ty}between existing cgast Guard d:
1nformatzon systems,*including ‘the agency's main: casualty
. (CASMAIN), search and rescue (SAR), and Summary Enforcem it
Report (SEER ) data bases on the Harine Safety Information Systemtf
(MSIS) and V e SR iy

‘The Coast Guard should expand and integrate data acquisition andftt_
standard;zee evaluate, and disseminate fishing vessel safety

‘data. The Coast Guard's Marine Accident Report Form, CG- 2692,5
should be modified to include information on the fishery and

industry vessel was engaged

ey REPLY TR A
- Concur. . Based upon acknowledged shortcomings, the Officé of Lo
« Marine Safety, Security and Environmental Protection 1nitiated a ?‘f[f
‘strategy to improve marine' afety data in 1988. Revised R&D e
o on Module development i he Marine

: nforms S), reorganization of
Invest;gat;on Division at Cowst\Guard?Headquartere
development of the Marine Safetnyetw°\k ’
significant among long. term initiat

't MSN) are the mest y{gtg;g;;
ives mpacting improvement of '

. fishing vessel safety data Thes¢~initiatives £

b, . : ocused on total
_marine safety data in which fishin

explicitly ATo phehin g veseels were censidered
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 Previous efforts have revealed a wide variety of inconsistént
' information which would be extremely difficult to integrate.»,_
' Coordination efforts would be most beneficial as a means to

'fo,nature of its employment.,4\1«\

;*quystem (VDS). . VIS will result in a national data base of all . :
‘state registered and/or titled vessels.. VIS will: capture vess}l;m”

_;f;~Ancther alternative which the Coast Guard is explcring :
- integration of fisheries management data from states where}this

Coast Guard'Comments on . |
National Academy oi Engineering

Recommendaticns for lmproving Fishing Vessel Safety 3Jfg,?“»

 ‘unl1ke1y to result in an improved Coast Guard data base.

‘yfdisseminate fishing vessel safety information resulting from data
“ collection and analyses. Noteworthy trends relating to safety
issues could be identified as well as areas in which prcgress is

‘<~f;made towards increasing safety in the fishing industry. Methoﬁs
(R ol o 18 adequately estimate numbers of fishermen and their exposure

lare anticipated results of R&D described above.;,isg_b“M\_

N ‘ e nscouuzunarxon [y |
- C. The CDast Guard should upgrade existing Federal and state
vessel registration programs to develop a comprehensive nationa

,ifldata base encompassing all commercial fishing industry vessels
- for regulatory tracking purposes and to improve future analytic

:i~capab121ties The data should provide a basic record of vessel
usage, details of the vessel's physical characteristics, and the

IR REPLY

‘Concur.- The 'Vessel" Identificaticn and Documentaticn System -*?f‘f"

vessel Identification System  (VIS) and the Vessel Documentation

*”spec1fic ‘data and law enforcement information.u The system will

" pe designed to allow access by other parties and/or computer

systems and provide 1inks: to other systems. which may have further
information on . that vessel. An obstacle which may partially
hinder the effectiveness of VIS is that ‘state participation is

*7$;optiona1 Currently, about 50 percent of the states and -

'teiritcries have expressed an interest in. participation in vis

. -and significant efforts are ‘being made.to show the advantages" of

'*ff;participation to. the others in an, effort to gain their suppcrt.f

t“the

~information is presently collected. The Western states of
~ California, Oregon, and Washington currently collect state and
:\iﬁFederal vessel dataVeach time fish are. landed.,,,f 4

T R Ecauxsxnawxﬁn : ; e
The Coast Guard should ¢ ”rdinate«with NOAA and state

‘-iagenczes maintainlng fishery license or permit data to develop‘a

'ficomprehens;ve natlonal data base encompassing all flshermen to

.. .f

'r{VIDS) is a long-term project consisting of two subsystems, the Tﬂy93f"
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Recommendations for Improvingsriiﬁing Vessel Safety;‘jSfv"” 

» T Lo nacouuzunamxon 5 e
Establish Vessel and Equipment Standards. The’ Coast Guard shauldf;?“&\

establish or expand carriage and maintenance requirements for P

navigation, communication, firefighting, and lifesaving - '

 physical characteristics and usage and operating areas. The

[ which demonstrably improve safety and made mandatorygbo,‘all,new i
- :construction and conversions._”-~ : R - IR g e

S Lo ‘ ~ REPLY ' SRR
: Concu:. The recently published Commercial Fishing Industry o
‘Vessel- Regulations (Title 46 CFR 28) satisfy this recommendation s
‘. to a large extent with: ‘the exception of the ability to monitor =
o ,;smalntenance. A significant number of casualties &re related to J i
"~ materiel failure due.to lack of proper maintenance. ‘The - SR
~,Q;underly1ng cause of the poor maintenance could be :elated tc 1ack;'» s
. of experience by vessel personnel, inappropriate material A
~selection by builders, economic pressures to. ‘reduce. operating

' way of combating materiel failures related to improper
fvmaintenanbe 348 by mandatory,,regular examinatian of- vessels by
- competent individuals. - The authority to xequire such

- and vessels in the Aleutian Trade. This is addressed further in
“the discussion of these recommendations.i See Section III.lﬁlywﬁ(“~

G LA RECOMMENDATION 6 ; EER T R
: "éUtzllze Regulatory Enforcement Activities. The Coast Guard
" should continue compliance examinations at an apprapriate level
. to motivate adherence with safety regulations, ‘modifying the .
scope and level of enforcement in consultation with the fishing L
industry as other alternatives are applied to safety problems.,.q;f.

e D e ‘ A RBPLY I ‘

. Concur. - The Coast Guard ‘expects increased. compliance boardings
.~ as a result of instituting the luntary dockside boarding
program. The plan calls for additional v luntary dockside

, gexaminations by marine inSpectors, auxi, arists andvreservistS} el

- Further, 45 new dockside examiners will ‘be on board in the summer L
~"of fiscal.year 92. ‘Once these examiners are in Place, the rate
. of. boardings of’ commercial fishing industry vessels sﬁould
‘increase from the current 2 percent of the population annuali‘
- to 25 percent annually.“ht-sea ‘boardings of commercial fishig, i
3inaustry vessels are expected to remain at current levels; chegks¥'if*
,4for compllance with safety ”tems in the first year will e$§hasize'»wﬂ7

| Mependtx a)

" equipment. These requirements should be correlated with vessel fff B

- standards should be consistent with existing vcluntarnguidelinéSQ;-f*°:

L costs, ~or a combination of these'and others. The most effective ‘7f?”'°

'ﬁexamlnations is lacking with exception of fish processing V335315ff£fg°
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‘;}[Title 46 CFR Part.28vf 
m‘ﬁthe Commerc' o g
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‘ ‘ National academy of Bngineering,; O R
Recommendations for Improving Fishing Vessel Safety fjﬁﬂ}‘

}{7vaalue in improving safety.w The "Bonor System“ doeen t work when';goﬁi«
'V,1¢ecenomic surv:vel is at stake . g '

Ay edditional consideration in a self-inspection program_is the »V*o .

'~ sbility of many operators to carry out a credible inspeo‘ion.’

.~ The simple requirement that an owner report the vessel's
~ condition to the Coast Guard may address the black and whige

“issues (whether or not required equipment 'is onboard, for

~ example) but in many cases, it will not sddress the gray issues S

. such as materiel condition. As part of the education portion of*f]ff?7
. the implementetion process, ‘the Coast Guard is developing a :

f'ﬁﬂpamphlet explaining the regulations. This pamphlet could prpvide ;eﬂﬂ

the mechanism to help raise the confidence and expertise of

'/ owners in performing self-inspection functions. Even if the

~ regulations are very detailed and pamphlets ‘and other educationel

. information are provided, many operstors. will still not have the
- experience or expertise to conduct an adequate’ "self- inspection. :

’“;fwcommercial fishing industry. To effect significa

. "Examples of this are recognized problem areas and 1nclude poor‘gff77‘5’
‘:“,watertight integrlty and 1mproper maintenance. - o ,“"

1'f{The Coest Guard s position is thet a self- inspection‘ rogram will
.not have ' a s;gnificant benefic:al impac ‘upon sa g ; he' .~

improvements, more stringent reguirements ehould’bei”
'rlsk to personnel and property increases.\‘

<ro‘Coast Guard inspectlons are necessary when the vessel poses a
substant:ial Tisk as indxcated by vessel size or number of e

 individuals on board. At .an intermediate level of risk, thxrd-ne fwfﬁV

' party examinations should be reguired. At low risk levels,
" thard-party examinations at less’ frequent intervals or- possibly
~ﬁjeelf~exam1netlen should be required. This coneept will be

- further addressed in the accompanying Coest Guard

T recommendatlons

I B azcounsnnnwxon

»fff~B; ‘The program should contain an audit: process, such as’ dockside
- .or underway boardings., other form of compliance examinations,eor

. reporting regime through which self inSpection can. be validated

‘,jlegand confirmed.

L ;up~,$,‘ : : : RgpLy *'jyf o‘ CELR e
Concur. As part cf/the implementation plan compliance with the S

)?,;_‘recently issueé regulatiens (Title 46 CFR Part 28) will b
- e b
- checked during routine way boardings.J ‘However; “the majority

ef. compllance checks wilujbe performed during dockside boardings',;x

A
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» COast cuard Counentt on .
i : ‘ National Acadeny of Engineering
E Recommendationa io* 1mproving rishing Vessel Safety

R : L RECOMMEND&TION 8 » ‘ S
o Remove Unfit Vessels from Service. ‘The Coast Guard, R
. consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).'T:~“
“_.;;should research the merit of -safety-and economic programs for
.. . permanently removing vessels no longer fit for service from thef
o, s.,fishing fleet., o S S T, g T
e o e R e L i _,,{:«@ﬁ}g.f~-uwyﬂ
o , o AT , REPLY i : R
Concur. The Act provides authority for the Coast Guard to RPN
terminate unsafe operations aboard commercial fishing 1ndustryi_ﬁﬂmw
vessels. ‘The Coast Guard recently published Navigation and = = ' .
- Vessel Inspection Circular (NVIC) 12-91 which addresses ‘these Ly
ﬁﬁissues. It includes discussion of the. appropriate actions. thatf~“

. 'can be taken when the Coast Guard enforcement official observes e
. the vessel being’ operated in an unsafe condition.‘ Termination of il
"the vessel's voyage is one of the options. Also, vessels' found

to be. unfxt by the. Coast Guard are not permitted to operate. ,_

‘f'jThe cQast Guard and the NMFS have cooperated in efforts through
' the years to improve safety in the fishing industry. While the G
. NMFS direct efforts key into fishery. management issues,<theyﬁhave“;;y_~~
' also been a source of funding for several prejects,Aincludinf‘thegy
. cooperative efforts with the Coast Guard and the fishing ind
. to: develop up-to- date safety manuals for the ort'sPacific, Gu e
 and Atlantic coasts. The Coast Guard’ supports ‘any effort by thegigfloﬂf
VSNMFS to promote safety in the commercial fishing industry.i¢ i

e nzcomzunmmu 9 . ' |
w;,”Improve Safety in the wWork Place. The Coast Guard. in concert

- with OSHA, - should research ways in which: occupational safety in S
. .the marine environment could be improved for activities of an. ﬂ‘wﬁ
R ¢f1ndustrial nature aboard fishing industry Vessels.,; RN g

R e PR REPLY ' L
~ Concur. The Coast Guard has a history of working with the
k;*oooupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to. improve
. workplace safety throughout the maritime ‘community. There are
. ecurrently five Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) between the Coastl e
. Guard and OSHA laying out the guidelines of- ‘cooperation. ‘We are~ Sl
currently developing an MOU which will address cooperative S
- efforts for uninspected commercial fishing 1ndustry vessels.
‘This MOU will serve to’ bring together the expertise of OSHA onn s
- safety in .large factory areas with the. Coast Guard's traditional - .
nw_igzéitéme.exgirtisgé, This M?U will highlight U joist interest R
REN TR cooperative efforts to im rov ‘ ‘
? ‘ré}jon fish processing vessels;afp e workplaceusafety, especially

a3
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‘”‘Lt Coast Guard COmmenta,en o
, , National nca&emy of Engineering -
Recowmendations for Improving Fishing Vessel Safety

'Vlimembers if the vessel gets underway before they have receiv dfthe7 “

t[ ‘benefit of the drills’ and training. The. training program wi

‘",development and administration of a program with more detai ed

11 be
industry based with a minimum of Federal involvement, due to the L

~ limited authority for training provided by the’ CFIVSA of 1988 T
‘Additional legislative authority would be required prior to

‘'requirements and a higher level of Federal involvement. This :
. one option to consider after the effectiveness ofathe current .
v'regulations can be evaluated \ ;

ete’ifLack of praper emergency preparedness and training is seen as a el
. ’very important area and one. in which improvements difeetly resulta,

‘in decreased fatality rates.  There are currently many different {“,ffif;
~training aids and courses of instruction available to allow = .
~individuals in thé fishing industry to easily obtain credible andgj*e;f}i

:5,fappropriate training in emergency preparedness. The training
.- infrastructure should improve with mandatory requirements for

.- training, even at the minimal 1evel required by the regulations B
- in Title 46 CFR 28. | e

. s U RECOMMEND}\TION 12 ' iy o
i Establzsh Basic Professional Qualification standards. ; of. i
 Guard, in conjunction with the fishing industry,,should wdentiﬁy L
' minimum basic qualification levels needed for all persons. engaged#‘

o in commercial: fisbing and standard operating procedures that

“should be. employed. . The Coast Guard should publish and’ encouragefi7‘

. use of standard operating procedures (including manning,and

.Tj*watchkeeping guidancef insofar as practical in the fis ing
fleet i T enh i ST oo : :

S ' o RE§LY ) * O s
CONCUR.. The 1icensing plan, submitted by the Coast Guard as‘° S

; *}ﬁrequired by the CFIVSA, deals with operators of documented
. fishing industry vessels.« There is currently no legislative

r.~authority to . require licensing of operators for fishing vessels’
« of less than 200 gross tons, which comprises over 99 percent of
~the fleet. The Coast Guard will be submitting a legislative

‘i?package for such a. licensing plan. The Coast Guard ‘has

';~c00perated with the fishing industry, however, to identify

~ standards for professional qualification for commercial fishihgwi

- industry perscnnel as well as standard vessel operating

‘:g!i;procedures.; The Coast Guard will continue to promote the
* industry ‘efforts to enhance and deveiop additional valuntary

“istandards for the commercial.fishermen.:
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Coant Guard Commentna n f}f
, National Academy of nngineering
_inecommendations far Imp ovin f?i":ing Vesffl Safety

ffaertaining to vessel operation and safety, except where the S
- existing license for master or mate of uninspected fishing fjj,;/ BT
L ~izdustry vessel is required or held.»ju : , _,;,~

‘ The Coast Guard should establish an audit p;ocess such ;:[,j
as verification through boardings or a professional registration .. =
. program, employing automated data bases for effective information
' .- management, to ensure that fisherman oertification and operator
8 ;licensing requirements are met.‘~‘ R . : :

j'i . If performance objectives are not ‘met through measures Bl

f*intended to facilitate skill development at the local level, the n‘;ni_w

2. Coast Guard should establish provisions for Aadvancing to more =
i+ stringent licensing measures for fishermen. and vessel operators,«e*

.. such as requiring formal examinations, and mendating menning and
i?;watchkeeping requirements i e e T e e

e z ' v REPLY SR st
= CONCUR' The Coast Guard has eubmitted a licensing plan to S
- Congress, as mandated by the Acét, which deals with the operators o 4
. of documented fishing industry vessels., Coast Guard: licensing . = =
,ef;procedures are designed to measure a person s practical abilitiee~'ﬁ‘
Tt Jas relates to. professional competence. Certification of basic =
"f%;vqualifications provides the basis for meeting the requirements

- for obtaining a license. The fisherman's eligibility would be

- based on meeting minimum requirements es verified by; he CQast

wGueré and possibly third parties. ;* S B L

o Compliance with the licensing requirements would be verified R
. during the vessel boardings, whether at sea or dockside, as well»_;f.gf

v as during inspections or examinations conducted by COast Guard orwfﬁlj,
‘”“g;third parties.,> . ; S s - ; SR

VI~While the Coast Guard is responsible to uphold professional
seamanship qualifications and performance standards, the
- “:responsibility for obtaining the training lies with the. fishing

. dindustry. The ‘Coast’ Guard's position is that. additional .

" legislative authority would be needed to require and oversee

. mandatory 'training for all individuals on commercial £ishing
. industry vessels. If mandated, this training would be greduatedf;@lﬁ;

., depending upon the position an individual held- on. the vessel and

'+ . his/her time in the industry. While a "license" would not be
' ‘necessary, mandatory competency, as demonstrated by t ird»party‘

. evaluation to cOast‘Guard developeé criteria, would be‘requireﬁ "
~ This is one option that may be considered after the effectiveness“ o
,ﬁfo* thefnurrent safety tr"n»\g requirements can be evelvated. : A

o .

 Mppendix (a)
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Coasf Guard Comment~ v
‘ : National academy of Engineering ' LT
Recommendations for Improving ?ishing Ves-el Safety

L e o p REPLY S ‘ ' S
: CONCUR* Qhere is a need for more . wearable working flotetion
equipment for fishermen working on open decks. Except for pure

. inflatables, Coast Guard regulations and Underwriters Laboratory a”;;le
i standards are already flexible enough to accommodate approval of e

‘;appropriate devices developed by manufacturers. For. instance,

 several work suits and "float coats” have been approved which are;}’w

~ appropriate working garments for cold weather fisheries. Coaet

' :‘QGuard regulations also provide for the approval of commercial

- "hybrid" personal flotation devices which combine & limited
©. amount of inherently buoyant ‘material with a supplementary
¢ "inflatable. No manufacturers have chosen to produce euch a
~g,device to date.,q_ LU ; RV

WEUnapproved inflatable personal flotetion devices have beeome

- popular in certain fisheries. One design incorporates. a foul ,
. weather jacket with ‘an inflatable flotation device. inside., The .
.~ Coast Guard has ‘been.and ‘continues to be concerned about the

i relxab;lzty of these devioes.g Periodic. inspection and’ proper

_ maintenance of inflatables are particulerly important no matter‘
- what type of equipment is. used. In its discussion, the’ Boaro
“cites problems with maintenance of survival equipment on some

V”rrfishing vessels.. Through its: boating safety grant program,. the"'u“ |

'~Coast Guard is funding a field study of inflatable personal

 flotation devices, which is being conducted by the U.S. Boat

Owner's Association. The study. includes several devices whxch

fhfcould be appropriate for the commercial fishing 1ndustry.

"'The Coast Guard does not agree with the concept of a Government~fkpfff”'

'ffdesigned prototype. The manufacturers have ‘the expertise in
equipment design. Government efforts should be directed toward i
the development of appropriate performance standards. The Board.ff

- notes that a fisherman's suit has been developed in Cenada
., North American manufacturers often offer the same or aimilar

';Vdevices in both U.S. &and Canadian markets. 1If ‘the Canadian .~

- design is eommercielly vieble, it may eventually be availeble to e
'~u s, fishermen, possibly as an- approved devioe. T ?

VfThe Coast Guard recognizes the need to have approved equipment

‘vfappropriate for use on fishing vessels. Under the commercial .
- fishing industry vessel regulations, certain minimum Coast Guard
;qf/,,epproved eguipment will be required in order to meet- regulations.
~~The regulations do not address,. however, ‘equipment for working on

'7Zehes not yet approved pure infl

" deck. - This: continues to be optional. A requirement for Coast

' Guard approved equipment would limit options in this eree. Coast:,,fe*fw

. Guard approved equipment’ will meet’ certain standards for

- performance and reliability.. For these reasons, the Coast Guard j;ﬁw

atables suitable as working

 Aependix (a)
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o Coast Guard Comments‘on o
i : ational academy of Engineering , 5' LR
”fRedemmendations for Improving Pishing Vessel Safe y~ ,} 7jff~'

fjjuééfs recreatmonal users conservation grcups and resource =
,’~managers., It has long bee* Coast Guard olicy to remain. neutral

' . The Coast Guard believes an adequate conduit exists within the
- present system to have safety issues considered by the councils
' in their management decisions. We expect that as public BERT 1,,;
S consciousness continues to ‘be raised on, the safety issue, - council;&”j:q
;».;,members will reflect that awareness and: grow in their sensitivity,&waoa
L. to the need to c0nsider the safety impacts of their management
‘~{::decisions : : o s :

e SO R N . .. RECOMENDATION 18 ‘ g e
”fzmprave weather Services.w The National Weather Service shoulé

k f;research fzsh;ng industry weather advisory ‘needs to determine if"

Xfif needed take actlon necessarg to provide such services..'3‘ff;¢fo"_

e ‘ P o REPLY P g R PR R
.f f CONCUR The Ccast Guard will forward this recommendatian to ‘the,
'*a*lNatmonal Weather Service. The Commercial Fishing' Industry Vessa
~ advisory Committee recently pxcvided additional input into the = -
. value of weather data buoys. Fishermen on: the Pacifi coast rely‘x
.-on the information available for the fishing grounds‘since due
- to. the weather patterns, conditions there can differe*h'(«
: ;1gn1ficantly from those in port. - This can be the basis for
' . staying in port and not putting the crew and vessel ina =
- potentially hazardous sxtuation., The Coast Guard supports any
. effort that wlll 1mprove safety in the commercxal fithng
'3.1ndustry L . ; »

' Appendix (a)

fﬁxin this allocation process.;’ ‘Although safety is important to the f\ k f
‘??commercial industry, it is a small facet -of fisheries: management. 7‘y_a

additional coverage is needed for fishing grounds .and ports and.;ﬂ§f Y'P
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/,rcester Polytechnio Insti \*e ol
Unclassed tish Processing Vessel Study Vc,., £

"*fzshing vessel should be specified in the investigation. "The.
.personnel investigating £ shing vessel'casualties can be educated{{ﬁ[gf“
‘to the importance of obtaining information concerning the = =
vessel's. fishery and its activity at the time of the casualty.;w;ﬁf ;
~ This: ‘data can ‘in turn be ca tured on the current Marine Safety: B
o ,;Information System.  This’ itam has been addressed in the ‘latest \]j,;*l
< software development for the Marine Safety Infcrmation System T
. (MSIS) module involving casualty reporting. It would not be STTTIREE
. prudent to invest the time. and effort necessary to correct/amand g;gt;«l\;
past records and investigations to raflect the fishing vessel SR
L - types involved in casual.ies. The regulations in Title 46 CFR S
28,80 address ‘when casualties have to be reported and the. type ofjk,r“”'~
«5;o‘1nformation that must be collactad as well as the parties LR
;‘]?responsible for collecting and maintaining the information.

e ' ‘ ‘ , RECOMMENDBTION 3 : ‘ \
e Jirncreased Number of Casualties Considered. -The Coast Guard
. 'should examine a larger selaction of casualties to gain a better T et
.'understanding of the effects of classification on the safety of o
s processing Vessels.f S LS UN B o e \ TN TR

B R e AR REPLY A A
"vCONCUR. As. the authors explained in their repcrt

, ef:elatively”;“-m
‘aismall numbar of casualties available for their analysis limited T

- the scope of their analysis ‘and the weight of their conclusions

i and recommendations. Increasing the number of casualties = -~ .

,f‘considered would enhance the cross- -section of vessels and’ the BV
. 'range of examined variables. _As a result of the casualty P
. -reporting reguirements in Title 46 CFR 28.80, 'additional and moreff!

 accurate data will- be available for analysis at the currently

?Tstaffed level : S » , P

(R EREE naconmnnnaw:ou 4 "/:,;,o,¢ .
i iRegulate the Prooessxng ‘Line, OSHA and: CG should develop R o
#;.regulatlons for.the manufacturing process: including equipment L
- layout: and cargo hold insulation materials and refrigeration
;systems e Gl ey e e He L

, _ LT REPLY ’,jo o R S

“'Partially Concur., The Coast Guard agreas with the importance of

' ensuring worker safety on thfuérocessing line. - OSHA is the" Lo,

,@frecognized expert in the area of manufacturing processes ‘and haS'

- ' regulations governing safety in the workplace. - The Coast Guard

- 1is directing efforts to develop a MOU with OSHA which will
~;adﬁress cooperative efforts for uninspected commercial fishing
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