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THE ·SECRETARY OF TRANSPoRTA'TION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. ' 20590 . 

( 

November 12, ·1992 

·' ' 

The Hon¢rable Dan Ouayle 
President of the Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Mr. Pr~sident: 

Tp,e Commerciai Fi.shing Indu'stry Vessel· Safety Apt ·o! 1988, :P.L. '· 
· 	100-424 (theActJ,:requires the$ec;.retafy of'l'ran$portatl:on to 

conduct' a study of safetyprob.l.ems opcommercifiil-' £.;shing indufftry· 
vessels and to make recommendations ··resarding J4'llethEu: a:v.e&sel ·. 
i~spection p:r::eg?;artr should; be .implemented:. The J\ot further 
requires that the Secretacy of Transportation conduct·astudy.of 
fish processing yessels that are not survey·ed and classed. and 
m.ake recorru:nendations regarding what hull and machi.nery 
requirements should e.pply to these ves$els. This letter . 
tran:Smits the Cea.st .Guard's report which·· contains: recommendations 
associated with each study. A c;opy of eae.h stu(!y is also 
en.cl'osed for so1,1r review. · Both s'ttipies and ell, Co~st>Guard 
rec01T1Jnendations .were discus15ed With the .Com:m.erc:iaJ. Fishing 
lhdustry Vessel.Advisory Committee as required by~tt)e. Act. 

The· en.closed report provides a synopsis of each study and 
discµssesinspe.ction progr~m options that address arid incorporate·· 

1 .tne recommendations. Several plans are present'eo, ,inc.luding one 
preferred by, the Coast Gu.ard. The· report al.so addresses the 
actions necessary. to iinplement :the •preferl;'eQ J?rqgram;· E,;¥Ph ·as 
addltiona.1. legislative authority, ~nd an analysis.·of tf)e 
additional 'resources requix-ed. / · 
. ' / ' ' . 

An identical lette·r has been sent to the Speaker of the, Hous~ of/ 
.Rep:resentatives. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew.H • .Card, 
• 

Enclosures 

/ 	 ! 

http:conduct�astudy.of
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. The Honorable ,Pan Quayle.
President of .the Senate · 
Washing.ton, DC· 20510 

Dear Mr~ President: 

,'• l-Sincerely, · 

Andrew H. · Card., 
.. 

Encl.osures 

./ 




THE SECREJARY .OF TRANSPORTATJON. . . . .. ' 

WASHifiG:FON, G.C..· iOS9Q . 
;· -- ' ' 

The .. Honor~bl~ ir;hQrrras ·s. Fol.ey

Speali;;er of ·the House of. 


R~present.etiyes .· 

Washington, DC . 20515 


Dear ~r. Speaker: 

'The ;Commercial FisCiing Industcy. ves$el Safety Act. of 1988, P •. L. 

ioo..:4z4 (the ,Act) requires the Secretary of: Tx:ansportat,fon to.
I 

condu.ct. a s.tuoy of 'safety p:rqblems on comine.rci~·l :fish'1ng 1industry 

vessels and to make recommendations i-eg·ar~inQ whether a vessel · 

inspect.ion program should be impl~mented. The. Act f,uttber 

requires that the Secretary of Transportation conduct a·~tu<iy of. 


·.. fish processing. vessefs that. are- not sut'.ve:yed and o.lassed and 
·m~~E7; recommencations reg~rding what hull and machiJ')ery 
,req1.,1irements. should apply to these. vessels. 'Tl:lis lett•r ; 1 

transr,tii <ts.· the ceast Gu~r~.' s 1 report wh~ch contains r~c6.mmendatiol'}.s 
~s.soc;iat;e·a ,with each study .. A· c::O'py ·.of each study is also · 
enclcis~d for yoµr review• Bgtry studies and .a.11 ··Coast Gua:rd 
recommendations were discussed wi t·h 1:;he 'Ccnnmercial Fishing 
Industry Vessel Advisory committee·. as. required by the· Act. 

The enclosed report provide.s a synopsis of each study an,d . 

discuss;.es inspection program options that address .and incorporate 

the recomm~ndations •. Severai .plans are. presented',. including om~ · 


1preferred ~Y th:e Coast. Guarc:l~i The report 'also a!:ld;c-esses ~be · 

actions necessary to implement the.preferred ;program, sucb as 

add:i tional ,legislative auth:or'ity, e.nd an analysis .of. the 


·ado.itional resources, required. · · 

An identical letter has been sent to the President ·of the Senate • 

. Sinci,erely, 

• f • 

Andrew H • · Qar.c)',. .• ;Ir •. . . 

;:nclosure$ .. 

http:discuss;.es
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U. S • COAST, GUARO 

COMMERCIAL FISHING :INDUSTRY VESSEL SAFETY ACT OF 1988 


P·. L. 100 -. 424 


REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

' 
FOR THE INSPECTION OF 


COMMERCIAL FISHIN.G INDUSTRY VE.SSELSI
. 

~ ' I 



ggEt;:U!'IVgi. §l.J?$1ARY · 

·The Commercial Fishtng Industry Ve•sel Saf-ty Act Of 1988, ·. P.L. 

100~424, (the. A~t) requires the Secretary of Tx:anspox:t.ati.on to 

conduct a study·of'the safety·problerns,on fishing industry 

ve.ssel ~, to make recommenda.tions .regarding whe:ther ·a vessel 

inspeetion program should ~e implemented and, if ,n~cessary; .to 

.define the nature and scope ·of th~ program. This study .was . . 

conc;hJcte\1" utilizing the ~21tional Aeadem:i Of Engine~;ril'l.Q J N,A.E), a,pd 

.in .C;::onsul 1::ati.o~ with the .NflltiQnal Transpor.ta:t:.ior) Safety 'Soard and . 


. :the Commercial Fishing lhd"1Stry Ves.sel. Advisory Coniin~ttee · . 
··. 	 ( CFIVAC) . .T,he ~c.t further requ:Lre• the Secretary Qf 

Tr,ansport(!tion to conduct a stu.dy Of . fish. processing vessels .'tba:t 

~te not surveyed .and olassed and to make recommendations 

regarding what-additional bull arid_ maehi:nery requirements should · 


'·apply to these vessels. The study was conducted by the Wo-rcester ) 


Polytechnic/.Institute for t.he Coast Guax:d, in. consultati<;>n\wt~h 

the'. CFIVAC and with repres.entatives of persons opera:ting fish 

prpcessing ve~sels. , The purpot;.e of the _studi•s ~nd the Coast 

Guard. r~ddmmendations .i:s to/ enable· Cpngress to address.·, th~ 

historically poor; s(!fety.. re.cord of.. the commercial fish'ing . 

indu1try. · 


As a result of the Act, s·a,fety ·requirements. fo.r c:ommetcial · 

fishing industry vessels were publi$hed 'in Title 46 Code of. 

Federa~YRegulations (CFR.) Part 28. Previous to this_ effort, ~he 

Coast ,Guard. published extensive guidelin~s e,nd standards· f<?t .. th~ 


..d.esign, construction,\. and operl!\'t!on of commercial t:ishir>;g .· · 
.industry vessels. These stand~rds w$re the basis of ,a voluntary 
P,rCg:t;"am.which·the commercial fishing:i.ndustcy f~iled to.embrace ' 
over· the last. six years.. Over~ll, the probl.ems }'\ave proved 'to. be 
beyond the scope of.effective action thr~ughvolunta:ry measures .. 

One of the recommendations of th~ St\.1dy. of s.afety 'problems in the 
f .lshing. industry wes that a compulsor:y inspection prog·ram 'should 

, be . ins"ti tuted to ensure vessel fitness for: the~ in·tended service~ . 

S.imilar~y:, 1=he study of ,fish proce•s~ng \ 1es-S,e;Ls conclud:ed· that · 

cla,ssifioation has a. posi~tve .:lnfluftt~ce ;on •afety. ·and th~t it 

could be· :a.n ~ntegral· part of e ·J>rogram to improve the. safety· 


.. record Of this portiQn of ,the industry•.. BQth $tudie$ point to 
mandatory, regular: examinations for .the· fleet to en$.ure. minimum 

. st.~ndards are .met and ·maintained. ··The federally•mandated
CF+vAe... e_ndo;rs~d recommendations would impose additional safety 
.measures on ti)e indust~•. This report presents th~ , 
reoommeodations: from these studies.. a.long w~th comments and 
re,con'irnendations of, the Coast iGuard.. ·.·.. · .. · · · · 

'fhe Cc;>ast Gua;d rec¢rnm~nds a.· ~atid•tofy tie:ted inspection program 

f~r commerc;al. fishing. indus·;try vessels', tied to vessel length. · 

The NA£ study· concluded tpat not only werfi! ·fishermen ·.more iikely 

to qie 9.l'l the j.ob .than workers. in most· other ·U.S. industries, but 

the. fatality. rate increa·sed dramatically wJ.th- iricreasing Vess;el . 


. ' . 
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length. A detail~d.r~xp ien1a,ticmJ[Of t~e besis the 
recommendation is 1 i~clµ !ed:~ Itt}r«l!qUires: 

se1f ... ~xaminat1 1n f Ir all . , ... e:l'ci:d.el fi,shing .industry 
vessels, new!i a' di - ~sting, ,ss·i than 50 ~ee~ in length. ~he 
exfstiQg :req\(Ii .eme ', st]Of '~ jf.f;f4$bing ves$e.l;."\safetl" 
regulations tn' Ti.~ :16· CF, ·aJ:'t~uld ~e app;Ilicablf!... . 

Third party 'ex ' mina1. i~n fo · iii f.¢ommercial .\fi!lhing · industry 
vessels, · new a ,d e '. '.s~ing, :f. 1•ogth greateir. than or equal 
to :50 fe·et but(less; tban 7 .. ~e•~r These vessels would also 
be exa!llined fo co~ l~anee,i, ~th/the fishing1 ·vessel safety1regulation$ ifn Titl 46 CF~i ~B· ; 

.. . 

1

• : i' ·' ; ': . ·Ii ' ' f ' ·. ' . .' ' 
1

,Cq.. a.st G.~.ar·.d....:lin 
. 

.···p.·e·,d·i·:t ;·Q···m·.. ,.•nd.a t. ·(4....'a.·d·;j1in.e. as. signme··.nt £9. .r. /all 
co.. mmerci.. a1· .f.i:s .·..to~.....in(lt··.u··. s.t.~.. ~.:.~e$.·S,e.l.s, new. ·a.n~. :: ·e...x.,isti..ng, 
g.·. r~a.. t.er .the.·n ,o (e~u ....•e~., in .length.;··•. The.sl!. i\ressels1.:.:to .'l~.·· ··.1 
would be reQ~i •. d :t 

1 111eet· 't\l· .t f.i},hing vessel• s1afety 
regulations iJn '· i.'tl .. 46 CFft\2'8,, tload line, rE,tqulrements and 
additional h~llt and \·m~C::hin~' ·: st1andards-:· whicph for ne~ 
ve.ssels would! i cl,u e desigf ',and: :constructior:i to . 

· clas~ifica~io[n oci, ,t~ Ste\tj" i!lirds\ 'and for •~1.ting vessels, 
similar,rtlQui[r~·~n;t r.;s de 11 .,C,;n~ces~ary by!~he Coast Guard.1

This .proposed. :Lnsp~c;, i9b '\p~osraml\ ijhdQ~porates red::~tnmendations .of 
bbth previously me[lti one ; •:tudi: '· F .Tpe propos~I: for additional . 
standards .for. all ve sel ... ?19. fe: tor g.reater in, 1 ..ngth .wou.ld have 
the. addi.tional adv~n. ag.e ;pt all · ~titlg the exis~ing .difficulties 
with respect .to th~ fhr• ? f'lshi .. ~n(jU:sitry vessel ,definitions 1 . 

contained in 46 UnJt. d ~· ,ates C? (!; §~l:Ol. It .WQl.Jld make safety 
requirements for ·eac ,. c~. iss· .of, v,, ~~e1 i ;.f;dentical ~s a function ·of 
length, : z:iot whether beJ. es~'l '1 

1 
:115e~f1ned as a 11 ~ishing vessel, ti . 

"fish t~nder ve:ssel,!~ 'o:t' t£~;sh p o~e13,iing vessel. '~1 1 

Three al~ernatf~e fl 
industry self-ex•min 
examinat+on1 and: tot' 

. !. (. ;.,, - - . ::H. !~:·'. :;.: ..- ·1 _: :. : . , . . ,,_ . 

~ei· also.H ~se~$sed,. inclU~ing total 
1~ tot;ol fl i~dtu,:try third ~arty
!fuatry. ast;«;;uard inspection. 

' . 

http:signme��.nt
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Recogri (zing. tha.t the fi.$hing ve~se,.l industry:. wa$. experienc.1,ng 'on• 
of. the 'tfaghest death rates of ally u.s. industry, the Co~st1 

.• Gua:r;d, 
underto )k' a voluntary safety initiative,, approved by .the 
DepartmE:..~t. of Transportation.. Th~ voluntary approach, i.e.; 

. getting .1n(3ustry itself to be proacti.ve, was· ~etermined to be 
better euid able to· be· implemented more quickly than the 
traditional vessel illSpection ai;>proach .i:n. teducing the hum~:m '· 
errors which were ·foun.d to be'a cause in. most of' the .los.ses. 

\ ,• \ • '- ' I ' ,: .' 

Severa'l •Navigation. and vessel inspection ~it'.Qule~s- ( NVlCl!f), 
document~ publish~d by th~ Coast Guard. toe pronttollQa'te ,gtii4ance
that is ·advisory in nature, w$re written in 1985. · \These ·. · 
cont;.ained voluntary standards and were based. upon •xperience and 
casualty data ·review·. · Later combined into one cireul~r ~ . NVlC. 5
86, the. guidance put forth recommended standards. ·for stability~ 
firf! .Sa{ety, li.fesaving equipment,. hull design and ,constr\,l.CtiOn, 
maintenance and r;epa:ir, . machinery and electrictO, installations, 
ano poi'lution r~quirements. . 'J,1he Coast. 'Guard aiso c~operated w:l.th 
the publishing of the North Pac:Lfi.C: r·ishi,ng vessei.owriE:irs ... ·. , ,. 
A$soc'iatioh ts (N~FVOA} .vessel .safety manual. an4· su1'~equently 
.endorsed it •. The manual.was found to be. suitable. for ·c;rew 

' training and has since been used es a f 6undation for local ' 
trai'ning manuals. in .the Gulf and At1antic coast fisheries.• 

- . Despite th$ :ef'forts in this' voluqtary prc;>gram; the,easui;ilty :rat.e 
fer. th~. OQmme.;cial ,fishin~r indµ$~ry. retl1·a~netd'~high• Col)gress 
became diss~tisfied with.t~evoiuntary'epp~oacb an4 enacted. 
Pub.lie Law 100"-424, .th~ Commetc1e:i·rishing Industry Vesg;el Sa~ety 
Act. of 1988 (the Act). The Act· requi.red .that·'.the C(S~st Guard·.. · . 
develop 'regulations·for commercial fishing industry•ve$sels which 
varieo .based .on· the area of operation, the number .of indiviciuaJ.,s 
on board, the pate of construc.tion or major conv.ersion, · ,and tl1e 
type of. f.ishing vessel. A..new set of. regulations in Title 46 ...· 
Cqoe.of Federal Regulations 'fCFR) Part 28'addressed require~ents 

' ) for ... the cbinm,ercia!l. !f$hing in~ustry ;fleet ··and beoame eff.e'ctive on 
· · September 15, :19.91. ·. 

- ' - ' 

The Act ·a1s·~ marydated that two studies ·be cond~cted by the 
Secretary of Transportation. The Coast Guard ut.ilized the 
National Academy , of Engineering (NAB ) . in consultat.ion wit·h the . 
Commercial Fishing Indus:try. Vessel .. Advisory .Committee.,(CFIVAC), 

· ·the National TranSpOJ:'tact;ion Sa.fety. Soard, and the fishing 
industx:Y. tC?.,\cond.upt a ·s.tudyOf·safety .problems·.·.on .fishi.J}g· 

·industry vessel,s .. · Thi~ study' was t~ t>e useci by· the Coas.t Guard 
to. develop recomr,nendat.lons· toCong;-ess on an.inspection program 
after ioentifyin~l and characterizing .the safety. problems. .. · 

'?he ..second. study was.· to be conducted of f i:sh pioce.ssing vessels . 
·:that ere not surveyed ·and clas~eq by an organizat,icm appro:Ved l;>y 
the Secretary. . The Coast Guard utllized. th'i!I '.Worcester .. ·· . 

\'', l 
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:Ille;' 
· 

!;:. 
lte$1 

~· 
Yle 

uired .. , 
'/,, ' - ,'' ,--!_

u~<)'anQ :r~10 '.~Ji".OViding re~µlations for 
u~try ~!9t·I· 
St! : G'ua 
'*ct.to :, 

I
L, , i ,': , :, '· ', : : ',· ,

Polyte9hnic Insti t~ti . iin 
I 

i::c::orisult t)1on with ,the' .ct;vAc and 
repres~ntatives ofi P:. ~s;o ;,s .ropera,;1 ~lpg ,ish \proces~.tng vessels to 

•· . cond·uct this study1 
••i•: 'l'h~ 1CC!Ast ~' $:~d.. ,sed. the, s't'11c!Y to make 

-.. recommeri¢iations regeL ~ip 1 W,~at h · 11~ 'a d machine·r~ irequirtllments 
shoul.d apply, to 'thes·. 1vJ! :•~:tis tPI e~s!t;l :e they are toper.ated an'd 
•.aintaine.d in ,a safe.[' art~ -~~;wort )t'.i' co 'dition. , ·' 

' 'I 

• 1 : ' , I 
1 

$t~, 1·~ave, foun~ :that the 
;', 

· 1,, iI I I I I

e ofi the Nati•on 's most I 

ls~ibs can bt! misleading, they, 
e>selthat'foll~w, which· are .. 

atter cat~g,orl'.• The annual 
tf tis}led. at 8J .rate four times 
· · he.r tis ·ind~stries; combined. 
~ tional 

1 

aver:ase if only
els were oon$.tdered. It. 

{ ~ali ty · ra1:•i 'increeised 
gth. . 

1

~· ¢dast Guard ·to', take t,he step
! . - ! ' - ' •( ' - -. 

St\Jdies 'Wete: also ·. 
i~'.to 1.investiga:tei •no recommend. 
:l.weJ.:ie appropti:~~' fo.r the· 

fishing, ind~stry eve all/ nd fort, ~·cle!$seo fish: prc>cessors in 
particular~ Recomm~n at.i ,ns r~g~t· .~:in9i a mandato:-y; inspection 
prog;n~m for: al·l compi~.):!i~ : fis~ir{ r.:'indµstry vessel$ and . 

. a.dditio.n·.;.al. st;a.·n...d.a:rd.\$·· ...: ·o.r..··.·.··,...n··o ..l a .. s.se;r,.;·:·f···.·1.·.s~p.roc·e.·ss·i·.. ·•.n..g·.:·v·e·sse.ls areclose'ly related. The .e ~ .commend ~jlLOn~ ·are presented together in 
a comprehensive progr: m b '·:sEid o'n ;$l~se~ length, .. wb.ioh· is. an 
indi,cator of ~ncrea~~:· r~ 'i}< )t·o.~e ;·~.;9~p~l and·pro~'~ty. The1 
purpose.. pf this..re.. Ppr!·:·· 'i$. · tto:·:·· 1.fo~•. '1i·.~;~. ..•t ~.e C.oast G'U(Sli'd' s · 
recommendations .along]:w'it the co l):J_ettfd studies~.· 
' . ' ' 'f : .1 ' ;.,', ,,, ,:·:.-::::',. \ 1' 
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l l • · · .. BACKGROUND 

~t ·is. gener~ily 11cknowledged. that·,9omttierc:l;a1 fishei:men are , 

engage~:l in one o: the most. hazardous of all. occupations in the , 

United States.· .c.1sµalty. statistics for documented and 

undocumented fishing. vessels $how that t.here is ~n ·average of 


.1, 100 vessel casualties reported every .. year, with 20. percent of· 
·. 	 these· being. total losses. · There. are· also an average. ·of . l,08 

fata:litie.s repo;r.ted ·every year, .over 80 percent of which ·are on 
documented fish.ing vessels. : Th~ Commercial Fishing. Industry 
Ves.sel Safe"ty Ac.t ()f 198~, the recently released re;ulatj.ons, and 
these studies ate :Parts of the most. :recent effort to .1mprove this 

·.very poqr safety record. · 	 - · 
"'.. 	 '' 

A. FISHING 'lNDUSTRY VESSEL INSPECTlONSTVDY 

As mandated by Section S(a) o( the Commercial Fishing 

lndust:ry Vessel Safety ACt of l9B8 (the Act'), a ·$~udy was ... 

condu.~ted of' the ,safety ,problems o~ f·ishing in"ustry vessels ~I 

The study }4as conduqte,d · by the National Aca<Semy.. o.f 

Engineer~ng .(NAE l, ~n consultation with 'the Con:unerciaJ. ·· 

Fi'shing, Industry Vessel Advisory· Com.mittee (CFI:VA9), the·.·· 

Nation'al Transportation Safety Board and the fishing · \. 

industry. · This study is being µs'ed by· the Coas:t .Guard to 

develop, recommendations .. to. Congres~ on an inspection program 

after .id.ent,ifying and char~~teriz.ing .the safety problems· o~ 


· corn.mercia·l.. f is~ing industry ve'ssels. 	 · 

The· first stap of the study identified ·the. problem. ·· To d6. • 
so, . it was necesi;ai;y i to gain. an unders'tariding ·of i the ·extent 
of the safe.ty problems and the perceived safety .. inadequ·aeies. \ 
Three types of. factors affecting fishing vesse.l safety were. 

· investigated. In the broadest sense, these factor•s were 
related to the vessel, .tl;le ·fishermen, and ·e~te.rnal forces .. 

.Th~se factors interact With each oth~r in a CQmple~fashion. 
Factors pertaining to th~ ves:selihcluded.construc;::tionf .. 
design; outf:i,tting; navigational and.opecratiri,g,equipment; 

·. 	fishing gear type:· and· emergency, saf:ety, and survival• 
equipment. The second type of factor involved the fishe.rmen 
themselves with respect to professional compet.ency (training 
and skills) and ·.b.ehavior (risk·taking at.titude and 
respons;i.b:ility for. safety). T~e last ,factor summed up /the 

'' eJ:Cternal' forces and J included fi~heries manag,ement;, 'ecpriomics~ 
ano weather and se.a. cond.itions. . · 

·To in~estig~te 'the perceived ~afe~y inad.equa'ci·es~· it was 
· n-ecessary to take an unbiased le?ok at .the issues. Part or 
the,:problem appeared to be the lack of an eff~ctive system to,.' 
riloni tor I pl('Omote, or requi.re. acqountabil:i.:t:y of ~hose , 

http:requi.re
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re1sp9nsible for .. he. lb 'e1~at.i.Q~ ~' • (J•· occupatippal safety at 
. seEi ~ ' There al$oi .ppe ·r~~ to l •' • :t.~ci< of a. 1s1tan'dard ·. 
thrqughout the Ii·'. u.st · y,< for 1 st< ~e 'qperation. ; 'hi1s1 pertained 
t6 ~hrkplaee p~o ·edur' S) : saf ··~· m~etings, tra~i:ii:ng PJ;ogr~ms,
and :'"' nergency :cte pons proee ~,f.IJS•.! · · ·. , · • 

> ,, ' ' ' ' '' ; ,\' '.«i 

~ L, . ! 


The mt:. ';hodolog~ ap 
1 
lY:zing:; tt~ ,~rol)lem and;; a<tdressing' .the 


possible remed~e .... w~s 1:d~~elo ,.~[ •'.tl: the early: ~rages •. It was 

dete.. .. d ... lt)l'.··}~1 lte.rna.t . .ive
rmine th.'a.t .. Ji .....·cl ~v., .1(iu··.·.8cl·.•.· ... . .. ··fl··.. ' could ·.be
identified as ~h ,·· stu y 11prog ' -~~· These el.e~ents c.ould 

·add.ress small,erj ' pee s iof .~ •[:,'all safety: problem and 
. could be combi~e to ·iotm re Jiilnendatlons for 1. an integrated 
saf~ty sttucturie. ·· ·... ·• .· ·. · 1 .·.• • · •. · · 

. . . I )' .·· 

Equally 1'mpo;-tejntl' 'tc) .· e~1!\1n~J ~be:~1 1'roblem w$$: ~+dentifying the 

population f!lf;fecti. d~L. ,,h~ fis '· .•~ ~i .• dustry, fbf) this is the 

context in which :' ·af~ y i1:ts c s:d~e ed. This' 1:•sk was 

difficu··.lt: ,b·e.ca...u:se.;:··· th···~ 1'·1rydus... t.r.•: .. i;··.a~.•·.·. Ru.i..te re.gi.·o··1il.. ·.:a1. in. nature
and this 1nforma.t on;. 'S norma., l;,f :n~ither capt\lrea nor 

rnaintaineq by anti on;e,''st·ate c( ,f'ed~ral. agency~ . Pata ~ombined 
 " from rnul tiple sou cei; !.for t}li1 :!stuf1y provided· the bes.t 

descript~on O·f th: f~ ~hing i.n'. U:st.rtf· to date. lt· indicated 

there existed. app: ox?- ,•at,ely 3!: ;P001 f~derally. documented . 

fishing industry es~ l~ ,and ' ,~outJ 180, 000 sm~ller .fishing 


'ind':1stry yes$el~ I eaf ';)'l~. sta~t r;n ' r11>. (vess1l1~ Of five 
regi'stered .ne;t ito: ·~. p 

1 
sq~re m ~Jf: : ; 

1 
9ocumen~~cl~ whi~e. thpse

le~s than. five pei . t~ s iftjay .•. ·' •l¥•:s~s·tered w~-tm: the :state) •. 
In both cases. the. yes :els are,';ahd#>1sed_ for the 1 fisheries, 

trade, but this) dpes·.: :o~t;guar. ~te~Hit is'. a ti•l)ing. vessel. . . 

iTo estimate :the nl·mbe. :· of .ind 'V'.ldµ~ls whq. conurleroially fish 
wa. s even., mo.r.e d~f. i·c·u···. !:it·· ..··,t,h.a.n'.·. • ... ....:ting the. nu·".·rnb.er of vessels.. \·t·····.1.·.m ~ bei:;:ause ·data of i t is. ·. r't ~as t'.ptal,ly lacking. : General . 

8SSUmption'$ W~r- .• ade, 'f):~ the I e1! Wefe. 8SSUmed;! ~(j> .·be ' . ; 

al?proxim~tel:y 2~01 qbp · 'sons j[fvo).,veq in th$ !·qommercial. . 

ti.she.ries.. ··The! b;·ea~ .' .. of •.·nt :.e.~mmere.ial f~!ilh;n~ ·industry
.. 
by. l~ngth of ve$S. l e;st1m: ,t,d1 :s: .. • ·· · 

' \ t11 "' : ' ' 
; . .. l'j .•. I\ . . , 

UNPOC~ ik . i ,· , DOC. TOTAL 
LENGTH It .l i E EL IT ONS 

.. v' 

L < so' 23,400 ,. ~9.l;Q.00 


L >· 50' & < 6,800 
'. 

31,000 

800 8··000
L 

=. 
79' ,~· ' 
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share.d nationwide was: that 'the environment in which the . 

fishermen operated Pas both ever-changing and .at ti.mes~ 

hbstile~ · 


· Many.·shor:tcom:ings reg 1;rding casu·a.lty 'de-ta ,wer~ ,identified, 
but.. analysis of: the av ailab.le. data· i:ll1,1strated ·the> be$t 
picture o·f the, industry yet portrayed •.. '.l'he ~AB analy~ed the ,, 
data from different aspects, each shedding distinct light on 
the safety problem. This' helped them to· d.esc;-ibe the safety· 
problem in fundamentally simpler tertns. ,. 

The commercial J,ndustry vessel safety re.cord was examined . 

. . The .gener,al categories identified were the number. of . . 

'casual.~ies, the number of 'vessel total ·losses,. the vess.el, 

easualty related fatalities~ .and the vE!ssel damag.e• .The 

natl,lr.e and. regiopal distributi(;>n of'~ the ves$el casualt!es 

were examined. as was. the relationship .of' vessel· c~.sualty to · 

vessel length,. type, and usage .. The cause~ o~ the vess~lr. · 


I casual ties wer:e examined and broken d.own' into four broad 
.·groups':. human, .vessel, environmenta'l, end unknown ':causes~ 
The purpose was to identify·relationshipsbetween the 
variables .and note significant trends. .I • 

Fatalities and pe~sonnel ~njurfes were .e~·amined. wit~ respect. 
to re.giqn, nature, and relations})ip to ·vessel, length.· Most ·. 
notewior~hy was the direct comparison of f at~lity ;.ate with 

· vessel length·. This highlighted the. conclusion .fr.om the. NAE 
study t.hat 'the ·fatality rate iricrea$ed dramatically, with · 

' increasing vessel length and that fishermen ~re mo.r~ like.ly 
. t6. die ·on· the job than are. ~orket's in most other .v. S. · 

\,' 

industries. · · 
'l'i 

~o single cause ~as found t.o be predominant for ·eithe.+ the 
vessel or pe~sonnei casualties~ What became evident was that:• 
the sa!ety .problem resembled a complex weave O·f factors. 
incluo1ng the ves.sel, its equipment, the fishermen, the 
environment, and other .external factor.s. · It was also clear 
tf!a1t re~arc:Uess of the· leng,th of ,the vessel, the weat:~er 
condit1onsr or where t~hey operated, fishermen .wer,e 
cont~nually e>tpC>sed to:ves$e~~nd l1fe•tbreaten$.:ng 
situatiqns. . : · . . . · . 

The vesseJ .is a complex system, serving as transpor.ta~ion, 
living quarters, wbrkplace, and.product storehouse. ·Vessel 
casualty. data were examined to a.ssess the. inadequacies in, or 
tailur~s.of,.. compcmerits of the.systems. It was found. that 
P,ne of the ba!;ic p:r;Q);:>lems was th.at no one. \178Et held .str;ctly · 
. accoun1;:able ~o.r vese:el f . .tt.ness. pr~or to operations. 1 ·The .' 

invest4.gation revealed that materfai.condition of the vessel· 

and ec;zuipment was a, direct caµse fpr ovet 85 p.ercent of the 

kno.wn· vessel-rela't;ed casualties. · Human ·factors c;>ften pl·aye<a 

a key se.oondary role. .in these casualties (e.g~, J.aC.k of · 

maintenance· or cleanli1nle·ss). · 
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With x-egard to : ~f$j, ~~n 'e1>
1 ~~n~ 1 quanti t•t1{'1e ·data alone was 

·not•cc;mclusiv~, \nOf: , ~1(31 i ti .~rf'Vlt ,e s\,lffici•nt !nsight into 
human. fac.t9rs~. pHum p/pa~se.>1~~· icc~dents .i;ri,~luded improper
procedµres, <.il~e pe:,; ,J!n~e, j·,<$,etn .~tal erroX"s1 , inattention, 

• navigat.ion e"to , s '.~e~s, a'(!Jifa~iigue: rn·g~neral, fishermen 
· ag:reed to the!~eJ·fin i~f)gs. t wa$ found that .even if t;hese 
were not the .J\-t ect '.caµses, Jll,ma~· factors '1re~e contributing. 

$; 
management prec ·ic~s~ 'fnsur41 ;e:e~ and environmental 

corydi tions. Th , nat, I'' an~ l\ '~OJP , of fishery: 'management 

practices and w athe •Ondi~ ~ns as causative' factors 'in 

casualties were;diff ci!.ilt tq'1 qua tify. Fishery management 

dec·i·:.s·i.on.. s at. t.i .. ·.es .'c: e.a··.··t·ed··· ~J.~.·.·i. ;.·.~.3. .. .. ~.ve op.era~ing.. y compe ti.tenvironment. C:.mpet · tion i rea·ied as returns decreased, as1
f'ishing sea$on. ;eng:t, s :aec:rt. 'ed, fend .as more f!shermen 
c.ompeted' fO'ft f!e .e.r ·.·.f '.. sh'~ .T ·.. ···.·...' 

1d.¢>.uple.d w.ith. ''.the···•.. entrenched 
attitudes .in ~h .~rid'. s~ry, : l:!;ih ~s "fishing. is the lest 

frontiecr'' and 1••. t's. :e :~gi;si ~. ~~4e sea" droY~i fisherme~ to 


. take . unneces·,s~r · ri,cs · S!t.to ·m ,. ~ta~·m the~r liiV~tiboo(!, 1 • e. , 


g.e·stayingt... t1ng. ;.uout t:ao ·.·.·.in·lofig...,,;.OW ..... w...e·.··=··.'. .. o~..··.·1.ii· thel. O.ading. respons.. · 1.. ibili1:y for... n. d.·.e,r.W··.f·a ..· ... ·l· ·fl.·,,·et: .. e.····K'.·C·•.•.S$i.vely.,Inst '; ·~• ... 
.~afety, f~sqe~m n ~f .,er:i ace .,', 1fect j~he extretnelf high. risks a·s 
inherent in t~ei oc upation:, l!~surance did not reduce. or 
eliminate loss1e~~·bu Cl>nly .~·. d.uq91di th.e·associ(jlted finarl'cial1
risk.. Premiums 1took ·;into ao <;)unt>redistribution Of losses, 
adm,inistr.ative! .· el:'h r,a~ .. ext>~··.. ~.es;r;profit elem~1mt, and 
competition in[ t,. e..j; ·su,ran'q ! nJ~r~r· t .. weatne~ \was not 
imp1ica..ted .oft~~. :f..·.~··......h~.: .cas .; ..~kt.y, :ata becaus$.1many tli.mes it1 .was. an· anc;::·illary;: ca1u .e~:.. ,'I • ' .. · •

' ' '• '' ;- ' . - . ,- :j h :.. -1 : ' 

Woiking to ,a'ddr~ s .t 1e. :many' (at:tQ~S identifie(! during the · 
study, the NAE! d 'nsii. ..e:tted· a .:·uinbet; of safety ':improvement 
al ternati.ve.s wJ-ii h w 1re' ~ime je~t •reas wher:e :~mprovement
efforts \\fould ha; e .t :e 1grea.t. $;\t .e~fect,•. The 1 ~p.tions followed 

!~e.dthe.•. =.:·b·r·~e....~!.....· ..·· ·~.·.G· •..··.;•... ·.~.. :·· .i·n :la,nd· .. tr".·.·.;·;~.·.·:'P ;m.•. ·~.~ i !.~e.f.~.~. e.·.·. ~•. • ~~6v~:r·e·.~.·i.r~~h.s , . · term,,..r··.= ml.~t~ii :... =...'r.£~.:e·n ~ ..• ·.!···,·. ...·.near ..• .....•~.'...~•··~··· .. ...There '.were 30 
· al te•rnatives ip, • ll:, ,r~~,sult 9'{! i'n1 ia total. of 118 · · . 

recommendationfi. . Oh ; c;,'f: th e:;" re. ommendatioq$ addressed a 

t.iere·d· a.pproach. ,,~0 .. a<t.se:Lf-~· ~.ec.t~.on. program and specified 

some of the el~m~nts 1

1to be.. , .. 

i. . ' '(; ·. • . ' 
1 

elements.. in...· .ad::.;c.<de~ !s.....·.•fl·n·.d. c 
safety imp'.rov'm nt' ~~~rnat1

~' '~ 

Upon examinin~ ·he. i·s~es r 

. . . :. . 

it was found ~.?} ·~ f 
available,. ~a' . <ot 
us~d properly) 
intended.. 

: a~itie 
~ea at 
1 
' n• the 

. . 

· 
The external. in .>lu~n·, e~ on 

... a met)1.od<;>logy
, uninspected! f 

· ~ 
·...sel.·.f-.ex.amin '.. t ..,:.·· · checklist, o 

' ·' " 

.. 

tbt: 'vgh whi(·~··. owrers and op~~at9rs of 
s.h.i g .. '.·.·.·.i.ndus ...·~.·1••'J.. ··Y.:·sse.ls. woul..d.. .. •.•. conou7.t a1 

.on····. '.·f· 

the •.. .... 
1
1:·· 
,.. 

:.·t· heirt.··\ll.;~ .. ls.· using. a:'·"·r.escr1bed..· s.s 
. . .il\nspe · ~.pri g.uide; · • : · · 

,, , • · 1. • 

'.J>··•. l:.t.·<!'·a· ted implem4fntation of, 
,~s.,. I · i , . · 
: '· l ' t ' .' : ' 

:ir~~hg the use. ,C!f su;rvival gear, 
ite•h~l ted when e,qµipment was not 

i i, WJSS not uqd: in time, was not 
~ tviy~l gea;r. f81!led. 't;o perform as 
l1i 1
'11 ' 

:r . l 
1J. · ,' ·. I " · · 
~et , included .f~sheries 
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- an aud'i't process to validate/co·nf·itm s:elf-insp~ctibn: 
- p:r;ovisions for accepting m(...-'C'e thorough examinations 

in lieu of self-exa1t1ination. · · 

- provisions for ~mposingmore istringent inspections qr 
·sanctions ,on a' vessel-by.-vessel :basis1 apd 

- p1'ovisic;ms for, advar>d:Lng to mor•, r;;tJ:;t~ge~t ir>spection 
a.l ternati.ves for •ome or all vessels if se1f-: 
inspection proves unsatis.i:aetory or i.n¢ffect.ive in 
improving ... safety. 

All- the· recommendations are provided in Append.ix 1'., along , 
. with the Coast Guard's reply to e,ach. , 
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, B. UNCLA 

As mandated 'b~ ~eti ,1Js '(b~!'~f ·.~'·'.ne. Acit, a s~llidY. was .. ·. 
condu·cte.d 'Qf fii h; ~r ',.-,,si:;in r ~e$, els that ar,, i .not. surveyed 
and cl.·.,a· s.·se.d ,b~ ... n....·. o..·r ..·a.~~iz.a·.t.. ·. :·n···· •.· ·1iI>r.. ove.d by tb.e.'.• ·.Secretary,utilizing Worqe te,t .. ~o,li;1tec : .!fi:c I!tlstitute (WP+). The . · .' , 

Com.merc.~al F.. i~ •.I · ". ~r.S$·e·;·1·· .Advisory.••. Qi:>.mmi.tt.ee as well.. 'hiin·g ... '.du.stry.::·t• 
as representatli es o • persor;: ·•;ope1rating fi~·h ·processing
vessels wenf ~o .su.It. 'd~ ·r ,.., j · •· .. · . · ·. 

1 
A . . . . ' ~ '.~~ 1$ • 

1l~1' cqn Titlt·~6u.s; Code, 
Sec1tion 210l(ltlb) Bj!a ua.ii'\tes:se~ ;i~ha .. conunercia~~Y prepares fish 
or .fish product .~Qti)j :x::Jthan ~fl"fi gµ ting,. decap!itat:fng, . 
91~11i:ig, skinn1n , i'' u¢king,f~i·ci:n ', freezing. 9r brine · 

1chilling.. These1.op~ ,atlions ~faitpe1 , onsidered necessary to 
· preserv7 t.he c~t· h ··~ ,'.d jwoµl~(~not~ )'by thernselv~s; c~mstitute. 

'I•' 

processing.: tf: '.J .. . .: , ....• .•, .·1 

Due to, their. s:Lz'. ap ~umber['fjp;f p~;rsons on b~•rd, 'fi,sh 
processing ·vesse~ s · ~ ' 1~riot}1~Ji'l'd~ 'ensi·on to> ~~e ris.ks1 

1in{le...r.·e.n in..wo.r···.k·· n.g .. ·• .tt.·.he .f.i 
1 

!:$ : vess.els.. t .....·.·.l?.if1 ...! .ind.ustry.•.. · ..··The.se.ernpl~y. additi:o.na 1 w~ e~s tori ~n~ or and operi4te the 
'sophi.·.st.icateo···· •.q· i .· tl.u.se.oj:.t.. lt>.: ·p.:i;-pc.es·s· t.ne.·.. ,P:r·o·duct ori board, ..
while the vess,1$ at alt: seaC oft•p in, foul :we~ther. The 

incre.a7e.d ..nµmb~r.l, .. of. I. t~onne.~.·.. <:&···.nd•.... [..the... comp·l·;.~X:.1.•.ty o.f. . . . . .opera·t1ons not i o ly , i~e th' pot«tntial for th~ risk .of 
inj ~ry, ·but al$o iricx:

1 a1~e th· :*~~Et-,rity of a v~~.sel-related 
casualty. . . . ; 

- j:: ·i:.. . .: . ~ L .t...:;;·· . L· · .· ; , , · 
1Currently~ unirls \~c;te, .:fish t ~cei~lsing vessel~: are su.bject to 

the .req···u· i.rem. e ..·.. ntts of·····.1..·.·.t.l.. e 4fn.:... ~de.!¢>. f .Fede. ra.'l'. ~e.g..u.. lations 
(CfR) Part 28 ~U·P~l:"thF~ · Pr.d: ~ssors that are eit.her new or 

1un.de.·.r.·.go.. a. ..mal·o·.It· tn:r.e 
1 

sion c1· ~l~ted after July 27, 1990, 8:rerequired. to be !c ss.e end s . ~ey~d by the Amf)rican Sureaq of 
Shipping (ABS) 10 s m.'1ilarl , qualified organization. The 
WPI study exam~n th vesse , 'th 't do not fj. t into this

• ' ' . • ' i J ) • \ 

categ'ory (-existli , ,u c·~asse 1 ,'.to 1 eterm~ne wlllat hull and 
mach.inery .. req\Jir · e.nt l .. !i9ould/,I ~tppl to them to':ensure they. 
are ,operated and aiiJ'f ,:a~ned .ti' tJ! ;s fe and, se~worthy
condition. 1 ' ., • 

1 
•. I .. n .. ' . , , • • 

The .first stl!ge1 df th :s '.studyfl "'as:· o, review. do¢u111ents 
'relevant to uncjla sed l,f.iish pr;: ~es:i; ng vessels •..·•.The p~rpose 
was to .g~fn a h~~ o:bi al; per$ $bt1 'e o.f the· PJ;OblE!mS facing 

·.the ·industry an:d : o g• in an u'1<feis anding of. ~he cui-rent 
requ'irement~ . for, ish ;;pzjqcess''.)1t~ .~. sels. DC\'<:f\lments ~evlewed 
included the Ac:t . rid: :h~: le~i..,'+1ptj1..e effo:r-ts:.t.))at led. up to 
its passage,: :oa~ui It¥ ;s~:Udie.sr .'lrJ;1s ,ing indus,ttt~ _profiles, 
congression~l' rep rts /dlassi ~~~.t on 1SOciety rules, and 
insurance infor~aijti;on l.P~r~ai.n,n~ .t cost and ·availability. 

. , ··\: \ · 1 · ,·.1,1 ; {, . _, 

., . . . ..· ·. .. I..· ...· . I . . . ·.. ·.· 

Add. i.tional.·. ·:it·n.p·u.· ~ •. '· as.'. 'ti.~.. .. m .tntervi~.w.s a....t; ained·r.j.':.J:'o .. ,,·w·•.i..t·h c.r.oss
$ection of indivi~ual" ·involv, Q' w.t h the fish :Processirg 
industrY, inclu~lg pilesen<t ·~>I~ from clasdficat;Lon," 

I 
! 
·I 
I 
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societies, ins\.lrance companies, the;Coast Guatd, and·.· fisfi 
processing Vessel owners organi;zations .. This. was. done to 

.obtain an understanding.of the .factors tffecting tbs deci$iqn 

making process that have an impact .on ti.,'~ overall sa~ety of 

the vessel or the indiv:lduals'on board•.These factors would 

include.the practical limitations of the vessel ~swell as ' 

the' e,conomic issues suc:h as pro'f.f;ts and fisheries management~ 


· · The ,collected informati<:m, .w~itten and e>:r;el, ~as a~aly~ed ~ , · 
Spepific attention was given tQ i.dentif'yin$J. the faot.o.x;:s , . , · 
affecting safety on these· vessels and ~he possible. bene.fits '·. 
classifica,tion .would bring. · .• Poss.ibie. solutions that were .. 
identified throughout the. course of the in,formation g~,t.nering 
process1 w.ere also evaluated. · · 

\ 

Lastly·,· a casualty .study was performed. 'Forty-five 
casualties involvimg fish. processors, 'be.th classe~ ,and 1 

µnclassed, wer~ identified· and ex.amined with a view, towards 1 
.. 

determining whet.her or. not classification .would or. could have 
prevented the casualty. Given the amount and quality .of 
d~ta, assumptions hed to be made to bt"eak the stated cause of 
the ' casua·l ty into1 elements. suitable for •comparison wi.th 'the 
classification requirements •.. The classification .process, · 
ihiti.al survey and subsequent yearly surveys,: were examined 
to evalu.ate the likelihob9. of the' elements of the cause being 
avoid.ea or eliminated. 

The casual tie!:? were defined as being one of t~o types: 

vessel/ecn1ipment, related or personnel related •. The' .three 

main 6auses of the da~ualties were dete~~ined to be: hu~an 

factors, vessel and equipment deficiencies, ar1d adve.rs.e 

weather conditions. ' 


·The study concluded that classification would have a positiye 
effect on safety •. However·, it would have its limitations. 
Classi f.ictat'ion would address the standards· of \oonsttuction 
and material I but it would not address human fac•tors elements'' 

~hic\h vrer,e tound to .be an. ur:iderlying ca~se of the majority of 
the casualties studie..d• The study further. concluded ·that 
classification could be an effective p~rt of 'an. int,gra.~ed 
program to address safety Elboard fish processing vessels.. , 

The report's· 'conclusions. e'1d the <;:oast Guard•' s 'repl:y ·to each . 
i's provided ·in Append,j.x B. 
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A. VESSEL 
' ' ' ' 

., n· .. regarding· ~P ·insp~ction
1·•.•' ommercial •f~shing ·,·industry 
r~ •nsi:ve and based·~n ' 
he NAE and WPI 1.:studies. The 
'tY:' ng field ti J:>y grouping 

i one· ~ri te·ri'.on-•ves.sel 

equal to·79 feet in- For .all 
be 

be 



•: .....,__,___,~ -________ 
' 

.,.. 	 New fishing in~ustry vessels· 7g· .feet or greater in 1.engtl) 
would be requ;l.red. to obtain :and maintain a l<:>ad iine. . . 
Existing v .• ssels . .19 r feet br g~eater in .lengt>> would be 

. required to obtain and maintain • load line '· tthtn a 

. ten-year' grace period• 

BASIS FOR COAST GUARD R§CQMMENDA'l'lONS 

As described in the introduction, the.. NAE recommended a. .. 
tiered approach to implement a ·mandatory inspection.. program. 
The eoncept was to·: start with e program that w,.,uld be toe 
least onerous to the pwners .arid ()petator.s. Casualty· data · . · 
would be. ¢ollecte<t and (analyzed· to. moni:tOJ:'; the· .improvemeQt' .of· 
safety. within the. ~ndust;ry·. . If insuffl~iep:t pr.ogress was 
noted, more thorough •xaminatiorus or more stringent 
requirements would be; targeted for that portion. of the 1 

industry .where the less onerou.s requirements were ·not 
· 

sufficient. 'I;his process would be repeated to achieve th1a 
,desired. increase ;in safety in the industry. 

, - . 	 ~ , - . . ·z , «'
The.coast Guard's position is that the concept o.f developing 
a tiered s.et o'f•. requirements. !$,appropriate,: bµt that · . 
.availa.ble c:asualty data. suggests; the "~ier~" alreadr e.)Cist ip 
the :fishing i~dustry. The Coast Gµard believe$ that n;iore . 
thorough ~xaminations or more stringent requirements s~ould 
be applied t0 ·vessels at the .onset of the inspection progr.am · 
es warranted due to the e)(isting t;isk to· personnel .apd · 
property. In.general, this occurs.with increasing vessel 
leng,tt:. since larger vess~ls tend to ha.ve more individuals oh 
boar6' teno to 'have the additi.onal mecoanical proce·ssing . 
capability,· and tend. to work greater distances from .shore.· 

. 	 ' , ' 

·The inspection· prbgram proposed putsve~selsof similar.size 

on an equal basis, in 'effeot, "leveling the playi:ng ·field." 

'I"he requirements f.or.. a· vessel will be set regardless· 6! the 


,·type' of. fishery. the vessel is engaged in or the extent' o.f •.. 

processing that ·is done>ori board.. This means that the .. , · ... 

bwner/opera:tor as well as the examiner/ins.pector will be able 


. 	 to dis¢ern the requirements applicable to the vessel soJ,ely 
by. e.s~abl:Lshing its length'. · A corollary' is ·that all fishing . 
industr¥ vesse;J.:s of the .same +engtb ;wil.l, .,e ~ubj~ct to the 
s•me ~egulations~ · 

t:ur~ently·, the .t1sfiing ve$sel .safety regulations in *r1t1e .46 

CFR 28 are ,based upon build and .oonve-rs,ion .dates; number of 


· J;ndi vid~a).s: on ~oard, and t.be vessel· ·ope~atio1',s 1.nel,uding. t.he 

~ype 0£.process1n9 c!qne:on board. This creates complications 

wnen oper,ators of a ves.sel change fisheries. or i!nclu(!e · · 


. ano~her type of on b,oard process,ing. ··. Thi.s flexi.billty is. 

desirab.le,. and economical,ly necessary, :through th~ lif:e of 

the vessel. and• often through· the ye•l!·. · · · · 


Th.e ..~i.ff±~"ultieis. assoc::iat<=d, w~th f1$}1 proce!;sing vessels are 

bas1cally twofol,d. F;i,rst, ·toe definition of· a fish · 
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'.The, first part of the in~pec~ion .lf:l.an eddp.!sse:s the lar,gest 

portion of' vessels ,\n 'the fleet, . ~hose 'that' ate ,less1 than 50 . 

feet_in_lengt.h~ Over 93 ~rcen~_of thecpmmercial fishJng 

'industry vess~ls are _in_ .this category •nd -they.-,.mploy 


. approximately 185 percent of the_ fishermen. As complll,red · , 01 

_the other. ~lasses c:>f, fishing vesse+s, the annual fa~ali ty .. · ... 

rate .fOJ:', this clj!!lss is relatively lpw, especial.~y ·considering 


_the total.number.of workers on the vesseis~ 

This ciass would be required ·to performself-e~~lninat.:Lons.to 
sh9w com.pliance · wit]l the commercial fi$hing indus.try vessel 
regu~ati.ons in. IJ:1itle 4~"CFR Part 2.8. This lcwel (:)f ·· .· . · 
inspeo:t$;6n concurs. with the NA~ stud~. which. was endorsed bY . 
the CFIV:AC.. A ·~tandardi,zed check list would be pr.ovioed to. 

. owners to complete, · a copy of which would. be forwt\utded to the 

· ·.·coast Guatd. ' 


i' 

Quality assttrance is en. ess.ential<pa:rt of this pl~n • 

.Technical audits and rec.ords. 'reviews will be in!ltituted. 

On•si te _technical audits will be conducted ·through rando~, 

doc~sipe examinations by vessel inspector~ from the; .local 

marine safety office ·cMso.·). These will be used to validate 

the, self-e>taminetion 'and verify the reported vessel end 

equipment condition.. Records. reviews _will. be performe~ .at 

the local M$0's by.the additional.resources identified ,in 

Section Vl. of th.).s report~ _Th~se will in<;:·lUde' ohec.king "the . 

cbmpJ.et•ne~s of. the examil,1ation £ox;ms reee'.iyed to ensure .the . 

ve·ssels compl·ied with the appropriate safety rec;iuiremen·ts~ .·· 

lt will· be 'essential .to identify the fishing inc;lu:stry fleet 

in the respective district'~ area of responsibility to veri£y 

complet~ partici~ation. · · · 


lnitially:~ "th~ goal for the annual frequenC:y of· aucUts and 
· revie'v.:s will be''set, at 25 percent of .tl'le vessel populati9n. 

This close level of supervi$ion fs essent-ial. due to. the 
' ' 1·, 

I ,·newness.of the regulatic:ms, their complexity, th:.e evoiution 
of pol icy, 81,iO the '8nticipated norll\al S·tart· up· PJ:Oblems. ... 
This 9egree of, oversight .. will assure the .integrity of 1the 
self .:.eKam,in~tion '.prograrth ·.In /future years, as the deg~ee °if 
domplianoe with tne· ~egulations· incre(!lses. and the safety 
record of the indust-ry ±rnproves, this level should· ~im:lni!l.h~ 

']:'he next :cl~ss of .vessels,·. the portion of .the 1fl.eet with .2' .•.. · 
, ves.sE;:l length 50 •feet or greater aJ'ld less tban ?9 feet, · w~ul.c.'L 


t}ave an< ;increased level of. inspection~ • While tl;le .6, ~00 

vessel.s. in: th~s range .mak.e,- .. µp only 6 percent Qf "the . 

comt11e.rci~_1·.. fishing industry:;fleet,, they.employ. over 13 

percent.,of the fi:she-rmen. , .'they 1ar/e also Jfespon.sible• for 

alrtl'OS.:t 30 percent ·Of the annual. fatalities. in· t})e. fleet. 


·'Accept~d third P~rties' ·wQuld.:·Pf!!rfornr the .•-~nnuai' examinations 

to ensuI'e .cc;:>mpl~ anee with _the ·appl.~c~~le · fi sh~ris;(vessel · 

s.afety .r:egvl~tion.s. in Title 46_ CFR 28 ...O;u.alifications. and 

descrip.tions of ~n accep:t,:e~ org,anizatton and· a .JJi.ml<larly · 


\ •. f 
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' ' . . l . . , .·. -' 

some', oper.ator:s needed to 
1 
ensure 'their compl1ape$, •l;lowev~r ,· J t . 

,also recognized .there, would be a ~maller populati:on C?,f 1 

vessels; that would req\#:r•' edc:U.:t:1.onal motiva~ian.• ' In time 
'this process would create ~ tiered. inspection p;fogram~ The 
NAE also recognized the possibility ,that:Jsome vesse.ls ,would· 
not· conform regardless of the leve.l of inspe,ction; . 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 

avail.able support s~arting an ·inspection program in a ,, . 

staggered fashion. 'To s·tart the .in<fustr)' at the. ,same level 


· for the purposes p~ .eollec:;ting data would be invi.ting more · 
casualties and fatalities.' The higher level of attention is 
already warr.anted. Also recognized is the industry's general 
inability to. regulate itself and. the (Semon·strated .lack of 
acceptance of the.voluntary program that has been in 
existence for,. tbe last, six years. · · , 

In addition to tl'l~ inspection reoomme.ndations di,.cussed 
above, olassific~tion and load line $t&ndards are being . 

; introduced. Classification .J40uld ho longer, be'r~quired for . 
. . new fish processing vessels 79 feet or .more in .length. 
However, all new fishing industry Vf!!Ssels of thi.s size \IJ©uld. 
be required to be designe'(f and const,.ucted to cl$ss 
'standards. In. addition, they would be required t.o ·Obtain. and 
maintain a load line certi.ficate. · This design and 
oonstrupt!ion ~·tandard: i.s consistent with 'other large vessels 
inspf;cted by. the coast Guard ... Large new vessels ate 
typic,ally re.quired to be designed, and construc;:ted to class 
st.andards b.ut. not reQU,ired by regulati'on to obtain 
,classif i.C::ation cert if ic9tes.~ _ 

Existing vessels 79 feet or greater in. length would also be . 
req~ired to obtain a load line, an~ meet additional standards 

· 9list:usseCI in Section III B. The load .line requirement 
ensures that each vesse.l meets·. minimum. standards of hull 
construction, ·stability and waterti,ght integrity', and the. 
esso:::iat'ed surveys ensure these standards are pro,perly 
maintai,ned ...They would, however~ be ;granted. a ten-year 
period in. which to me~t theload line standard. Thisgrace. 
peI"iOd·. is :c,onsistent with t},lat g.rant.ed certain exis'ting fish 
tender vessels .operating unde~ tpe ~leutien Trade <Ac;t ( P. L. . . 
101-595) •. ·This: allowance .{or .axisti,ngve$•els tecognizes / 
tima in se:rv:i.c:e as an indicator of their 1nteg·r.ity ,and · 
serviceab:i,lj;ty. · ' ·· 

This'pl:'ogram would remove: theex.i~til!):g 6i~ss.tf1t;:at::i.~n 

reqyii;ement for fish proc~·s'sing vessels 50 feet or rtior.e in , 

lengt~ but.. le_s~ than 79 'feet. .All f:.tshing:· industry. vessels. 

i,n thie class would be, hel'd to the same· standar(i!s . · 1 e 

Title 46 C'F.R 28 •. Whtle'dtoppi11g classification, ~es;ei~ 

wou~d be. inspected ann\Jallyby third parties with audits. and 

reviews cpnquct.ed by t.he Coast Guard;• · Classifif;iation and the 

assoc,iated s:irveys would continue to.. be enc9uraged. 
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~1'.$15 FOR COAST @ARD RECOMMENPATIONS 
,· --,·. . - ' '.• ' -. ,' . 

. Imposing design· eind construction standeit"d,s on existing .·· 
VE!sselil is difficult at best end. often impos'sil:lle. to · · 
accomplish, This proi;?os:al would provide flexibil:Lt;y· a;nd 
recognize proven ~ervice and generally accepted' .goad mer'ine 
practice, while at the same 'time achieve a higher level of 

safet.:Y ~ 


·The condition of ·e vessel would be ascertained. by inspection 

a1nd upgraded, if necessary, to ensure the. design~

construct·ion and arrangement of. th• hull, machinery ·and 

elei;:t'rical syOtlOlhS .do· pot cril"'te, mapife~tly unsafe· .. ' . 

conditions. , The inspection would. include c::he.c;king for. 
excessive deterior~tion of the hull structure or .equipment.. 
f ounqations Clnd general safety issues such as fire arid 
electrical shock hazards. , I 

,,,,'' 
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The Cea.st Guard wi 
implement an in,s~e 

. vessels~ . A . review 
authority as it lofo 
program. Addit:idn 

authorityi to establ~sh and 

(~The 
' ' ' 

Length < 50 i• 
Length > 5011. · · 
Length ';' 791. i , 11 

all comm~tcial tf'ishing' 

Aud.it 
with Audit 
Line' ' ""' ' ' I I ,! ', 

- :Require loe~ ~ihe ) ~h a1l ft ,ew omrn~rciai ,i:i:shing industry 
vesse.ls wh1¢h[have:...a; leng·f ·o~ 79 ·feet or more, and ·. 

1..a~. l·i·n.e.·s·i ..o•~•... all·~····:'.x:- Requir.e ..l·..·o.· .. .. .. ..... is·····..ing commerc1.t,a1 fishing
industry .ve~.... s ,l.. s.. w·:·;.. i~·.h ha 1 :ra .. J.. ~ngth grea.teir than ·or equal·to 7.9 )feet. ~i ;h~n, .~;; 1 ye$,,. )f •• ~ : 


, I • 11. ·'.' . · :.
1·. ·. ··., .·· .. 
- ··Remo~e from)T .lt e,.· • 5~~osc·~, ~oj'( . the·r~quirement for 

class.ificati:o , fQ:t- :'t'l~\!.7 fi~ )·:p 
1 

ssing ves$els and require• 

that ,all new: f'hi ;s:iindu6i;: ry: s:sele grea·ber than: or equal 
to 79 ·feet be , ~~:t n'd .an~Jl:>u:!Jl t: to class· $1tandards, and · 

• , J i i I 
1 - Provide authpr' '.'tfy .on the • ~~s.t Guard to 'impose additional 

hull and mach~ ~·r~18~and~r.~dn·a11 existi~g ~ishing
industry vesse1 g :e~·ter t. a.n .;o equal to 7,9 feet•• 

, I , 'l ,, , ' 
s. h.ouTd the necessary ~e~ 1silation~!Jbe ~ ~cted by Cq.ngress, the 

Coast Guard will Pl"O Sia rqiles a d' so ici't publiQ comment to 

impli;=ment the legisl tio '. ~-. · 


The Coast Guard lii.11 'a~~ i' .iloques,, 't.htough the .arinual 
· · appropr....iation.s pro~e '·..·s!.' .·. p~}.a.d_"'-... ·.:,i:f.p.na · resou.rces i.~ecessary to..•.... ·. 

implement the pl.an) s: ., d~ibed f :'. ~ ction .VI• : ; · , 
, :·i~ 

ii 
' ' ' \ : ){. : <...· ;· ' '. 

{: r ; I i . , , ' I •· · • • 
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V. . INSPECTION. PLAN ALTERNATiY§S· 
' - . . ~ . . . 

I 

The al terna,tives which follow ..are but three of, the multitude of 
options available. These bracket the primary 1nspeotion'plaf1. 
with respect to. the· level of Coa;>t. Guard involvement. ;l.n ..the 

.. effort to imt)rove $8fety,. it'l .thie induetry •.•The firS,t a~ternat!ve 
calls. for ·ill docurnented1 et)d · undpc:~mented .comme.rc:J,.al f.i,$hing ·. 
industry .Jl.es$els to undergo .self....examination to show compl:tenc~ 
with the requj.rements ·.o'f Tit.le 46 .CFR Part 28; The .second· and 
third·· altern~t~ves a.ddress .third...party .examinati,On· an'<;l "Cpas;t . 

.	Guard inspection of the ent·~re f·ishing industry'. fleet to ensure 

compliance with the regulations. · 
. \ . 	 . 

A •. 'sELF-J;;XAMI.NATlQNALTERNATIVE· 

'A self-examination. program for a11 vessels was reeommen4ed by. 
the N'AE stupy and subsequently-endorsed by theCfIVAC. 'It 
would be co.nducted ann\lally utiliz'ing ·a· simplified check list 

.or other· guide to dete.rmine if a vessel is fit for ;service in· 
eccordance wi.th the current regulations .in Title .,16 CfR 2e.• 

. This plafl would provide for an audit proce$s, such e.s · 
docksi.de or underway boardings or possibly a reporting.;\_ 

regime, th~ough which verification; and :compliaJ"i~' 1could· ,l;)e .. 
monitored.. The ple,n .would allow for more.· thot·oug:h . 
.exa!Tlinat~ons' for certain vessels or the entire industJ;"y ,if 
:the safety record showed insufficient improvemen.t• ·.,On .·~ 
case-by-case basis., the plan would allow for mote string,ent 

'inspections or sanctions ,bY the Coast Guard, .. 
;. 	 . . 

' . 

This;. pH:m has the. least :ini't'ial impact on the ce>~erciel 
fishing industry •. Thro,ugh se1.f-examination, the owner ;or 

. operator 'would use a t}'pe of simplified check list tp assist 
in .the survey of the vessel and its equiplf\erit~ The check 
liS;t woulc:l remain on board'·and·a copy would be fotwardecl to 
.the Coast Guard. . 'l'he 'only· adoeq expense to the operators · 
woulq be the time·'necessary"to complete .the examination• l't 
could, however, be carried ·out while the ves'sel is operati,ng., 
thus·eli111inating any lost time. 

This option Jlleces the 'responsibility o·f meeting the 
,,r; r~gu.latory, requirements: solely. with .the owners ~r .oper~tors. 

Soll)e of these· owner:!J/ope;ratorE;. hav~ failed· over the last si~ 
ye'ars to accept the volu~.tary .standards·· .for commercial · .. · 
fishing vessel.sestebl,ished·by'theCoast Guard, such·asthose 
published in the 'NVlC S-86. Wh!le s;el.f~examine.tioh is · .. 

· ·considered a v1able option for: smaller fishing .industry 
v~ss~ls, .larg~r '.vessels are more complex, subj.ect to g:t"eater 

. requ,i·rement s, and· must. be scrutinized more closely~ ·. · 

The ~,impl~fied t)ature.of the check\ list would provide a go~d 
tool to ensure t.he 1.v,ess,el ·~$' properly 1 equipped,. ~ut, it would 

,n9t aodress ere~s that require v~ssel i11speetion experience. 
sµcl:t .~s .·hull maintenance, ,wa~e_r.·tight integrity_. o:r; equipment
serv~ceability.~ · · ·.· · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · · 
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Another. conder'1 I It Jlth.iis:! exami.rl\'l~~ql'! C..Uld lead 
to a "chec~ li~tl 1 ma 1tillli.ty' only. t'h~$e.items on the 

·list would be ~xi ip id'itand t~ ,rs. Thi(;! 'ftn>e .of · . · .·. 
examina-picm '-woµl' te d ·jto . Q?

1 
• those :tt•n:i~ that would be 

marginal or un~a .~ t ' a1n; un $eel ·examiner; ~\.it m~y be 
acceptable to ~ti~ 1ow. ,~~!. ()r ,,.~ falt .· · · : 
.. . . ,··. · .. ·.. . ·.. . · . .·.. •. I .·. : • . '/ :.•j' . . .. ·ii / l ·. . . . . . . . 

· ImplementiJ"i'Q , thi· :pp. ·~~!';~oµ 1 '~ ~~ f!ar to h~v~ tl)e. least . . . · 

.~~~.a.~;•o.·~...nr··.··.a; 
0 

=.·.·n·s·;·. ·.':~.···.·.
1 

~..··.·.. ··v.·f·.i;.:;··.······.~.·.·l:···...t0 

.·.=.·.·..~.•.····.·.. ·.·.. '.1i·:·.·.:·.·'.·.•.i.··~..·.·.·.·.·..:!'..· :.. ~.ei.··.v=.·.e.•j.:...·....···.~··*~.·t.~.e......·~....•.~.. =~::~;~gthe propen.si'tty 1o ; ~Jiie 1':~ ·tier;', :jo~ -rator to' iQv;e~look dr · 
ndei-play J.t.~ms .• c;>uldlB 1•'1d tij .··ic~. .$t Guard 'tP! strongiy · 
onsider ·an· a9gr J~r1v;.. ,Yers~1• ~·t ! rogrem td v~~ida.te th.e 
xaminati9ns. . . I · . ; :1 11. ·.• . > . . ·• · , 

i~:tl~!ri..~~~~ ;~~4 ::.:1 \~~~;j; ~:Ji ;~e:;:=r~! ==~# ·the 
~~~.~.~.•. ·~.g..•.g·.·····i·· :~.··.·~.=:.~.".'.~..~.ll~·····.··i·..·~.. ···.·.·J··.,·.. e~.•11.·.•1!····..;.·····:·:.:..··.o.Ui~..'~.·.. ·.~...j·=.: J.. ~.. :~~.~~.~.~..t.~••~.l~~•. ···.~~!.··;··· ~:~..· 

.·a.n. alys. i.··s·.. ·· w.·o··.u.·l···.(3. b.·.. e.•.>.·q.....e.·.;·.. c·... '.'·:·s·.· s:·.· 1·:a·.··r·y·..·.· j.•.·•.·... ~.··.'.p. :..·..·.o·.·.rt··.a.·ny.. f!f.· f··.D·.·r·. t. · ..t.o ... i. n··c····rea.. ·.. ~e 
t.he.· s.·.·t····a. nd.· a.. rd.··.·.. s· .. ~PP·.·Jt·.. e····.d.·· l..·.·•.t. CR... :.any,·.... ..'·.~..t.'·i··· ...·.·.n·.·.O··.f.···.th.·e.··•.i,i··*.. ~.. ·· u.·s.. t.r.y·.·.. • . 'I'.his...puts a heavy ..emph ~i~ •O# :the. ~l>i HY and quantity of ca.sualty 
data available, Iwp~oh. h'rs be ll~~king on> botll: counts in the · 
past. . The. NAE, i. i'.: ·ith r;lt) 'stu' . . . . ognized ~hts "-nd .. 
recommanded1tl;lei .c;. ~·s~ 'Pl;l~trcL. · t.be safety;, data to · . 

p.ro.vid~ ••·· ...·•t..h.·.e ..1·''hf~.· r.·, .e!t~....·· 1.)p.·....·~...•E!.d~. ; ml ..·.·.n···.·i..·.. :.ster··..···.·. ~.n•.••. integrated.·safety ·sy:stem. 1··! .•·jp~ ·")~~\it w mmende~:t!l•t*: 
· ... ··.·. . . ··... .. r . /: v r1' l · ·.. · ·· · 1 

, .;J...-- ~.~The Coast G*a d ti: f~~d a ~rate data l•cquisition .and 
.--r--rrr utilization C:1 ,pabi~i1f!Les fie (Sate ba~~s, in OX'der t9 

gathe:t, stand , 3.-~.:1.z'.• iH eva1 '1nd .d1ssero1inate fishing 
vessel sa,.f~~y 'd -ta~ )J'JThe ~s ref~rr1n~ to thE! main 
casualty, s~.a c . a· d1i;tes~ Ii' summary[ e'1·forcemen'J;: 
event report :.a cf ',a;~,s.J 

tj \l·n1Jl\1hi~ · would .th~ k·nformation be · 
avai·lsrble to m,akje.it E( ';e~,S!S~ :;es ssments re~arding the . 
eff~ctiveness. of1 tp t$ ,l,~-+ex6J ., flati n program.; 

. ••. •• ,, .•... ' ' >• i ;/ :[. . . '• ,·, . ...... . . . ·. ... . . .. 

With this opti.onl a 4t ie.·iotherl]twe> hat .foliowr the' potential 
would. existt !or tve~~el ·,~;~ f5fmj' lj~r .•.. '.ize.· to ···be·•ybjected ·tO. . 
diffe:rent inspec~i1Pl1· s ·a~~a~ds1• '·· ·t ,ls poss1~i· tbat, J>a&>e" 

. ~.·.·~r•~.~:.·•.h~. t!·~.........••.~.• ··~.:.,::..·.· :.b.'..~.....t•.·•..·.i..·.··.·.·.ug·1·.•.·.·...:~·...· '····:'..~!.......•~..•.·;······eg.'...:~....~.......·.'..rr...••.1.:....:..·,:.. ·.·.·.·.·· ...·.. ·...•.·t.. g~~~:.=~!ie.'~~~~~~c:.::e:tnequitY ,within ~r~~ak ;1 ~gmen111 • Jtl1e •fi"h*·"~'! industry, 

'· . . . . .... '. 1·' . : ;; I ., •·. I! .> 
l• •..., 

<!," ;:" 

co81stiouard·re.ply,,_ T': 

•. 
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1Regarding !,thi$. and thE{>fo'l.l'~wlng ,two .a'lternatives.~ st~ndards 
·.. 	 for. hull and ma:ch:lnery ar.e not est·abli•hed for existing 
un<:;l;assed fish. pro«;:essing vessels, '!'his would be·. C01'trary, to 
the conclusions of the WPI .study, and· would give the exi,s.ting 

.	processing· ve.ssels an economic ac1vantage ,over th' new ~essels 
whtch cutrently are required to be designed, constructed,.• and·. 
su.rveyed. in accordan.ce wi'.th classification standar(1s. It 
could a~lso be said •tliat due 'to the la.ck of additional 
standards, the sa;fety of •.t?:le individua.ls ·on board -~isting 
vessels wou.ld be .at incre8$ed J;is)( • 

. / . I : . ' ·. , . • . . • . . ' ..'. . ' '. . , . . ' , .. ·. 

· Thl.s alte-rn.at.ive· alone does ·not resolve· the de.finition-based 
problems associated with fish· processing vessels.: Since the. 
'fisheries are a dynamic industry, vessels· are consta·ntly ' 

. e',,1ol v.ing and ,should not be encumbered by regu·lations linked ·
1 

to processi·ng operations conducted .onbOard. · The ·prob~em · 
described npt'only leads· to confusion for. the fishing, vessel 
owner/operator,,·but. also .for the.Coast Guerd, i~ enfoJ;C:irig 
regul'ationi:~. '· · 	 · · · 

A side effe~t of having v.arious stand.ards for, vessels· 
depending ·upon the. fisheries they are involved in (thus , 
possibly changing their definition) is the creation.of 
immobility w:l,th~r1 the. industry. Given the current state .of· 
ec;onomiys and. fishery management practices, . i·t ,has been 
necessary.for..f1shermen to .work.,i,n different. fisheries for· 
par.t; ·of. the, year or. to· i:>erf.c>rm· d~fferent "pr0ce$sj.n9'' .. · 
,functions to 'maintain .an inpome. .If this change .of.·. . 
employment places. the vessel in e higher standar<'s bracket 
(fish processing. vessel) and· the vessel is unable 'to m'et the 
standar.ds, it wo\,Jld be prohibited from engaging in thi.s 
fishery . 

.B. '.TJilRD-PbRTY .EXAMINATION AL.TERNAT!VE 
' 	 . I '; , . . .' , ' 'I , ' • 

This. alternative ie a step up f:rorn self.;.examinatic::m in tha.t 
an unbiased third-party would perfprm the examination. ' It 
would be accomplished by, the American Bureau.of Shipping'· 
(ABS.),,e similarly qualified organization, or a' surveyor of 1 

a.n accepted ·organization to the requirements of Title 46 CFR 
· 	 28. . 'I'.hey wpuld .be tas);<ed ~ith performing, the annual · 

examinations, maintaining records, and submitting. reports to 
the Coast Guard~ ,,Thes.e ex.aminaticms would be eonducted · 
dockside on a sched.uled b'aS,Ls •.. · · · · 

This altez'.native would ~hav~ financi~l imp.act on .the 
commercial fliJhi:ng industry. Fees, .as ,set by the .third 
parties, ..would be paid by ell .owqet• o~ oper~tors regardless 
of ves·sel length•... This alternative' ;;tmppses, costs to portions 
of the.industr)" not affec~ed in the r~commended program or 
the sel:f"".e'$f:l.mination, a~teme.tive,. , Further di:t?c\Jssion of. the 
cost. to industry is contained in s.~ction VII.• 	 · · 
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in the com'p~e·ti.on of the inspection could, also be enoountere~ 
due to follow up vis;i.ts which may be :tequi;-ed when the 
condition of the ves$el warrants.·. . .. . .. · . . ; • 1 

.Currently· the coast Guard inspects approximately: 12, 000 ..... . 
commercial vessels, ranging fx:om small passenger· vessels to 
large tank ves.sels. Selecting th.is option would requ.ire ·. 

·.considerable additional Coast Guard( re$ouroes since it would 
.·. increase the number c;)f. inspected vessels tenfold to · 

.appro'ximate.ly 123, 000. Not only wouid the number. of·. .. · 

inspectors have.to increase dramatically, but, the overhead 

costs associated with inspecting these. ves.el.s would be 

signif.ican~. . · · 


considering.solely the Coast Gua~d inspection alternative 

does ho.t eliminate the problems encounte.red wit.h the 

def inition of fish processing vessel .as previously described.; 

The. ai·sfncentive of v~I:ying regulations related to th~ . 


· processes undertaken cm board the· vessel would rema:J..nt ,even· 
fer similar sized vessels." As mentioned, this would rliincler 
t.he mobility of the vessel:.s to participc:lte. in different 
·~isheries.or to perform different funqtionsthrough th~ year. 
Given the.current: econqmic situation and th• tr~ndof fishery 
management decisions, this mobility is more necessa~y than 
desirablf?. 

Sinoe. iMspec;t·ions" would be perfor~f!i~ .by th•.z ·co.a~:~, Guard, ·~h«a.: 
fishing industry would benefit directly. f.t:om 'the Coast G\Jard . · .. 

.. expe:rtis'f in .the safety a·rena. ·It woul.d als.o ensu~e· a hig.her · 
level of \compliance wi.th the regulations. · 

.. · 
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inspec.tion. for cert.tfi.cation to be 9 .• 5 h;ours ger ve~sel. 
The average time required to perform the dry<topk . . . 
examination is 10 hours per vessel. This time includes 
travel to ·and. from the inspection sit.e, actual inspec:t1.,on 
time and adminis~ration time (e.g., computer entry,· 
. 'nspe'ction pac;:kage . z:'EWiew, , resolving di.screpancies, , ·. 
Certific•te of Insp~ction (<COIJ genereatitm .and'. mailiJ)g). 
Plan review is a one.time process .for ..newly construe.tad 
or ln$pecte.d ve.ssels that ls: conduQted by tbe local· . 
Marine Safety Office. or the Marine Safety <;ente.t •. "'he 
average plan review .time for a ves"el of this\ ·size end, 
nature is 19 .• 8 .hours.· · · · " 

5 .. Each·ye$r the Coast Guard et\ticipates.:reviewiJ)g redords 
of 25, percent of.all a.nnual third~party and .·. ·.. . ..· 
self-e)(a'minaticms to ensure compliaz:lce •.·.It ~$ estimated 
each: reco.rds · review wou.ld t.a\<e approximastely 'c;>ne .hour. 

·.This wciuld include. '.r~viewi.ng the. examinat!On,, makipg . i I 

necessary computer en.tries, fil-1.ng and prepat;'.ing any . 
nece~s·ary correspondence. On-~ite technical audit$ ·would 

. consist' of abbreviated on-site exami.nati.ons and are' 
estimated to t~ke 2.75 hol,lrs. · 

" lll; ooo.1::Vessels · 
' '/ ' '' < ' I 

I 

.,.. comparis.on1 of. Na·tional Marine Fisheries $ervJ.ce (NM~S) data 
and Coast Guard MSIS vessel documentati9n data i'ndicates· ,a · 
total population of federally ·documented commercial fishing 
vessels .to be approximately 31 1 000 (1987 estiimate} ., The 
remainder are registered by ··i.nd:i:vidual •tates ~. · this is the 
basis f.or ~he number of. vess,els currently .t;n s'eJ'.'vit;e. ' 

Fish, proce.~sing vess.els of. more toan s·, 000 g;ross tons and · .·· . 
. fish tender vessels Qf more than 500 gross ·ton& ;·.are presently 
subject to formal. fn$pec1:ion (Title 46 USC .§~30~ )~ :.. Only one 
fish processing .vessel, a. converted container st\~p, has been 
identified by the Coast Guard as·. subject to ihspectio.n. For 
simpli.city and clarity of. calculations, this one vessel W8'S, 

· not c;leducted from ..the totol. 
,I . 

Of the 3'1, 000 documente,d vessels I it is estimatfa(Lthat 
. epprt:)Xirna.tely 600 V~S,Sel• <(2;6%J 8l;e 79 'feet or·nioie in 

... length. Th$se would 'require inspect.ion and ~h'e,. issuance, of' a 
.COI. ·· · · 

Sulft':'act:Lng th~se ·aoo vessels from the to~al population 
leave~ 110, 200 vessels.. Of the vessel&: ranging·. from so· to 79 
feet. in length, ··6,SOO would require t).':\ird-party<examinationo: 
The r~main~ng. 10·3.,i4oo. v.esse+s a.re· less than. 50' :feet fn .. length
and.. w.ouid be self-examined,. · · · · · "' . / . . ., '.•- .. '. 

\. l 
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vessels (2400) plus/ new documented ve s.els under 79 feet ,in 
length <906) combine fc:>r a tot~l: net , nnual growth of 3, 306' 
vessels. 

(800 x 3%) 24 vessels;' 79 feet or· in length. 

(24 vessels) + (8 hours per d~y) x 
( 9. 5 .hours .per inspection + 1·9 .8 ho p~r pl4n review) 
s 87.9 days. 

( 87 • 9 days) ·+ ( 220 days per inspect r) .. 
s 0.40 fn1pectors. 

" ' 
(3,30~ vessel$' less than 79 feet in leng~h) x: 

( 25% annual recqrds reviews) ·x (l ur per' review).. + ·( 8 hours 

p.er day.. ) · . " · 

".:. 103 .,3 ·days to conduct revie~s. 


(103.3 day$)+ (220 days per inspe 
s .0.47 1ns~ectors. · · 

l 

( 0. 40 + .• 47) • .'87 inspectors - Ro nd up tq .l inspector 
1 inspector x $50, 500 '' 
~ $50,500 per annu~. 

E., 1AN,f1J-.:UAL ON-SI'l'E TECH,Nl,CAL AUDITS 
45 'nspectof;s 1 @ $2 I 2.72 I 500" 

. ' 

In FY 92, the Coast Guerd w~s . . d for 45 biliets to 
conduct a voluntary dockside comme oial '. f.i'.'shil)g. vessel ' 
examination program. If this insp c~ion progia~ is .adopted, 
these 45 billets will be reinveste to conduct the; on-site 

, technical 'audits .described in Sect on III A of .this repo~t. 
Th~ough thes~ aud'i ts~ the Coast Gu rd will v.alidate .the . 
third-.party and self-examination p o~rams .for ves$els. under 
79 feet in length,, On-site ~echni al audits will be 
conducted', annually on 25 percent .. the; commercial fishing . 
v~ssel f l;eet under 79 feet in l.en th. 

(2.75'J)ours per on-site technica audit)x 

(113,506 vessels) ~ (25% annual echnical .audits) 

= 78., 035. 4 total hours per year 


ore 

(78-,035.4.hours for. annua.l on-si. e technical.audits).+ 
( 1, 760 ,hours available p,er! Yiear er inspector) , 
= 44.34 inspecto~s - 1 Round u~.to 45.inspec)tors 

45 ~nspectors x $50,500 
=$2~272,500 p~r annu~. 

,. 

,\ 

. /, 
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Tpe cost incurred by the: commercial f ishi g indust.fy for the 
requi~eo ·inspection' plan ."-1i.ll vary, depen· i1'g on the length of · 
the vessel .. There ar~ SEhar.id .assumpti~n made., inc~uding: 

L . There is no lost opportunity cps • That is, t·he · 
examinat.i:on is assume<! not to interf re with ttle ve:s:sel 's 
n.ormal participation in any fishery. 

2. There is·no additional payroll c st. This means that no 
additional personnc.l are required t compl$te the 
examinati'ons. · · 

3. The· examinations result sel dow.ntime beyond
··, , I '· , '/' . I

that which the.vessel would ally incux-red.. . ~·' 	 / 

4. ' There is adminiiStrative time as oci.ated with. the 
completion and submission of necess ry .paperwork for the 
self-examination. Except for the s lf.,.examination category, 
this time i's rolled ·into the time e timated to complete the' ' 
examination. Du,e to .their unfamili rity with this typ.e of 
ta.ski.ng, fishermen e.r.e al.lotted two hours ~o meet t~e 
reqvirements. · · · · 

5. The estimated examination cornpl tion time;<ist}')esarne 
regardless of whether the Coast Gu d or a third?-paJ;"ty 

'performs 	the task. The examinatio , of a commerci.e~, fi•hing .· •. 
industry vessel no more than 50 fe .t in length will t•ke 2. 5 
hburs. The examination of a comme cial fishing inc,iustry , . · 
vessel 'at least 50 feet but not mo •'than 79 feet in length
will take 5 'hours. The e~aminatio of a· commercia.l f1'shing 
industrr vessel at least ?9 · f~et .:l. ·1ength ..will take 9.5· 
hours. · 

6. For comparison ·pur.poses, the e proximate average .hourly 
rate fo~ a third-party examination is $.95 and .for a Coast\ · 
Guard examination is $87. The est mated·hou:i:-ly rate for the· 
fishermen to complete the adminl,st ative tasks is $20. · 

7. The costs shown 1 do not includ the cost to ,upgrade 
existing e<;tu:Lprnen.t ,or add a.dditio . l equipment. it is the . 
cost to show compliance' only. 

8. Option~! costs a,re not consid.rea. Thes~ could ·include 
costs, associated with the use of hird ·parties to.,perform ··. I.. 

the sel'f-examinatic;m or the 8S$0C ated administrative tasks. 

S~lf'-exarninationwill :result il'l anom,t al pharge.to fishe'rmen 
cor:esponding to the cost of his/he.r't me to fulfill the 
~9m~nist7atiye Jt:equirementsofreporti g to the Coast,Ouard~ The 

· examinat1~n. itself w1}1. b~ completed a a time when 'it doe.$. not 
interfen~ with the vessel .s pormal ope etion.. operatoJ'.'s PE!r.form 
the, examinat.ion at th.e t.ime of their c cosing and submit·· a sirnpl
x~port to the Coast1Guard. 	 · · · · e 
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·. VI Ii. COS'r 

A. COSTS 

The estimated mon~tary costs C)t the reposed inspect1ion· plan 
for the commercial fishing industry &·eight million dollars 
annually.· This cost breaks doWn by cat.egory e,$ 

.foll·ows. · , . 


Ve~rsels less than 50. ft. ( srlf•insp • $4.lm 

Vessels equ~l to or greater than 50 ft. but less than 79c .ft. 
(third-party examination) • $3.2m 

Vessels equal to or greater than.· 79 ft . 

. (CG inspection) .. $;7m· . 


' :S. EENEF! TS 

During fiscal year 1'989, ·the Coast uard respondec1 to more 
than 4·, 100 search and rescue cases involving conunercial 
·fishing industry vessels. These c ses resulted in· the savi~g 
of 588 lives and over $73 million n property. Coast Guard 

. sear.ch ~nd rescue (SAR) data for 89 ind.icates that ~· . 
percent of t~e tota1·work, load and 15 pereen~ of the totcil, 
sortie time was spent' ,reiipc;>pding t . comm.erci·•l fi$l:}ing vessel .. 
cases.· These figures. reflect the <act that. fis·hin.g vessel , · 
SAR cases tend to be more serious · n natµre, requi,re .more 
resources, and require :nearly twic · the time to ,.resolve than ·, 
any other type. For t,hese reasons · 'c.onunercial fishing ves$el .· 
SAR .cases :represent a significant ortion of the ·9perating 

··cost' of the Coast Guard's SAR l>rog am. 

The Coast Guard believes·that, by equiring a program .of 
self-examination,· ~hird~party exa inatiori, ~nd C~ast Guard .\ 

inspection for all conunerc.ial fis ·ing · indust~y v$s~e1s, . 
incre.as.e compliance with mandated safety, $tanda;rds · cari be 
achieved. This increased complia ce will result in fewer 
vessel and personnel losses and a reduced.SAR load for. the.· 
Coast Guard .. It is 1difficult to recisely quantify the 

.itnpact of the inspection plan and predict the numberof 
.casualties which might.be reduced Howe~e;:, even a 10 
,Percent ·re.duction· .in proper.ty los .•s ,wQuld :re-ult in savings 
to t.he industry of 'more than· six '.fllion dollars and ·six . · 
lives. · · 

( 

31 
\' 

http:proper.ty
http:might.be


- .......... __ ...... ____ ~ 

Coast ·cuardCommebt on 


National Academy of Engneering 

Recommendations .for llllproving Fis ing Vessel S-.f.ety 


· 	The following is a list· of .the reoommen ·tions from the<Nati;onal 
Academy Of, Engine~;:.j.n.g.· sf\ldy•.. Where, at: a total of 18, ;but some 
have .multiple parts which are li.st.ed se arately. . In some cases, 

· we address each part: of t,he r•co"1rtlendat c>n, ·while in. Qt))er~, we 
only address the recommendation as a wh le. 

RECOMMENDATION 
EstabLish.•~ede'ral Leadersh1.p. Xhe Depa tment of transportation, 
aoting:c thi-ough the·Coa•e Gua.rd, should ~ad a COOfc!inated 
11uJt:l.trmal effort to'iraprove satety wt.th ·. the. cownercie!l f tsh:.£ng .· · 
·industry. Th,e National Oct!ltan:U: and. At.m pher:Lc Adm:Ln:1$:'11r(Jt'i.on . ' 
(NOA.AL Occupational .Saf.ety ancl Health dm.inistr•tipn (OSHA),· 
international and national f':Lsheries c .. isslons, St:ates., and the 
fishing and in·s'tir:ance industries, mari e .1educa'.tot,s., and otiler 
interested or affected. parties should, within their areas of 
responsibility or service, cpoper~te .f lly with the. Coast Guard.· 
if) establishing the !nat:Lopal·, .regional and local. leadersh:Lp and 

· resources n~cessary to :improv.e safety· .q the. .fishing :L·ndustry. · 

'REPLY 
Concur.· A nationally coordinated eff t among ell interested . · 
parties ·1s n~cessary to heighten the vel of. concern ..for safety 
in the commercial, .fish;Lng industry, ,a the NAE recommends. A·. 
f eoeral agency is seen as the most ef ect:ive orglstiization to 
ov~isee thi.s. effort so that lo.cal com etitiv~ cG>ncerns do not 
overs~·adow safety COn!=er'ns. The Coas G\.(ard is..rec<;>gn;lz.ed . 
·nationally and internationally for, it expe,rtise an~ proactive 
·	ef'fort.s to promote.· inari'time safety ari . 'is ,.t·lle. best ·choice. for •· .. 
Federal agency to promote and coordin te'. safety in the ·commercial 
.fishing industry. · 

The Coast·Guard began to carry out ju t such a role ;for 
,commercial fishiJ1g industcy.vessels th establ$shment pf the 

Fishing .Ve$SEal• Safet~ ~ask Force whi· in turn led to the 

vplµntat,y. &afety program formalized 1,984. ln ,1985, Navigation 


1 .and Vessel ln~pect$on. Circul~rs ONI $) 5_,'8.5, . 6""85, 7-85, ·8-85, 
and 9-85 were published .•, >These ~ere la~er ~evised ~ased upor1 
comments from the industry' and combi _d to fo,:-m' NV'ICr5-86,· , 
"V.olunta~y Standards for u.s. Unfnsp c'tet5 ~Commercial. .Fishit)g 
Ve!;sels.' Commandant Instruction (C MOTINST) 16711.10, 
commercial FishingVessel Safety Pro·ect,was published in 
November 19~7. Implementa·tion. of th . Comm.ercial · F,is]).i.ng/ Industnt 

http:F,is]).i.ng
http:16711.10
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Coast Cuard•Co•eh'tll on 


·National Abade.m'Y. ;of. ·•ngineeririg 

Recommendations, ,for· improving Fi•hing 1(essel Safety 


.Thi~ study recommends th,&t the current reg~J.a;t~ons WithI 

mand~to;-y self-inspection, ·sh6uld):)e.give~·achance to work• 
followeq by an ev'aluatiori of the safety improvements. The 'Coast 
Guard's ,position is that mob:! needs to be. done now •. 

A stepped prograll'! is the standord approa~hused by the.Cbast. 
Guard. This recognizes th.at· for a given type .of v,essel, t;herf! , 

'are dif.ferent levels. of risk. .These risk levels can be- addressee! 
by ,raiiHng standard~ as ,the level, .o'f risk increases. ·. , 

The difference in this case is the starting positi~,n. Fot 
inspected .vessels the ·st.atus quo consists· of detailed re,gulatory 
requir.ements that increase in scope based upon the si.ze and t.yp~ 

·of vessel and the number and type of persons on board.' The 
starting,· position for commercial_ fishing industry. vessels,. 
s~lf ... fnspection, is. by comparison at'an elemen~ary level. 1 

' ' ' 

· However, each change made in a major $afety program, such as 
fishing vessel safety,' requires years. Delays such as this 

. permit continuation of·. the una.o¢ept.~b'J.y, high·casn1.~lty·rate. 
/E'sti·metes of the· effecti;ven•~s of regulations impJ.ern,e.nt:ed und(~r 
the Cofl\ffiercia1 Fishing Industry V•ssel Safety Aot of 1.988, ar.e 
'that the casualty rate will decrease, . at best, only 30 percent~ 
While this is a.· substantial ;improvement, the casualty rate for , 
this industry tshould. approach that of the remair)der o'f the 
commercial marine inqustry., 

Aq industry•wide.· stepped approach to impr<;>ving safety,, s:tartinS) 
., wl:.th mandatory self-inspection.,· .woul~ requi~& acc'ept~tlg a high 
. casualty rate j.n the commercial fishing industry. As safety 

awareness i,n the commercial fishing industryin(:re~s~,S.and more. 
attention is drawnto the dismal.safety record in theindustry1 

\ 
this seem~ less l:ikely. The comme_rcia1 f ishi.ng industry has , 
already shown that without regulations there will be little 

,change in safety.· Add'i tional COa$t Guard authority· is .needed to 
,bring ~he_ .casualty. rate in th~. commercial fishing industry iJ'l 
line w.1th the .remainder of the .~aritime ipdustry~ · 

.. . . REC01'°'f~DATlO!f .3 
A. Upgrade. Safet'!! Administration. , Xhe

1 
coast Guard· should 

upgrade the capability to adm.inister ~ in.tegrate.d 1 safetu 
p+ogram. , ·. , :1 

1 

\ " • • Jt·EPLY. ) ... 
, Concur,. .··The coast Gue.rd· previously submittedq a proposal 
req):H~st;tng additioral billets for dockside fishing vessel 
e?<a:rniners. The proposal was ac~epted &nd 45 b~llets were 

'App~nd:!x (A) 
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·••:·..·.··{···'l..t.·,··.· ~.' '..a··..l ·.Y.e•.. a.; ·.·1·.·9.~2.·. •.. The'3ee~aminers wi.ll ,for~ I e 'a ,;kbon~fqlf e ;Coast Gµ~rd Is .enforcement 
program •. This w~ll · g;n ;:f .;cantl,le . nee·. t.h·e &p··.*ll.tty of. the 
Coast G,uard to·· inter. ·ice ::.o · a· na\f~:O · ,de basis.: ; '; · 

. '. ii !'.'I . i 

B. rhe :cpa~.t .a~&,. ~, I~!:;*' ~:talog, ~. es,tabl:l.sh 
. cqmmunicat.t.9.n withj p· nt. .·tl, .a . 1 assoc:J.at'-qns,· groups, and. 
individ't.#als~ .. :both ~.n G(>V ' :.· et2t, : .~ : dustry, c1lt ·Jfederal, 
regip.nal; ·St~te, anat+'oc ·~ui·eyel. 'tn ,:aer to cfet~~,tne. their 
resp~ct:J.ve currez:tic·,pap ll~ft;~es· ·. ~ 'f !tare pot"n~i.al to l'Wlc·~:J.o.n 
as part of a natiotiw d~ iP~~:t,Y 1.' .:ta:f !Z"UCtuire neq~ork: to assist 
in the development: di c r~ppt ~ ; :~h~. progr~; i. 

I . ~·. 11! : . ! Ht 111 t. • 

..• i' I:' 1\11·. ·RE i l ,11 'i 

' ( 

conciir. Communicati~n wiw h"·othe. :{l'''1 ¢lved in 'salf~tl" in' the 
commercial fis}1in.g !i~djJst.::y,l·beg~~~ ,i, ::1mplemeJ'l~a:t-li.on of the 
Fishing .ves·sel SafEftYij· .Tes.'. fc}>:r:c~' ~d s· continuitng: at an,.· 

· incr.easin.g. pa... ·'P··e·w·i·...t.h~·1·t..~.e... 1 '}fling. · Safety Sie"tion. This is 
a newly ...creeted sedtl!O!fl. :i" he D of Merchiaht Vessel . 

I. ~sp.ect. i.o.. :n.·... a·..n....4.009..~•..m···•. ·..·. ·j.·a...·t..· 1.· at'~ ard. Headf,zU·arters. '-s 1 

edditional personne!l ..· e, · , ~d the :Lmpalementation of 
the Act ct:ontinues, t}i. •qo : ·be.. a.ble ft~.. ·. ref.;ine. 1,ts
working re:+ationshipS:: · :ilt \. e commercrl~'l fishing
industry. · · ·. • :. · '.t · ·· · 1 1 

. .·· I . 
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Coast Ou~rd Comments on 


NationJl ..•ca4emY ~f Jn~!nee,ring 

Rece>mmendatipnsfpr., Improving Fishing·ve~stlll Safet'y 


RECOMMtHDATION . 
'D. The Coast Guard >shou.ld consider I as ptu: t of .1.nit:Lal' goal 
setting~ ea.ch·prop;ose(J. safety iJ1Jprovement alternative 1.ncterms o!· 

'required manpower, costs (.t;nclud:Lng to whom); .anticipated . 
effectiveness; and .tmple'flJtmta.t.ton timing. 

, . . REPLY 
Cone\,lr •. R'esource1 requirements I~ anticipated effecttveness, ·.and 


··implementation 'timing are included in the standard deci.sion 

· proce'Ss u$ed by the Ca.a·st Guard. See Sections VI and VII. 


. \ 

. ·RECOMMENl)~TION 4. . 
A. upgrade Safety D~ta. The Cofj.st Gu.a.rd should upgrade safety ' 
data to provide the informat:l.on needf3(J.. f;O adminis.t,er anJ 


.·.integrated safety system. 

\ ' '",' 

' ' 
Xhe Coast Guara: should assess £:1.sh.ing 1.ndustrg v•stse1 ·.. safety dat•a · 
reqt.dre.a:u(!nts, including ~ata on fishing. flee-ts .and fishermen: 

··.The. Coast. Guard .. sh<:luld ··coll.$olidate, correlate1· or .e>tli~u.7f#ise 
P~;ov:ide corop~ti.bil.i't;1iJ <l;>etwee.ri existing· coast Guard dfJta baae~ .atl.d 
.i.nformation system$, including the agency's m~:L.tl' casualty. .·: 

. (CltSMAIN). search and rescue' (SAIU, and· SwnfDe,r31 ~n.for,c~mept: Ettent 
·Report (SEER J do.ta bases on the· Marine $afet1t1 Infprma•tion System· 
( MSI s): 'and ' ' . ' 

' ' \ ' . 

·The. coast Guard should e.rpa.nd and integrate· data acquisltio11 and 
utilization capabi1it:i.es of these data bases .:Ln order' to ,gather;. 

.standardize ( e·vcHu.ate., and dissemina.~e fishin.g .vessel ,safety . · 
·data. . Xhe Coast Guara '·s Marine Ac<;ident ~eport Foz:"11t, ··. CG~2692. 
should h~ modified to· :t.nclude ':l.11£C;,rm~e:t.on ori the fisher!J and · 

activit:y .within the fishery in which a commerciaJ .t'.isht,ng . · 


·industry vessel was engaged. · · 


REPLY 
Concu:z:- •..· Based•. upon 'cknowledged ·shortcqmings, tne Of.fic~ of 


· M~r~ne Safe'fry,. S.fi!CU%:1::Lty ~nd Environmenta·1 Protection initiated a 

. strateg,Y t 1<;:>; improve. marine ,s.~ety data in 1988. Rev.tse.d R&D · · 

strate£1.Y,~ Mar.ine \Investi!;lation· t,-1odule dey,elopment .:ln.>tne Max-ine · 
Safety. lnt<:>rmation System (M~ISl, ·..reorgahization of ;the Marine 
Investig~ticn Division at cCoa~t C?uard Headquarters, ·and .. . ' 
development of the Marine Safety N~twor~, (HSN) .a~e the most 1 
significan't; among long. ,term 'initiatives. impacting, improvement' of 
,f'.ishing vessel safetr data. These ,inftiatives focused on total · 

.mar~ne safety; da.ta. in which fishing vessels. were con$idered.·,
explicitly. · · · · · 

J'P:pendfx (A) 
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\ent (1R&D' i oje.ct .on 
·~·ian. &,pee.if ally '"~dresses 
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The R&D 'll>ll n calls f'or 
'tf ~ata ~hrq~gb requirements
1$0~ ·ces of fi~lii1ng vessel data 
·er !1; han ·marine 18'8.fA.ty and 

has 

The Mar;ine Sofety. ,N 

information system 

a single. data ba$e: w'' 


·. cornpatibil;Lty aoro:ss, 

/ Once deveio,ped, :Lt: w; 

originating; fr.pm 'vaJ; 

MSN is to fapil~1:ate 

field and .program ma 


. ;'. 

·Rep.ort,
duals 

j ' ' ",, !· ; ''.
Modifi7ati·On Of the1· q erst 

2692, is J.>ossible. I Iii· weo/i 

gather the n~pessClry. tjfo
1 


more app:iro.pri.iate.. ~n: .qr 

the vess~l is.f!ngaged' eln~ 

MSIS and is additiol'la l!Yl 
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,(!, casual ~!j )d:ata, a.nd the 
:! industr.tEtsi;. with:tn. their
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eoast. ·ouar-d Comment.a . on .. 


National Acadeaty.of ~ngineering 


Recommendatj.ons for. Improving Fishing .V~ssel Saf.ety · 


uniikely to res\llt in.an improved Coast Guard dati!·~ase.· 
Previous efforts have' .:revealec:I a wide var;t!lty of, inconsistent 

·. 	information· whicl';\ would .be . ext;t"emely ·dif f,icult to int,gr•te. 
C~o:rdina:tion efforts would .be ·most 1 bena~1,eiaa as a me<!m• to ·... · 
disseminate f.1-shipg 'vessel saf.ety iniornustion resulting .'.from data 
cdlleotionan(l analyses. Noteworthy trends relating to safety . 
issues could be id~ntified as well as areas in'wnic11: progress is. 
ltJ&de t.owards increasing· safety in the fishing industry. ·· Methods 
to adequately estimate ~umber• pf. fishermen and their e~posure · 
are anticipat:ed results o.f R&D · 1~escril;>ed above. · · ., ' 

. , . , R.~COHMENDA'l;ION. ·.. . . ... . . . .. . . .·,, 
c. The coast, Guard should 'upgrade ·eztst1.ng Federal and .state ...·. 
vessel regi:stration programs to (.fevelop a comprehensJ.vf,! national 1 

data base encompassing all commercial :l!sh!ng industryve~sels 
for .regu,l a tory tracking purposes and to :tmprove, future lUHllJ.Jtd.c 

, 	capa:Oiliti,es. .xhe data should provide a .bas·ic record of vessel ·. 
usage.1 details Of the ve,sse.l Is phgs:J.cal Cblitr8.cter:Lst:Lc$~

1 and' the 
nature of its. employment. " ' 

, REPLY 
l' 

. . 
Concur. ,The Vessel Identification. and 'Documentation .. System. 
{ VIDS) is a long-term project consisting of two subsystems·, the. 
Vessel Identification System.(VIS).and the Vessel Documentation 
System (VPS). VlS wil.l result in a national data b.as.e of al+ 
state te;isterad and/or titled1 Vf:ISSE:\lS.. VIS w.ill capture· v~ssel 

·specific data end law en~orcement infoI'.mation. The system will. 
be designed' to allow access by other ~arties and/or pompu_t.r 
systems. and provide links to.other systems whier mey have fur:thtar 

1information on. that vessel. An obafac'le which may partially . 
h.:Lnder. the effectiveness of VIS i.s that state participation is 
optional. Currently,· about 50 percent of the states and 
territdries have expres,$ed an interest in participation in vxs· 
.and signific.ant ;,effort$ a.re being made. to s~w the advantages of 
partic.ipation to the o.thers .in ~n .:effort 'to gain their· support.

' ,. ', -	 ) ' . , ' - •" -· '. ''" ' 

Ano:ther alter~at,ive ·which the Coast Gua;rd is exploring· is the 

integration of fisheries.ma'nagementdata from stat~s,wnerf;\.this 

information is presently .collected. The Western s:tate.s of ·. 

California, Oregon, and. Washington c~rrently.collect state.and 

Federal ves.sel data each time fish· are l,anded•. 


.. . . . ... RECOMMENDATI.ON . . 
, D.. T~e Coast Gtiar,d sh<?tild c!>()rd~ate wit:Jr NOAA and st:atf;t' 
agencies m~inta:Ln~ng fi·sher'!:) li;cense or permit data ,t0 develop a 
comprehensive national. Cia,.ta bas,~ encompasstng al.l, fishehtien to 

http:RECOMMENDATI.ON
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· Coa.st Gu&:r:'d Co.mmen-ts .on 

N.ational il;c•4MY:. ~f Engi.neeri·ll9
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Recommendations for· lmprov:in9 Fishing Vassel .safaty 

RECOMMENDAT.lON 5 . . . . . . 
Establish Vessel and Bqu..1,pment sta.iidards.· rhe Coas't ·Guard should 
e.stablish or·. expand carr:Lag!fJ and ma.:Lntenance, requ:Lreme11ts for 
navigation, commun:Lcatio~, · f:Lref1.gh't1.ng, and lifesaving ·· · 
equipment. Xhes~ r&quirements s.hould be. correlat•<J w:L th ·v(!t:sse:l 

· {'hysi<;al charactertst:Lcs and usage and operating a:re•s· %'he 
• sti!.ndards shC1uld be consistent wt.th exi·Stipg vollunta,ry ~uid~l1.11es 
·· 
1 	

ft!hich demonstrably .improve safety•.and made mandatc>ry£°'r all. new 
constructibn and conversions. · · 

. RU~ . 1 

Concur. T.he recently publishe.d Commercial Fi$~ing Industry . 
Vessel.· Regulations (Title 46 CFR 28) satisfy this recoronien<Sation 
to a large extent with ·the exoeption of the ability to mon~ tor 
maintenance. A s,ignifiqant number of casualttes are re.:l~ted. to 
f!lat~riel failure du.e to lack C>·f propei; maintetiance. . The . · ...· 
underlying cause of the poor maintenance could be ~el~ted to leqk.
of experience by vessel personnel, inappropriate material· · 
selection. by build~rs, economic pr,essures to reduce. operating. 
costs, or a combination of these· and others. The most effective. 
way Of C9lt\batiJ'19· materiel failures related to:improper . . 
maintenah~e> is :·by mandatory,. regular. e)C.~miru~t.;fon of vessels by 

·competent .individuals. ·The authority to reqt.Ji·re01such . . , 
examine:tions is lacking with e1>eoeption of· fish.processin.g ves~els · 
.and ves·sels in the Aleutia.n Trade.· This is a·ddressed further. in 
·the discussion of these r~commend~tions•. See Section 111. · 

· 	 . RECOMMENDATION 6 .. 
· Utili~e Re.gulatory Enforcement 11ct,ivit1.~s. ·The Coas.t Guard 

should continue compl:i.a.nce.examin,ations at an appropriate level 

to mo~iva.te adherence w.ith safety reg:Ulations, modifying the 

scope· and level ·of eMdrcement :Ln. consul tat4on w.ith the fishing 

industry as other.alternatives are, appli.edto S1Alfit1J problems. 


. . . RJ;PLY . . · . · 

Concur:. The Coast Gua.:r.d expec1:s .inc.reased ;C'1mpliance boardings 

as, .a result of instituting .the volunt:a,ry. dockside ·boarding · 


.program. The plan,call~for\ttddit,ional voluntary docksid~ 

examinations by marin~ inspectors, auxilciarists and reservist.s.• 

Further, 45 new· doc~side .e:xami·ners will .be on board in th$ eummer 

of fisc.al. :ye~r· 92.- On~e these examiners are !n place), the rate.

C?f boardings o·f commercial fishing. industry .veslsels ·i!thould · · 

l.norea~e f,;om the current 2 percent of the population ennuall 

to 2s. percent annuall¥· At.,.sea boardings bf ·commercial fishi~' 

industry :ressels are expected t~ remain .at ,Current levels• che~k 

I 

, 

for comf:}l.1.ance .. w,ith safety 1.tf!J:itS in the first. year will. e;phasiz! 
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. Coast Guard co.men.ts on 
National Acad~yof Engin•ering 

~ecommendations '.for ·improving Fishing V~••el 'safety 

value ~n improving safety. The "Honor System'' doesn't wor~ when 
econom,i.c survival is at stake. . · 	 •·

' ' ' ' . / 	 ' ' 

/. An edditio~al. consideration in ·~ self:.inspect,ion program is ttle 
ability.of many operators· to carryout a· credif;)le insp~Otion. 
The simple requirement toat an owner ·report the vessel's · 
pondition to the. Coast G\lard l'flay address 'the1 black and white 

· is$.ues (whether or ·not requ,ired equipment 'is ·onboard, for · . 
example} but in many cases, it wi.11 not addr•ss ..the .gray issu~s· .··. 
such ~.s ·rriateriel conditio,n. As part of the education portion c;>f 
the implernentati9n proo,ess, the co~st Guard is developipg a 
pamphlet explaining the regulations •. This pamphle,t could prpvide 
the mechanism to help raise the cor;l·fid«lnee and expertis;e of · 
owners in perfo.rming, self-inspection fu'.no.ttons ... ,E\l'.en if the ·• ... 
regulati.ons are very det·ailed and pamphlets and, other •d~cational 
information are provided; many operators. will still n'ot have. the 
experience or expertise to conduct an adequate·self ... inspection. 
Examples of this are recognized problem· areas and include poor 
watertight..integrity anQ. improper maintenance.. · 

1The Coast ~ur:rd s position. is. ~hat .a. se:J.f-inspecti\on' P;re>gr;am wi~l 
not have a significant, benef;cial ·.imp.act upon. s~fe~y with.in the 
cornrrierci·a1 fishing industry. To effect ·si.goifi·cilfi.t' s~f~ty . 
~rnprovements, more stringent requi:rements should.. be levied as the 
r isl< to personnel and. ·property increas.es. 

Coast Guard ihspections are ne9essary when the. vessel poses a 
su.bstapt:'..al r;isk as indicated by vessel sj,ze or .number .of 
incUv.iduals on board.. At an intermediate leve.l of. risk, tnird~ 
party examinations ·Should be required.. .At .. l.ow :t1$k levels; .. 

. 	third-party exa.fuinat.ions at less frequent 'intervals or possibly' 
sel.£-exarrtination sho'l,J~d l';>e required. This concept wil.l be 
further address.ed in the accompanyin.g · Coast Guar~ 
·recornme.ndations. 

. . . . . RECOMME81iATlON . 
13. The prqg'raiti shtnJ.ld contain an audit' process.; such as· dock$ide 
or underway· boardings, othe+form of compl:J.anee examinations1 or 
reporting regime through wh';ich self-inspection can be valida.ted 
and confirmed. 	 · · · · 

. . . REPLY 
Concur.. As part .. of· the impl.etnentation plan, compliance wit:h· the 

. rec:entllf is~ued · regu.lati.Q.ns ( Titl.e 46 CFR :pa:rt 28) will be . 
checked .?ur1ng rou.t'.i~e, underw~y boardings.' Jiowever, 'the majority' 
of. compl,iance c.hecks will ·l:)e perf~X"med du?'ing dockside boarding~; 

\ 
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c. T~e program sh~ : d, c in ~lafin p '::otJL:f ,ions £!.or a~q~pting 1,llOre · 
thorough exam,in:a.~tr;m, .[ f ,l;' !: ;as m· .zt~.Jl· ;s:urvey by, ~·;qualified
third-part:y•, ""es,se.i . l;a~ "j !~cat1 · f •· r.main,tenaQae in class 1n 
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F.. ··hir.d~p.a.·.·r e·.•t .. i~.=.:. :~ ...'lass.ifie~.'.ti.~.·~n. soc.~e~y. ..cs~rveys play a prortJ.i ';e ~ ,, :'ti! in me::~ ~ast Guar:d!~i long range.. 
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'-,, Coae:t Guard Comment• on .. ·. 

.Nationa~ 'Academy ()f Engineet-ing · 

Recommenda,tians )fo"':' lmps:~vin5J Fishing ve••el Safety 

RECOMMENDATION 8 

Remove Unfit vessels from Servic;e. 'Xhe coast Gµ.a.rc:I, in 

consu1t~t.ton with. the National· Marine Fisheries Service (NMP',SJ, 

should. research t}le m.erit of sa.fe.ty and economic programs tor •
I 

pei:manent;ly ··removing. .vess.els. no longer:. fit for service. from. the· 
.v.s .. fishing fl.eet. . · · · · · · 

REPLY 
.Concur. The ·Act provides authority for the Coast Guard t.Q 

't:.erminate unsafe operations .aboard comnterci$l fishing 'industry 

ves~els. The,COa$tGuard recently published Navigation and: 

Ve$sel Inspection Ci:r;cular· ( NVIC) 12-91 which addresses these. 

is'sues. . It includes di~cussion of 'the, appropriate 

1
actions that · 


\can be ·taken when .the Coa'st .Guard en.forcement official ,observes 
the vessel being· operated in ·an unsafe condition. Terminat:ion C>f 

' 

·the vessel's voyage. is on.e ·.of the options. Also, vessel~· fo.und 
to be .. un(it by the Coast Guard ·are not permitted. to.ope17ate. 

Th.e Coast Guard and the NMFS have cooperated in efforts through 
·th~ years to improve safety in .the fishing indu~try. wh~le the .. 

NMFS direct efforts key into fishery management is.sues;. they' have 

a.lso been a · source· of' funding for several •projecte, . including. th~ 

co~perative ef'fo:r:"ts 'Wit.th the coast Guard and :the fishi~g industry 

ta:.aev~.lop !up-to•d&:tfi ~afety; m~p~als for :theJNO~tl,l Pacific,, GulJ; 

and Atlantic coasts. 'l't:ie Coa$t. Guar<;!'supports ariy effor't by the · 

NMFS ta promote safety in the commercial· fishing industry•... 


ll~COMMENDATION 9 

Improve Safety in the Work.fla.ce. XheCoast Guard~ in concert 

wiJli OSHA, sho4ld r(;3se:arch. way!> in which occupational s~fety in 

.the marine environment could be improved for activities of an. 

industr:L.al 'nature aboard fishing industry ves-sels. 


REPLY 
·· Con.our. . The Coast Guard has ·a history of working with the . 

occupational ... safety and Health ~dministr~tion. CPSHAJ to. improve· 
\'JOrkplace, s~fety .th:r~ugryout thf! ,maritime cqmmuni~y•. T"nere are 
currently five Memo~andaof Un4ex:-standing.(MOU) between the Coast 
Guard and OSHA· laying out t.he' guideline$ of ·cooperati()n•. we are 
currently .deve"loping. an MOU which. will .address. eoqperative 
~£forts. for uninspected comme,rsi,al fishing indµstry ves•els. · 
This MOU will serve to bring together t~e expertise of OSHA on 
s.afet~ .in large factory areas with the c;:oast Guard's tradit:ional 

· maritime expertise •.. Thi~ .. 'MOU. w}.ll highlight c.:~= J~i: t interes:t 
a,nd cooperative efforts to improve wor)<place safety• &!ipeci·all ; · 
on fish process!ng ·ve:S~el.s. · · · · · ·. · ' · ·· · · Y 
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'-' Coast Guard Commentaon· 
National' .Acadea;ay >of Engineering 

;1teeom111endations ·for Improving Fishing .Vessel ~afety 

members if the veS$E!l.ge~s. underway.befor~ they have received the 

b'eriefit o·f the drills an4 trai~ing. The .training. progrant;w.ill .be . 

industry. based with a .·minimum of. Fede:t'al invo~vemerit ,· due. t~ the 

l.imi ted authority for train.ing provided by .the CflVSA of 1988 / 

A.dditional legislative authority ·would be re·quired prior to· 

develQpment and administration of a program with more.detail:•d. 


' reqµirements and a higher level of Federal involvement. ',t'his is 

one pption to consider after the effectiveness of •the. current· 

regulations. can ,, . ·
be eval't,lat.ed, 	 · . 	 . ' 

Lack of. proper emergency preparednes·s and training l$ seen as a 
'Very important area and orie in which improvements aitectl,y re1;rul t 

in decreased.fatality rates •. • There. are· currently .mapy~ diff.erent 

training aias and •courses of instruc.tion avail.able to.. allow 

,individuals' in the fishing ind\;lstry to easi-ly obta~n credible: and 

appr.opri(ilte training in emergency preparedness .•.. The tra~n~ng 


infrastru~ture should improve with mandatory requirements for 

training, even at the minimal. level required by the regulations 


. j;n Title 46· CFR 26. ' 

. 'RECOMMENDA'TION .. 12. . ' I 


Establish Basic Profess.tonal Qualification Standa.t-d.$ • . 'the Coast.· 

Guard, in ·co1)junction with the £lshing industry~ shot;;ld ';tdtlntily ·.· 


·:miniml.Illl bas.ic qual:i.ficat'i.on ·1ev.els needed .for all persons engaged 

in commercial fishing and standard operating procedures·that · 

shoul'd be employed. The Coast Guard should publi$1l a:rlf;! 1 encqurag-e 


. use of stif!ldard opera.ting. pre>cedures (includtng manning and · 

watch.keeping' guidanc!eL insofar as practical.•. :I.rt the :fishing

fleet. · · ' · · · · · · 

REPLY 

CONCUR. .The licensing plan, $Ubmit;;ted .DY the Coas-t Guard as. 

required by the CFIVSA, deals. wi,th..operators of ddotimen1i.ed 


·fishing industry vessels •. There is.currently nol~gislat;ive 

authority to. r~qut.re .licensing of .operators fo;r fishing .vessels 


' 	 of les's than 200.9ross tons, which. comprises.over99 percent of 
the fleet •. The Coast Guard ~ill be submitting, a legislative
package for such .a licensing plan•. The Coast Gu~rd ha~ 
cooperat.ed' ~1th th~ fishing industry, however# to tdent.tfy 
standarqs for prof~1:;s.ional quali~i~~tion for. Qoromercial, fishing 
in~µ.~try persqnpel as w~ll as. stand.a~d vessel ,operating . . 
procedures. .The Coast·' ~ua:td will .continue to promo~e .· t;he 

. industry effc;>rts ·to enha.nce an,d deve~op add,itional voluntacy 
. standards for the commercial fishermen·. . · · · · 

\ ' ' ,· ., ' 

>': 
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Co~at .Guar.d Comment&· 'On 

National AcadelDY of Engineering 
Recomm(:!ndatio~s for· Imps:-()v~ng F,isbing. Ves:1ie'1 9,•fety 

t; ' "' ,,, ' .. '. ,', ',; ;·;•,(' i,, ~;· . ,·;:'; 

.Jertatning to vessel opeiat~on. and safety, exCe'pt where the 

~/'!!Sting lJ.cense for master .or mate Of1 uninspected fishing. 

ii:.dustry vespel is. requi·red or .held. 


, . .·. -- . The Coast 'Guard shouJ.d· establish an. audit pfoces$ suc]l 
as verif1cat:.ion throu~h boardings or. a. profes~:Lorial ,reg:L$tr,,.tt.on

1
pfogram, employing .automat,ed (:fat4 bases for ef:tective ;J.~onaat:.ion 


·management, to ensure t]lat.:tisherman certtficat:Lona.pd·operator

licens.:ing requireme-!2ts are 'Plef. ' ' ' ,' ' . 

If perfort11.ance obj'ectives are not met through mea$u.tes 
•'intended.· to facilitate skill development ·at, the local lev~l ~ .'the 
COC!st.Gu~rd should establish provisions for {adv:ancing'tomore 
st,ringent .licensing measures for fishermen·andvessEfl .operate>rs, 
such.. as requi,ring fo.rmal exa.m!naticms, an4 mandating·, m~nning ·and. 
watchk~eping requirements. · .. . . · 

REPLY. , . 

CONCUR: The Coast Gu.ard has, s·ubmitted. a licensing plan· to 

Congres;s, as mandated' by 1:;he Act,· which dea:1s with the opera,tors 

of documented. fish:Srng · indu~try vessels~.. Coas.t Guard· licensing 

procedu±:es a.re . designed to measur.e a pe'rson.' s practical abilities 


····as· r.e.taites to. prdfes$1onal c.ornpetence~ .. Certif'icati.c:>n of .basic 
qualifications provides th'e basis· for .. mee:tingrthe requirements . 
fo-,; obtaining a .license .. ··The. f1$her11\6n '.s eligibility :would be . 
ba$ed ·on .rqeeting minimum. requirements as 'Verified by t)')e Coast 

.Gu,ard and possibly .. third parties. · · 
. . 

Compliance .with the licen.sing requirements would, be verified 
during the vessel· boardings, whether at sea or docks;ae~ 8$ we11· 
a~ during inspections or examina:tions .conducted.by C6ast.Gua;-d or ... · 
third par:ties. ·.. · 

' ' ') 

While the Co.ast Gua±:d is responsible to uphold professional' 
seam~mship qualifications and pertormance standards,,. the i ,' 

responsibility .. for obtaining .the .trail'.li.ng lies with th$ fishing 

industry. The Coast. Guard'$ ,pQsition is that; addi.t·ional. · · · .··• 

legislative aythority would be' needed to requirce'.and oversee· 

mandatory 1training for ..oil individ\.U!l1$ on comnu~rcial .fishing. 

industry v.essels. If mandf!ted, th~s training would be g·r~duated 

depending upon the posi.tion an individual held on the· vessel and 

his/her time.in tbe industry. While a "license« would.not be 

. ·necessary, mand~tory c:ompetency,, as, demonstJ;'ated 1 by tl;lird.:.party 
evaluat.i()n. to Coast G.uard dev~lope(j cri~eria, would be required•. 
This is....one. option-~hat may•b~ con'Sid•J:'ed.atter the effectiveness 
0£ the ....urrent safety training requirements can, be .evah~ated• ·. 

Appertdix ..(A) • 
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Rec;:oamendations for· Imp:r:oylngl'ishing Vessel Safety 
I 

.. ( 

REPLY . 
CONCUR: · 'l'here .is a need for more .wearable workipg flotation, 
equipment for. fishermen wot'king on open decks •. ·.· £,ccept_ .f,o~ pure 
inflat~bles, coast Guard reg.ulations end .. Underwriters Lab,oratory 

. standar<:Js are already flexible enough to accommodate ap:pr.oval of 
eppropriate devices developed by manufacturers. For.;l.nstance, 
severe: work $uitsrand."float coats" have been approved which are. 
appropriate' working· garments for cold weather fi$heries. Coast 
Guar.d regulation:s also' pre>vide .·for the approval of commer-cia.l 
"hybrid" personal flotation.devices which>comb;l.ne e limited 

. amou.nt Of inherently buoyant rmatet:ia·l with a supplementary.
·inflatable. No manufacturers hav~ chosen to produce such.a 
devi6e to date~ · · · 

Unapproved inflatable personal flotation .devices have becolne 
pppular in certain· fJsheries. One design ince>rporates .. a. ,foul 
we.ether jacket with 1 an inflatable fle>tation device i.nsid4a~ The . 
Coast Guard ··has been and continues to be concerned about the .. 
reliability of these devices. ·Periodic inspection and,propfi!:t" . 
maintenance of. inflatables are particular;.y. ;import~nt no matter 

· what typ,e of equipment .is used.. In its discussi<:>n, the ·BOard 

cites-problems with maintenance·of survival equipment. on some 

fishing vessels .. Throu~h its boating safety grant prog·ram,. the· 

Coast Guard is funding- a field' study of inflatable per·sqnal 

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

Owner's Associaition.. The stU,dy includes several device$ which 

could be appropriate for the. commercial fishing industry•.· 


J ' ' 

The Coast Guard does not agree with the concept of a Gc>vefnment• 
·designed prototype. The.· manufacturers have the expertise in , 
equipment design. Government efforts shou.ld 'be directed .towar.d . · 

. the development of appropria'te performanc:e standards .. · The Boa1rd 
:notes that a f ish~rman' s suit has been developed in Canada. · 

I North American manufacturers often off.er the same :or sim.i.lar 
deV.ices in both U.S. and Canadian markets• If the Canadian.. 
d~sign 'is commercially viable;' .it may eventually be ,,available to .· 
u. s. fishermen, possibly as an approvETd d.evice. · 

The. Coast Guard recognizes the need to have ~pproved: equ,ipment 
appropriate for .use .ion fishing vessels. Under the comniercial 
fishi~g industry.vessei regulations,. oertatn m:Lnimurq'coast Guard 
a~proved eq~ipment will be req~iredin 'order to meet :regulations~ 

. Tl'!e regulations do not ad~:b"ess~ .. however, equipment for working on 
.deck. · This· continues to· be optional~ .A requireJ1len·t for ·Coast .· 
Guard. approvedequip~ent·would l1mit.options·in this area. coast 
Gu a.rd approved equipment will meet certain; st~ndards. for · 
performance ar:'d 'reli~bility. For these reasons, the. coast Guard 
has not yet ap~rqved. pure infla~;ables stii table l.!S woz-king · 
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·. ·.. ·. Coast, O~ard ·CoB,lllleilta on 
Nationa~ 1 Acadeaiy of En'9i¥er.tng 

R~'commenctiltioJ'l• fc)r,imprqving, F.ishlng Vessel Safety· 
•t 

. \,I Sers, •recreational· users, cof'lservation groups, and, resource 
managers·:. It has •. long bee"·. Coast Gua,rd' pol.icy tt? ·.remain; mautri•l 

.in thi.s 4llocation process. s ·Although s•fety is .important to the 
·commercial inc1ustry,it is a sm~ll facet. of fisheries management. 
The Coast Guard believes an adequate conduit exists within. the 
present,\ system to have safety issue$ c~:>nsidered by. the c;o.uncils 
in their management decisions •. ·. We expect that· as. pu})li.c 
consciousness' continues..~o be rai.;;ed on, the· safety, issue, .Qou11cil, 
rnemqe.rs .will· reflee~ tt1a,t •wa~eness a.ndc grow. in. tneir sensitivity 
to.the need to consider ~he s~fety.:frnpacts of. their management
decisions. · 

. RECOMJ<!ENDATl.ON .. 18 ·. . . 
Improve .weat;her services. Xhe··National weather service .Should 
rese.arch :fi,shing industr.y weather adv.t.st:>ry .ntl(lds to. detterm:J.ne if 
additional 'coverage is need~d. for f:Lshing. grounds and ports and •. 
if needed, take act:Lqn ~ecessarg to provide.such services. 

· · REPLY . 
CONCUR: . T.he Coast Guard will· for\f{ard .·this recommebda,t;ion. to the . 

.Nai'ti6nai weather Sery.iCe.. The commercial Fi,shing Inau.~try vesse1. 
· Aovisory Committee ;-ecently provided additional··. :S,npu;t: into the · 
velue of weather data buoys. Fishex-men on t.he Papifie coast rely 
on the infoI"mation .. available for the fishing grounds s:iriqe, due • 
to the weather pattern,s,, conditions thet'e can.differ : 
significantly .. from those in port. · This can be the basis for 
staying .in p.ort and not. putting the c:rew and ve~sel in a 
p.otentia} ly ·haz"ardous situation. The Coast Guard supports any 
~ffort that :wi.11 improve safety in the·commercial 
indus~.:i;y. · 
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fishing .vessel should' be specified in the investigation. The 
personnel ipvestigating f:' shing ve.ssel' c;asualties. can be educated 

.. to. the importance: of obta1:'1ing. information concerning '.the . . . 
ve.sser• s fishery and its at tivity at the tim.e. of 'the casua~ty •. 
Th:is 1 data can ·in turn be ca )tured On tne current.· Mar.ine Safety· 
Information System. Thi.s, it.am has. been. addressed• in th«! •lie.test 
software development for the·Marine Safety lnformation'Sy•t~ 
(MSIS) module involving pasualty reporting. ~t would not be 
prudent . to invest t,he time. and effort necessary to eorr~c:t/amend 
past rece>rds and investigations to reflect the' fishing vessel 
types involved in c;asual'...ies. The re$Julations in Title 46 CFR 

·. · 2 8 • 80 adClress \when . casual ties. have to be reported and the type .of 
information that· :m\.lst be· .col~eQted, a.s well as the partie..:. · 
r.esponsible .for collecting and maintaining the informatior;i •. 

. i' 

RECOMMENDATION 3 . 
Increased Numper of casualties Considered. Xhe coast Guard' 
shoi.lld .examine a larger sele9tion of casualties· to· gain a btitter. 
under$tandtng of the.etfectsofclassification on· the safety.of 
pro.ct;Jss1.ilg V-essels. · · 

, REPLY 
co.N~UR: . As the authors explained in their report, the relatively 
$fnall number of casualties available,for.their1analysis limited 
the scope of their analysis and the weight of their conclusions 
and rec.ommendations. Increasing the numb~r of ceu:i\u!lties . · 
c.onsidered would enhance the cross-section of vessels a,nd · the· 
range. of examined variable$. As a resu.l t of the casu•fty 
·repor,ting J:"equiremet;lts in Title 46 CFR 28 •.80, ·additi.onal end more 
accurate data w:;.11 be avaq.aole for analysis at the cu:rt+ently · 
staffed level. 

RECOMMEND.r.T:(.ON 4 
Re'.gul.ate .tbe Processing, Lille. . OSHA and· CG should develop 
.regulatio.ns for, the manufactu,ring process; including equipment 
layout' and cargo hold insulation.materials and refrigeration 
systems~ · · 

. . . , REPLY. 
P·artially Concur. Tne toast GµarcS agrees with the importance of. 
ensuring wqrk~r safety on the .propess:tng·, line. · OSUA is the·' 
recognized expert in,'the area of manufacturing processes and has,, 
regulations governing safety in the workplace. The Coast Guard 
is ~irecti.ng efforts ,to develop a MOU With OSHA which will' 
address co.operative efforts for uninspecte~ oonuneroial fi:shing 
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