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LIFE-SAFER RECEIVES U.S.
COAST GUARD APPROVAL FOR
REVOLUTIONARY
LIFE-SAVING DEVICE
Innovative personal-flotation device
allows for quicker response and
greater reach for water rescues
San Diego, CA, January 13, 2006:
LIFE-SAFER, INC. has officially received approval from the U.S. Coast
Guard for its Personal Retriever™ as a
Type V Personal Flotation Device. With
this approval, the Personal Retriever is
now an authorized substitute for the orange or white 20" and 24" Type IV ring
buoys used onboard commercial vessels.
In line with the American Red Cross’s
“throw, don’t go” maxim, the Personal
Retriever is an aerodynamic disc made of
soft, durable, expanded polyethylene foam
and offers 11.24 pounds of buoyancy –
enough to support a distressed person in
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the water. The device can be deployed by
hand out to 100 feet in 10 seconds or less
… even in winds of up to 15 knots. In less
than 45 seconds, the Personal Retriever can
be retrieved and redeployed using its integrated, 650-pound-test polypropylene line.
[GCMA Comment: As discussed by
Captain Larry Brudnicki, (USCG,
Retired), former Commanding Officer
of the Coast Guard Cutter TAMAROA at a Towing Safety Advisory
Committee Meeting in Washuington
and Mr. Steve Huttman at a NOSAC
meeting in Galveston.]
As a part of the approval process, eight
tests were conducted by an independent
testing facility. The “throw test” proved
the Personal Retriever performed “as well
as or better” at 60 feet than the 24" ring
buoy did at 40 feet, a 50% increase in
measured performance and rescue reach
over the common ring buoy.
The Personal Retriever has a long
history of industry recognition that pre-
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ceded the Coast Guard approval. In
2004, it won the coveted “Most Innovative New Product Award” given by the
nationally recognized CONNECT Program at the University of California, San
Diego. In 2003, it made national news
by saving the lives of police officers
trapped in an ice-packed river. And,
since its creation, world-class experts
ranging from fire and rescue, the maritime industry, as well as the diving
community have endorsed the Personal
Retriever as a tremendous improvement
over traditional life-saving devices.
Paul Driscoll, Master Chief, USCG
(Ret) and President of LIFE-SAFER,
INC. stated, “The U.S. Coast Guard has
worked closely with LIFE-SAFER to
approve the Personal Retriever and now
commercial mariners and rescue professionals have the most effective water
rescue device available. The Personal
Retriever can be deployed quickly, extend rescue reach significantly, and provide buoyancy with maximum safety for
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not only the person in distress but also
the rescuer”.
In 2000, according to the World Health
Organization, more than 400,000 people
drowned worldwide without even counting
those who drowned from floods and
transport accidents. In the United States
alone, nine people drown each day and
drowning has become the second-leading
cause of injury-related death for children.
Furthermore, an even greater number of
non-fatal submersions occur each year that
lead to permanent disabilities that could be
avoided with quick response by properly
equipped people on the scene.
The Personal Retriever is shipped
ready for use and includes training materials to assure maximum performance
and safety. In addition, training sessions
are available so that groups such as fire
and rescue teams and boat crews can
readily strengthen their water-rescue
capabilities.
LIFE-SAFER, INC. (www.lifesafer.com) is a privately held company

TWO DEAD, ONE MISSING AFTER TUG SINKS.
Rescuers Save Six in Storm off Myrtle Beach, SC
By Brian Hicks
Introduction. The first word GCMA saw of this tragedy
was from Doreen Badeaux, Secretary General of the
Apostleship of the Sea (AOS) of the USA who e-mailed
GCMA on January 19. GCMA Directors Glenn Pigott and
Richard Block met with Doreen and Father Sinclair Oubre,
one of the founding members of GCMA and executor of the
GCMA Education Fund, at the GCMA meeting in Galveston
several days earlier hosted by GCMA Counselor Kurt Arnold.
Doreen told us that: “AOS USA mariner member Captain
Harry Scholer phoned today. He sailed with Maritrans and
was shocked at the news…He asked that each of you pray for
the men who were lost, those who were recovered, and all of
their families. The VALOUR was an SIU-crewed vessel, so
we pray for their SIU brothers and sisters as well.”
The story below was e-mailed to us by Captain Laura
Nelson of Tampa.
[Source: The (Charleston, SC) Post and Courier. . You can
contact Brian Hicks at 937-5561.
His e-mail is
bhicks@postandcourier.com. GCMA FOIA file #M-619.
Emphasis by underlining is ours]
The waves came out of nowhere.
Sixty miles off Myrtle Beach, the tugboat VALOUR was
blindsided in a vicious onslaught of 20-foot seas that sent
conditions spiraling hopelessly out of control in minutes.
One crewman was washed overboard, another thrown
against the hull so violently he broke both legs. Soon, the
stern was awash. The question wasn't whether the Valour was
going down – it was only a matter of how soon.
Captain Michael Lynch had no choice. Late Tuesday
night, Lynch called mayday.
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located in San Diego, CA. It was
founded in 1999 by experienced Coast
Guard Search and Rescue veterans after
years of observing the many ways people
are injured or killed around water.
Having watched hundreds of attempted
rescues, and noting the countless responses that came too late for victims,
the company’s initial focus has been on
rescue equipment that safely and effectively enables the people on the scene to
provide assistance until trained rescue
personnel can arrive.
Contact: Paul Driscoll
LIFE-SAFER, INC.
(619) 222-3467
(888) 222-0373
pdriscoll@life-safer.com
1360 Rosecrans St., Suite H
San Diego, CA 92106
(619) 222-3467
(888) 222-0373
(619) 222-3673 fax

The Coast Guard Dolphin helicopter took off from Johns
Island just after 11:30 p.m. carrying a crew of four, including
pilot Brian Waring and rescue swimmer John Isbell. Based in
Savannah, it was the crew's night to man the Charleston outpost.
Pushed by a 50-knot tailwind, the helicopter screamed up
the coast, reaching the foundering VALOUR near Frying Pan
Shoals in a little more than 30 minutes. The sight amazed
them, but they had no time to be scared.
The 135-foot VALOUR was listing to port, its stern nearly
underwater. On the radio, Captain Lynch told them the crew
could not reach the man who fell overboard. Down below, he
said other crewmen were tending to chief mate Fred Brenner,
who had broken his legs and now seemed to be having a heart
attack. The tug had to release its barge if it was going to have
any chance of remaining afloat.
Above the tug, Waring struggled to keep the helicopter
hovering in the winds, which gusted up to 70 mph. Waring
said Thursday he didn't have time to think about it. "You just
have to do it," he said. Still, he could not have been comforted
by the observation made by Isbell, a 20-year veteran of opensea rescues:
"I've never seen anything like this."
And he was about to dive right into it.
The VALOUR had sailed out of the Delaware River a few
days earlier towing a 482-foot barge filled with 5.5 million
gallons of residual fuel oil. It was headed for Corpus Christi,
Texas, a long trip down the East Coast and into the Gulf of
Mexico.
Misfortune put them in the path of violent winter weather.
A strong cold front was moving east pushed by a highpressure system. Mark Bacon, a meteorologist at the National
Weather Service in Wilmington, N.C., said a buoy near Frying
Pan Shoals recorded conditions he had not seen since
Hurricane Ophelia. The storm and gale-force warnings did
not do the Atlantic weather justice.
The VALOUR was in the Gulf Stream, where the warmer
water made conditions even less stable. That made it tricky
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for the Dolphin, hovering at about 50 feet when Isbell went
into the water.
It took Isbell 15 minutes to find the man. Earl Shepard, a
30-year veteran of the tug, was surprisingly calm. "Thanks for
coming after me," he said. "What do you need me to do?"
Isbell had jumped into the sea tethered to the helicopter Waring could not risk losing him – and he carried a lift
harness for Shepard. Before Isbell could get the man secured,
the sea fell out from under him twice, the line to the helicopter
growing taut with a jerk as the sea undulated violently.
As soon as Shepard was onboard, the Dolphin tried to get a
survival raft to the VALOUR'S crew. The wind made it
impossible to put it in their hands, and eventually the Coast
Guard crew had to drop it off the ship's bow and leave. The
helicopter barely had enough fuel to make land. They could
do nothing more.
At Myrtle Beach International Airport, EMS workers took
Shepard and the Coast Guard chopper refueled. As they headed
back to sea, they got the news: The VALOUR had sunk.
The tug JUSTINE FOSS was headed north for
Philadelphia when it heard the distress call. It arrived on the
scene in time to see the rest of the VALOUR'S nine-man crew
go into the water.
For hours, the Dolphin, another Coast Guard chopper and a
C-130 searched the area. Although the storm was getting
worse, the JUSTINE FOSS eventually recovered five
survivors and one body. One man, thought to be Brenner,
most likely went down with the ship. The ninth man
disappeared wearing a survival suit that should have kept him
alive for at least 30 hours.
In the early morning hours Wednesday, Waring had to turn
the Dolphin into the wind and make for Myrtle Beach. The
helicopter was once again low on fuel and the crew had spent
the maximum time in the air that any crew is allowed in a day.
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Early Thursday, the Coast Guard suspended its search for
the missing crewman after 16 hours and 1,700 square nautical
miles. A Marine helicopter out of Cherry Point dropped three
Coast Guard workers on the runaway barge Wednesday, and
they helped the JUSTINE FOSS get the fuel oil under tow. By
Thursday, the tug had reached Wilmington, where the
VALOUR'S crew was reunited with family and met with grief
counselors.
The Coast Guard is investigating the cause of the sinking,
but aboard the Dolphin that night, Shepard – shivering with
hypothermia and mourning his friends and a ship he sailed on
for 30 years - said the VALOUR was just swamped.
The water just kept coming.
The Valour crew
The crew of the Maritrans Operating Co. tugboat:
Survivors:
• Captain Michael Lynch, 46, Raynham, Mass.
• James Hamilton, 32, Orange Park, Fla.
• Louis Gatto, 57, Winter Springs, Fla.
• Earl Shepard, 52, Hanover, Pa.
• James Garnett, 49, Corinth, N.Y.
• John Templet, 28, Pascagoula, Miss.
Dead or Missing:
• Fred Brenner, 53, Baltimore
• Richard Smoot, 50, South Point, Ohio
• Ron Emory, 56, Milford, Del.
Recent Mariner Deaths on
Uninspected Towing Vessels
GCMA is looking into four recent fatalities on towing
vessels, two on the Western Rivers and two on the East Coast.

JUSTICE DELAYED IS JUSTICE DENIED

Pilots

It is clear that by delaying a decision for almost seven
years that a great many of our “lower-level” mariners were
denied justice by an agency of the Federal government.
Here is a simplified story of what happened.
The Pilots Agree Strike of 1999
During the winter of 1998 and 1999 up to 1,400 licensed
mariners serving on towboats on the western rivers and
Intracoastal waterway joined together with a goal of
improving their wages and working conditions. This was a
grass roots movement that spread rapidly throughout the
Mississippi Valley and its connecting and tributary waterways.
The movement did not start as a union, but in the late
Winter and early Spring of 1999 the leaders decided to accept
the offer of a helping hand from the International Organization
of Masters, Mates, and Pilots (MM&P).
The union recognized the depth of experience and special
skills needed to safely navigate America’s western rivers
system during all of its river stages from floods to low water.
At this time, the Coast Guard still treated “western rivers”
licenses as subordinate to inland, near coastal, and oceangoing
licenses. They, too, finally recognized the special skills
involved after the Eighth District under Admiral North
blundered by eliminating the chance for mariners to earn first
class pilotage for hundreds of miles of waterways above Baton
Rouge in 1996.

The term “Pilot” has a special meaning when applied to
inland towing vessels that is not captured by Coast Guard
licensing. The Coast Guard licensing concept, especially as
applied in today’s licensing scheme, places the “Pilot” as the
second-in-command of a towing vessel – a position
subordinate to that of the vessels “Master.”
Today’s towboat “Pilot’s” license can be obtained with
one less year of documented service than a “Master’s” license.
Under today’s USCG licensing scheme, you cannot crew a
towing vessel with two men licensed as “Pilot” – one of the
two must be licensed as “Master.” Of course, an “apprentice
mate or steersman” is not counted as a vessel operator. He
only has a “learners permit” and is supposed to be a true
apprentice learning the trade.
Of course, there is the real world. In the real world, the
company is responsible for crewing the boat properly. From the
days before 2001 when most license holders held an Operator of
Uninspected Towing Vessels (OUTV) license, the company
appointed the person who would be the “Captain” of the vessel.
This distinction allowed him to stand the “front watch” from 0600
to noon and from 1800 to midnight – arguably the “best” hours.
The fact that this schedule might also place a person with lesser
experience on watches where studies show it is easier to fall
asleep, especially between 0300 and daybreak, was largely
ignored. In many companies the “Captain” was paid a few
dollars more than the Pilot on the “back watch.”
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Faced with the possibility of a strike in early April 1999,
the “barge lines” united in their opposition to their employees
demands for better wages and working conditions. As the
lines hardened, the focus turned more and more towards
“money.” Still more, the focus was directed more and more
against the “union” that was perceived to be behind the
worker’s demands.
In order to derail the Pilots Agree movement, the
companies focused upon splitting the movement apart and
turning mariners against each other.
The NLRA and NLRB – Justice Delayed
In order for a labor union to win recognition, it must
follow the law that governs union activity. Essentially, it must
win an election to show that it represents at least 51% of the
workers in any given company. Consequently, MM&P had to
target one company to see if it could obtain signatures from
51% of its licensed employees.
The National Labor Relations Act (NLRA), an Act of
Congress, is policed by the National Labor Relations Board
(NLRB), an independent Federal agency created in 1935 to
enforce the Act.
The “Act” is the broadest of U.S. labor relations laws that
guarantees workers and unions in the private sector the right to
organize and bargain collectively with their employers.
The “Board” conducts secret-ballot elections to determine
whether employees really want a union to represent them.
They are also supposed to investigate and remedy unfair labor
practices by employers and unions. In other words, they are
supposed to serve as a referee, stand above any dispute and
render a fair and impartial settlement. The question we want
to raise is WHEN are they expected to do this.
You are watching the Super Bowl on television when there
is a flag on a crucial play. The play can make the difference
between winning and losing the ballgame. The referees confer
with each other; the crowd roars; emotions are high – but no
decision is made for seven years!
It may not happen at the Super Bowl, but we have seen
disputes arise at soccer games where fans take to the fields,
barricades fall, fans are trampled and killed. It has happened
more than once.
The case before the NLRB that they took seven years to
decide involved Pilots who were employed by ARTCO, the
American River Transportation Company. The seven-year
period while this case sat on the NLRB’s back burner was
enough to destroy any hope that the Pilots who worked for
ARTCO had of obtaining justice in their dispute. Truly,
Justice Delayed is Justice Denied.
Divide and Conquer
For a company that is determined to deny its employees the
right to join a union if the majority chooses to do so, the first
tactic is to take full advantage of any provisions the law allows.
Congress, in the National Labor Relations Act, defines the
word “supervisor” as “any individual having authority, in the
interest of the employer, to hire, transfer, suspend, lay off,
recall, promote, discharge, assign, reward, or discipline other
employees, or responsibly to direct them, or to adjust their
grievances, or to effectively to recommend such action, if in
conjunction with the foregoing the exercise of such authority
is not of a merely routine or clerical nature, but requires the
use of independent judgment.” The “Board” has the job of
evaluating every word to this definition and applying it to the
case at hand. In doing so, it held administrative hearings that
brought out the facts of the case.
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Early on, it was determined that vessel “Captains” were
“supervisors” as defined in the Act. By deciding this, the Act
effectively separated the “Captain” from his crew. Thereby,
ARTCO won round one in their strategy of “Divide and
Conquer.” But, that was not enough. ARTCO contended that
the “Pilots” (i.e., the number-two men on each and every one
of their towboats) were also “supervisors” under the Act.
The Pilots Agree movement had a groundswell of support
throughout the ranks of working mariners. Unfortunately, that
support was not adequately financed. There was little
provision for a strike fund to provide for the families of
mariners who walked off the job. Important things like
groceries, auto loans, mortgage payments, doctor bills etc.
took a back seat. Preparations for the resulting work stoppage
were inadequate and notice of the walkout was precipitous.
Nevertheless, a majority of the Pilots agreed to the job action
or were swept along by it at the outset. Men put their jobs on
the line and did what they believed they had to do for just as
long as they were able to do it. Some were able to hold out
longer than others.
It was Pilots Agree rather than MM&P that called the
strike – MM&P tried to dissuade the Pilots, but stood by them
after they made the decision to move forward. However, it
was MM&P that fought to make ARTCO, the one company it
decided to organize, live up to the letter of the law. This battle
is the subject of this article – and it is a battle MM&P
apparently won after a delay of seven years!
The 2006 NLRB Decision
The question (in case you missed it) is: Are ARTCO Pilots
“supervisors” under the “Act”? The decision is a resounding
NO! ARTCO claimed they were, and they were wrong. Since
they were wrong, Section 7 of the Act gives these “statutory
employees” (i.e., Pilots) these rights:
• To organize. (We think it is a just little late to offer them
this right – about seven years too late.)
• To form, join, or assist a union. (What was the union
expected to do for the last seven years while it waited for
this decision? Remember the “Super Bowl?” MM&P
acted very responsibly and professionally.)
• To bargain collectively through representatives of their
own choice. (Well, that certainly didn’t happen during the
last seven years – but, more about that, later.)
• To act together for other mutual aid or protection.
(ARTCO did its best to continue to “divide and conquer”
its own employees for seven years. The ARTCO-SIX trial
in Belleville, IL, next month will show if they were
“successful” in their endeavor.)
• To choose not to engage in any of these protected,
concerted activities. (i.e., nobody can force you to join a
union if you don’t want to. If you don’t want to join, don’t
sign a union “Pledge Card.”)
The Penalty for Being Wrong
The penalty for being on the wrong side of a labor dispute
certainly are not crippling. Essentially, you have to admit you
did something wrong – something that is not allowed under
the Act. To make such an admission, ARTCO is required to
post an “Official Notice” for 60 days. Where? The notice
does not specify WHERE the notice must be posted.
Consequently, ARTCO must agree to do all of the following:
• “NOT assign supervisory duties to statutory employees”
(i.e., Pilots) because they have engaged in union or
protected activities or in order to discourage them from
supporting the (MM&P) or engaging in protected
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activities. (The “protected activities” are the rights
guaranteed to workers under the Act).
• “NOT make statements that (ARTCO) have, or will, assign
supervisory duties to (Pilots) in order to discourage them
from engaging in union or protected activities.” (i.e., they
can’t do these things NOW and from this point forward –
but what have they done to their employees for the past
seven years?)
• “NOT…interfere with, restrain, or coerce employees in the
exercise of the rights guaranteed to them…(i.e., from now
on – but what have they done to their employees for the
past seven years?)
• “Withdraw the job description for Pilots published in May
of 1999, and rescind any orders or instructions…issued
implementing that description.
• “Withdraw the memorandum entitled “The ARTCO Pilot’s
Added Responsibilities Effective 09 Sept. 99” and rescind
any orders or instructions…issued implementing that
document.”
The Effect on Both Parties
If the “Official Notice” is posted in the workplace, even if
the workplace is interpreted to mean on each of the
approximately 30 towing vessels the company operates, and in
every office, warehouse, etc. or even mailed to each current
employee, how many of these mariners remember the details
of what happened seven years ago?
The Purge
From the reports we receive from mariners, ARTCO has
not hesitated to terminate employees who disagree with their
practices. The purge began in 1999 and continued for a
considerable time while many at-risk employees were in a
holding pattern waiting for the NLRB to recover from a
protracted case of administrative constipation that was
relieved only in the past week. In fact, a number of ARTCO’s
former employees are preparing to sue them in Federal District
Court in Belleville, Illinois starting on February 27th. More
about their specific complaints and the outcome of that trial
will appear in subsequent GCMA Newsletters.
Is ARTCO – A Good Corporate Citizen?
In America, we are free to express our opinions. Rather
than to spout off half-baked, GCMA prefers to research its
position or let other authorities with more knowledge than we
possess do it for us.
It is no secret that ARTCO is a subsidiary of the corporate
giant Archer Daniels Midland (ADM). In April 1997, John M.
Connor published a paper for the Department of Agricultural
Economics for Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana
titled Archer Daniels Midland: Price Fixer to the World where
he asserts that ADM…
• was at the center of at least three international price-fixing
conspiracies where buyers were overcharged at least $220
million for lysine and citric acid alone.
• the huge fines ADM and its conspirators paid were
unprecedented.
• events spurred the U.S. Department of Justice into
investigating more than 20 international commodity
cartels.
• ADM management practices were called into question
with four managers faced serious criminal penalties.
The whole story was revealed in extraordinarily well
researched 566-page book titled The Informant (1) (a true story)
by noted New York Times investigational journalist Kurt
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Eichenwald who completed five years of research in 2000.
[(1)Order by ISBN 0-7679-0327-7 at your nearest bookstore.]
The Informant lives up to the hype on its cover that it “Ranks
…as one of the best non-fiction books of the last decade.” It
details the patterns of greed, personal ambition, unscrupulous
dealings and corporate corruption of this huge corporation. The
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer resigned, his son, the
Vice-Chairman, went to jail as did two division managers. The
Chairman exercised his political connections all the way to the
top, to the President of the United States.
The Informant does not say one word about ARTCO.
However, there is a strange resemblance between the
overbearing arrogance its corporate managers displayed (as
seen in the pages of The Informant) to the government,
competitors, and the arrogance former ARTCO employees
describe in dealings with their Port Captains and other
corporate officials in the same corporate headquarters in
Decatur, Illinois.
GCMA has had serious reservations about the Coast
Guard’s permitting the use of “oversized and overloaded
tows” in a number of different areas. We discuss these
reservations in GCMA Report #R-340, Revision 8 – which we
are preparing to revise again.
One of our reservations deals with the Lower Mississippi
River between St. Louis, MO and Cairo, Illinois and on south
to New Orleans. In this area, ARTCO alone stands out like a
sore thumb because its Captains push hard-to-maneuver “6long” tows of up to 48 loaded grain barges. Some of these
tows literally take hours to flank around bends holding up
traffic both in front of them and behind them.
Forcing river traffic to conform to their corporate goals
reflects much of the same type of corporate arrogance and
bullying as was displayed throughout The Informant. It is
noteworthy that it took a full-fledged investigation by the U.S.
Department of Justice to determine the illegality behind many
of these acts. In contrast, it is not illegal to jam the river with
oversized and overloaded tows. It just doesn’t make common
sense; if it did, other companies would do it – but they don’t.
Yet, this activity bullies other companies who decide it would
be best not to rock the boat. The fact that river pilots on their
large linehaul towboats often display this arrogance speaks
volumes about the power of this huge corporation in
influencing its licensed officers down at the operating level.
We have good reason to suspect this corporate attitude also
affects its dealings with the Coast Guard. Although Federal
regulations at 46 CFR §4.05 require that Masters and Pilots
report accidents, injuries, and equipment outages to the Coast
Guard, the company requires their employees to tell them first.
The company then decides on whether they will report the
incident to the Coast Guard.
GCMA found a number of specific incidents that
regulations require to be reported that were not reported by
corporate officials. Perhaps their officers reported them to the
company, and possibly not. But other mariners saw or heard
them happen and reported them to GCMA. By the time we
gain access to accident reports under the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) the matter has become a dead issue.
No wonder our mariners are confused and the Coast Guard is
helpless, ineffective, and tangled in its own bureaucracy.
Our concern is that the mariner suffers.
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AMERICAN ADMIRALTY BUREAU
SERVES PUBLIC AND JUDICIAL NOTICE
CONCERNING TOW POWERING PUBLICATION
28 November 2005: The American Admiralty Bureau has
served
notice
concerning
its
booklet
"Interim
Recommendations For Tow Powering and Configurations for
Western River Push Tows, ISBN 1-879778-62-9, distributed by
Marine Education Textbooks.(1)
[(1)Marine Education
Textbooks, Inc., 124 North Van Ave., Houma, LA 70363]
Recently, Bureau examiners and technical experts have
served in a number of high media interest tow collisions and
bridge allision cases. As the “Interim Recommendations” have
gained acceptance in the industry, the Bureau has noticed a
tendency by towing companies to misquote, quote out of
context, or incorrectly extrapolate information from this
publication in order to support tow powering levels and tow
configurations that, in fact, this publication does not support.
The recent rise of very large tow allisions as seen in the public
record has required the Bureau to review and reiterate the
publications basic tenets. This notice is necessary since the
purpose of the publication was to aid in a rational discussion of
reasonable regulation. The publication is being misused by
some, to support underpowered tows.
Most often, the misuse of the publication has involved
rationalizing the under-powering of tows in the 30 to 40 barge
and up range or tows involving "jumbo" barges vice the typical
195' barge that the study was based upon. A number of
warnings against this extrapolation occur at scattered places
throughout the text of the “Interim Recommendations” and its
peer-reviewed predecessor publication "Preview of a Tow
Configuration and Power Guide,” ISBN 1-879778-36-X. On
page 25 of the "Interim Recommendations" and page 16 of the
"Preview" the Bureau lists and describes a number of Coast
Guard and Corps of Engineers scientific studies supporting
power ratios of 390 to 585 horsepower per standard (195') barge.
The Bureau notes in both texts that our lower recommended
powering levels were based upon observed commercial
performance by experienced tow pilots of average skill.

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
Letter from Mrs. Mary Duncan
December 21, 2005
Dear GCMA,
Enclosed are my dues to be used for the support of
GCMA. Over the years and lifestyle changes, I have lost
touch with mariners on the river. As you know my husband
Gary Duncan lost his life on an ACBL boat,(1) and I, myself,
worked many years on the river.
I praise the work you are doing and only hope you are
getting results. I know the working conditions, sanitary
conditions, labor conditions, safety and man-hours are in
much need of improvement. It appears as if most of the
general management think of mariners as second-class citizens
with no rights whatsoever once they get you on a boat.
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In our research, we found that average tow pilots worked
with the river hydrology rather than against it. Such practices
as "point bend" reduced powering requirements as described in
the government studies noted. However, working with the
river rather than against it assumes a tow of small enough size
to allow significant lateral movement across the width of the
river to take advantage of such hydrodynamic features as
current shelters under points, the down bound advantages of
following current, and most appropriately current profile in a
flanking maneuver. When tow size precludes such lateral
maneuvering, such piloting techniques can not be employed or
are employed unsuccessfully. On tows of such size, there is no
substitute for adequate power.
The laws of physics and hydrodynamics will remain
inviolate despite any economic pressures to the contrary. The
same is true for the handling of "jumbo barges" of greater
length and draft. The Bureau has simply not studied the
behavior of the larger barges now coming into common
service. At the present moment, the Bureau knows of no
standard for the powering of tows too large to be readily and
significantly maneuvered to take advantage of hydrodynamic
river features.
As mentioned above, the government sponsored studies are
suggestive of a 390 to 585 horsepower per 195' barge for
situations where the lateral movement we described was not
considered. Also these studies involve a "particular turn
geometry" which is not valid everywhere and under all
circumstances. However, we are certain that extrapolating our
lower published tow powering ratios onto larger tows unable to
maneuver for hydrodynamic advantage will certainly result in
underpowered tows. Such power ratios cannot now, nor could
they ever, be defended by citation to our publication. We so
notice the public and the courts today.
[Addresses & Services:
American Admiralty Bureau,
Operations Office, P.O. Box 372, East Claridon, OH 44033.
Telephone: (440) 635-0429.
Maritime services include:
Investigations, Intelligence, Research, Litigation Support,
Accident Reconstruction, Arbitration, Consultations, Expert
Witnesses, and Publications..]
Gentlemen, keep up the good work and don’t let them push
you down. The GCMA is the voice of so many that don’t
know how to take a stand for their rights due to intimidation
by general management.
Keep the public aware of how things really are in the
maritime industry. I only wish that it wouldn’t take a tragedy
or accident in a mariner’s life to understand that it could have
been averted by better safety and working conditions.
Sincerely,
Mary Duncan
[(1)Ed note: We related the story of this tragic accident in
GCMA Report #R-401, Crew Endurance and the Towing
Vessel Engineer – A Direct Appeal to Congress. Copies of
this report were distributed to a large number of U.S.
Representatives and Senators. Congress, the Coast Guard,
and GCMA continue to examine the matter of “Crew
Endurance” and work-hours closely.]
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Letter from Richard M. Plant

Official response to your article about MMP supporting
Ralph Mellusi on the “riding gang” protest.
“Just to clear the record, the Masters, Mates and Pilots is
not opposed to riding gangs per se.
The MMP is opposed to vessels carrying riding gangs for
two reasons only:
First, riding gangs have not been cleared in a security
manner to assure that they are not terrorists. We hope that
riding gangs do not pose a threat to the vessels they are riding
on, or the crews they are working with, or to the ports the

IDENTITY THEFT:
AN ATTORNEY'S ADVICE AT NO CHARGE
[Source: An unsolicited e-mail message from “Kelly &
Dave.” Seems like good advice. Thanks. Ed.]
Read this and make a copy for your files in case you need
to refer to it someday. Maybe we should all take some of his
advice! A corporate attorney sent the following out to the
employees in his company.
1. The next time you order checks have only your initials
(instead of first name) and last name printed on them. If
someone takes your checkbook, they will not know if you sign
your checks with just your initials or your first name, but
your bank will know how you sign your checks.
2. Do not sign the back of your credit cards. Instead,
put "PHOTO ID REQUIRED".
3. When you are writing checks to pay on your
credit card accounts, DO NOT put the complete
account number on the "For" line. Instead, just
put the last four numbers. The credit card
company knows the rest of the number, and
anyone who might be handling your check as
it passes through all the check-processing
channels won't have access to it.
4. Put your work phone number on your
checks instead of your home phone. If you
have a Post Office Box use that instead of your
home address. If you do not have a P.O. Box,
use your work address. Never have your Social
Security number printed on your checks. (DUH!)
You can add it if it is necessary. But, if you have
it printed, anyone can get it.
5. Place the contents of your wallet on a photocopy
machine. Copy both sides of each license, credit card, etc.
You will know what you had in your wallet and all of the
account numbers and phone numbers to call and cancel. Keep
the photocopy in a safe place. I also carry a photocopy of my
passport when I travel either here or abroad. We've all heard
horror stories about fraud that's committed on us in stealing a
name, address, Social Security number, credit cards.
Unfortunately, I, an attorney, have first hand knowledge
because my wallet was stolen last month. Within a week, the
thieve(s) ordered an expensive monthly cell phone package,
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vessel may call in. U.S. mariners acquiring or renewing their
Merchant Mariners Document or Z-Card must go through a
thorough FBI background check to sail on U.S. vessels yet
riding gangs do NOT go through this same process.
Secondly, MMP is also concerned that riding gangs not be
used in a manner that would lead to a reduction in the number
of U.S. merchant seaman, either licensed or unlicensed
mariners, such that there would not be enough of a U.S.
manpower pool to assist in times of a National Emergency.”
We respectfully request that the above statement be
published in your next newsletter. Thank you. Richard Plant,
Director of Special Projects, IOMM&P.

applied for a VISA credit card, had a credit line approved to
buy a Gateway computer, received a PIN number from DMV
to change my driving record information online, and more.
But here's some critical information to limit the damage in
case this happens to you or someone you know.
6. We have been told we should cancel our credit cards
immediately. But the key is having the toll free numbers and
your card numbers handy so you know whom to call. Keep
those where you can find them.
7. File a police report immediately in the jurisdiction where
your credit cards, etc., were stolen. This proves to credit
providers you were diligent, and this is a first step toward an
investigation (if there ever is one). But here's what is perhaps
most important of all (I never even thought to do
this.):
8. Call the three (3) national credit
reporting organizations immediately to
place a fraud alert on your name; and
also call the Social Security fraud line
number. I had never heard of doing
that until advised by a bank that called
to tell me an application for credit was
made over the Internet in my name.
The alert means any company that
checks your credit knows your
information was stolen, and they have
to contact you by phone to authorize
new credit. By the time I was advised to
do this, almost two weeks after the theft,
all the damage had been done. There are
records of all the credit checks initiated by
the thieves' purchases, none of which I knew
about before placing the alert. Since then, no
additional damage has been done, and the thieves
threw my wallet away. This weekend (someone turned
it in). It seems to have stopped them dead in their tracks.
Now, here are the numbers you always need to contact about
your wallet, etc., if it has been stolen:
1.) Equifax: 1-800-525-6285
2.) Experian (formerly TRW): 1-888-397-3742
3.) Trans Union: 1-800-680-7289
4.) Social Security Administration (fraud line): 1-800-269-0271
We pass along jokes on the Internet; we pass along just
about everything. If you are willing to pass this information
along, it could really help someone that you care about.
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M/V JOSEPH AND CLARA SMALLWOOD
FIRE ON FERRY’S VEHICLE DECK
IS A “TEXTBOOK” CASE
[Source: TSB Canada Report #M03N0050, 27 Oct. 2005. The
full report is available at www.tsb.gc.ca on the internet. The
Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSB) investigates
occurrences for the purpose of advancing transportation
safety. It is not the function of the Board to assign fault or
determine civil or criminal liability.]
“On the afternoon of 12 May 2003, the roll-on/roll-off
passenger ferry JOSEPH AND CLARA SMALLWOOD
departed North Sydney, Nova Scotia, on a regularly scheduled
six-hour crossing to Port aux Basques, Newfoundland and
Labrador. The trip was uneventful until approximately eight
nautical miles from Port aux Basques, when a fire was
discovered on the lower vehicle deck. The deluge (e.g.,
sprinkler) system was activated and the fire was fought as the
vessel continued on to its destination. Shortly after midnight,
the vessel docked at Port aux Basques and the passengers were
evacuated. Assisted by the local volunteer fire department, the
crew continued to fight the fire. Two hours after arriving in
Port aux Basques, the fire was declared under control, and 1½
hours later, the fire was declared extinguished.”
Why was this a “textbook” case?
Why should our “lower-level” mariners be interested in a
case that involves a 27,615 gross ton passenger ferry,
reportedly the largest ferry in Canada?
Many of our mariners serve on small passenger vessels
including vehicular and passenger ferries as well as on tugs,
towboats, and offshore supply vessels. Some of these “small”
passenger vessels are “small” only in the fertile imagination of
naval architects devoted to reducing vessel tonnages to the
lowest possible number to navigate clear of regulatory shoals.
Our mariners and their families may be passengers aboard a
ferry in the United States or Canada at any time. As such, their
knowledge and training may serve them well as an “able-bodied
passenger” that possibly could assist a crewmember in an
emergency. In 2002 Canadian ferry services transported 39 million
passengers and 15.4 million vehicles – a fact that demonstrates the
importance of ferries.(1) [(1) Report, footnote 25.]
This is a “textbook” case because it contains just about
every ingredient that could possibly come together in one
place at one time. The fact that it did not turn into a disaster is
very fortunate. This accident did not turn out to be a disaster
because experienced personnel did many things in a
competent and seamanlike manner. This report, however,
shows how these evolutions could be performed more
effectively.
It is also “textbook” case in that the full report deserves to
be studied in every maritime fire-safety and firefighting course
offered to American mariners. The report was well written
and contains lessons for mariners at all levels. It also has
lessons that vessel operating companies as well as government
agencies in both Canada and the United States should heed.
Here are some of the ingredients:
• The vessel was carrying 27 tractor-trailer trucks and 24
additional trailers without tractors. Three of the trailers
were destroyed by fire.
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• One trailer contained a load of ammonium nitrate fertilizer,
a dangerous cargo.
[On April 16, 1948 the SS
GRANDCAMP loaded with ammonium nitrate exploded in
Texas City, TX, killing 468 people and injuring 2,000
more. NH3 was also involved in the Alfred P. Murrah
Federal Building explosion in Oklahoma City caused by
domestic terrorists that killed 166.]
• The ferry carried 138 passengers, a crew of 80; and was
rated for as many as 1353 passengers and 87 crew.
• The crew was properly certificated. The ships’ officers had
many years of experience. The vessel was classed by Lloyds
and was inspected by Transport Canada. The ship complied
with the International Safety Management (ISM) Code.
It is understood that an accident is rarely the result of a
single cause; rather, it is a combination of direct issues and
underlying factors. Safety action can be taken as a result of
analysis of the issues involved and the report will generate
valuable safety lessons for all mariners as well as those
directly or indirectly involved.
Here are just a few items the report mentions – in random
order:
• Crewmembers were not fully trained to understand the
complex fire alarm system including the operation of
manual pull stations.
• There was a delay in closing the fire doors.
• The crew could not quickly account for all passengers.
• Some passengers, especially truck drivers, slept in their
vehicles during the six-hour crossing. They must be
instructed and understand the reasons why this is an unsafe
practice.
• Two trapped passengers had to use their CB radio to call
for help from a vehicle deck as the ferry approached shore.
• The vessel’s emergency manual did not cover dockside
evacuations. Directing passengers to drive their vehicles
off the ship with heavy smoke entering the vehicle deck
areas exposed the passengers to undue risk.
• VHF radios may not be well suited for internal
communications. (Test your handheld units to see if they
are effective before you need them in an emergency!)
• Deck watchmen had no means of portable communication
with the bridge.
• The crew did not keep all passengers at muster stations;
some wandered away in some cases to smoke a cigarette.
• The exact location of the dangerous goods carried aboard
ship was unknown.
• The crew did not use the public address system effectively.
• The crew did not attempt to identify able-bodied
passengers with skills that could be useful in this
emergency.
• The crew was informed of “drills” in advance.
• Fire drills were carried out without passenger participation.
• The crew was not trained in crowd management, crisis
management, and human behavior.
• The crewmembers responsible for “crowd management”
were not briefed about the emergency and were illprepared to answer passenger questions and did not
effectively communicate emergency instructions to the
passengers.
• It was difficult to identify crewmembers when they wore
personal clothing and not uniforms. Passengers look to the
crew for directions in an emergency. Unless they directed,
passengers may respond inappropriately (e.g., panic).
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• Passenger stress and anxiety increase when they are not
fully informed of the nature of the emergency.
• Crewmembers put their own lifejackets aside when
evacuation was not imminent and while dangerous goods
were on board and the ship was afire.
• Cabin rooms had locks and keys but the available master
key was not given to crewmembers assigned to clear
cabins. This was a potential problem.
• The crew was not aware that megaphones were available
to address passengers while at muster stations.
• An on-board list did not contain names of passengers (other
than drivers) in the motor vehicles carried on the ferry.
• The ferry had no “low-location” lighting as required by
SOLAS because the ship was NOT on an international
voyage.
• Ceiling lighting becomes ineffective if blanketed by smoke.
• Disembarking vehicles and passengers took place in the
midst of firefighting efforts.
• There was great difficulty in fighting the fire in an area
crowded with vehicles.
• Two-inch fire hoses were too large for fire parties to
handle effectively in close quarters under the cramped
conditions while working between parked vehicles.
• The report confirmed the importance of locally sounding
smoke alarms in passenger and crew cabins.
• Shortcomings in written procedures were identified.
• The fire party did not have an adequate method of portable
communications to exchange communications with the
bridge.
• Using “runners” to convey critical information from the
fire scene to the bridge wastes valuable time and resources
and may lead to misinterpretation of the information and
delays. However, in this investigation, runners were not
part of communicating with the bridge but were used to
relay messages on the decks.
Safety Actions Taken after the Occurrence
• Fire detection and internal communication issues were
addressed by owners and regulatory authorities.

THE WINTER OF OUR DISCONTENT?
GCMA recently made an announcement in a local weekly
newspaper that the reporter prefaced with this opening
paragraph:
“Although the maritime industry has seen a sharp drop in
workers over the past several months due to higher wages
offered by FEMA contractors, many workers claim to be
abandoning the career as a result of exhaustingly long hours
and unsafe conditions.”
We doubt that picking up debris and trash from Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita really explains why mariners are fleeing this
industry in record numbers? We think the 84+ hour
workweek is part of the story, but there are other opinions as
well that crowded the “Mail Bag” section of the January 2006
edition of WorkBoat magazine. Here’s what mariners say –
and it has nothing to do with picking up trash and debris.
Emphasis is ours.]
There's No Shortage of Mariners for the Good Jobs
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• Positioning of low-level lighting was dealt with.
• Deck patrol procedures were revised to ensure passengers
do not remain in vehicles during the voyage.
• Crew training was developed to address crowd control
issues.
• Vessel fire hoses were converted to 1.5 inch diameter.
• Safety concerns were issued by the Transportation Safety
Board of Canada with respect to automatic local sounding
alarms; inadequate identification of crewmembers by
passengers; and passenger safety training.
GCMA Website Link to TSB Canada
December 26, 2005
ATTN: Mr. Terry Burtch
Director General, Investigation Operations
Transportation Safety Board of Canada
200 Promenade du Portage
Gatineau, Quebec, Canada K1A 1K8
Dear Mr. Burtsch,
We appreciate the opportunity to receive your agency’s
Marine Investigation Reports.
We would like to commend you on your efforts as well as
the contents of your recent report M03N0050 on the JOSEPH
AND CLARA SMALLWOOD.
We enclose a draft of an article based on your report that
will appear in our newsletter and on our website in January.
We believe that your full report deserves the widest possible
circulation and will encourage officials in the U.S. Coast
Guard and National Transportation Safety Board to review it.
By a copy of this letter, I will ask our webmaster, Captain
David Miller, to link our website to yours (www.tsb.gc.ca) so
that our mariners may have direct access to your informative
reports. s/ Sec’y. CGMA
[GCMA Comment: We wish to thank Mr. Terry M.
Burtsch, P. Eng., Director General, Investigation
Operations, TSB Canada, for taking the time to review the
text of this article and offer his valuable comments
included in our synopsis of this incident.]
Your article on a supposed shortage of professional
mariners ("Help Wanted," October 2005) misses the big
picture.
Most of the jobs in maritime that are going unfilled today
are characterized by wage and benefit packages, as well as by
overall working conditions, that are markedly inferior to those
available to professional mariners in the unionized sectors of
the industry.
Admittedly, new and more stringent licensing and
certification requirements in the offshore supply and towing
industry are having an effect on the manpower pool. The fact
that mariners must foot the bill for some, if not all, of the
required training is also a factor in drying up the supply of
properly qualified mariners.
Another important factor is that companies across the
industry, in a relentless drive to cut costs, are reducing
manning levels, a practice which inevitably leads to increases
in workload and fatigue. Reductions in manning result in long
hours on duty, the risk of fatigue-related accidents, and
possible criminal sanctions against mariners.
Why the shortage of qualified personnel? The answer can
be found in the law of supply and demand that characterizes
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our market economy. Why should a young man or woman
making a choice on a future career path accept a job that
entails being away from home for long periods of time - frequently in accommodations that are far from ideal and often
treated as a potential terrorist by our own government,
terminal operators and others - when he or she could have a
better life with the same or better wages ashore?
One interviewee in your article who hit the nail on the
head was David Freiboth, national President of the
Inlandboatmen's Union, who pointed out that since the
industry has been increasingly shifting to non-union "there's
less and less economic encouragement for employers to keep
wages and benefits up." I agree with David's assessment that
"people are just going other places" because "it's not worth it."
On the heels of the spate of Jones Act waiver requests that
followed hurricanes Katrina and Rita, one question springs
naturally to mind: Is the "mariner shortage" simply a straw
dog created by those who seek to promote the entry from
overseas of mariners from economically depressed countries
willing to work under conditions that are far from ideal and
significantly inferior to the conditions that trained, qualified
and professional American mariners have the right to expect?
There is, in fact, no shortage of qualified professional
mariners for the wellpaid jobs with good working conditions
offered by Jones Act companies such as Matson, AHL and
Crowley.
Capt. Timothy A. Brown, International President
International Organization of Masters, Mates & Pilots
(MM&P), Linthicum Heights, Md.
More on the Mariner Shortage
I read with interest the article "Help Wanted." What was
not covered were the actions of the employers in making their
own situation worse.
I recall during the last downturn in the oil patch when my
company laid off a large number of employees after promising
that they would not do so. This was after being told that
although our pay is a bit lower we could count on continuing
employment. Most found out they were being laid off when a
company representative came on the boat and told everyone
they had an hour to pack up and get off. All talk of loyalty
stops when the bottom line might not be as much as hoped for
and we are told "it's a business decision."
[GCMA Comment: This is how it’s done with “employeesat-will.” At least a good union contract can provide some
protection against lay-offs by organizing them according to
seniority.]
The toll of the layoffs in human terms was a heavy one.
Finances were strained and spouses who managed the family
income were deeply angered not only at the layoffs but at the
lack of notice. Many who had ridden out similar situations in
the past vowed that they would not return again – and their
spouses were even more adamant. Less than 10 percent did go
back when they were later called to return to work.
If we are to retain people in our profession, then
companies cannot afford to continue to regard their employees
as just a number when the bottom line is threatened.
Also, when one adds up the cost of hiring and training new
personnel, the time it takes new-hires to become qualified and
truly effective at what they do, the potential loss of income
due to accidents and mistakes made by new personnel, and the
strain it places on Captains who have to work with poorly
trained personnel, it seems more cost effective to keep people
employed during the time it takes for the market to recover.
At least when it does recover, manning would not be a
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problem.
Moreover, the company that keeps its employment
promises to its crews will be at the top on the list of those who
are looking for a job and more importantly have career
decisions to make.
As long as we have CEOs who only think in terms of
dollars and who do not balance that view with the very real
problem of holding on to the crews that make the money for
them and care for their expensive equipment, we will continue
to drive away some of our best people – the ones who always
seem to have other employment options.
Colin Corcoran, Covington, La.
Manning Issues Have Added to the Lack of Mariners
I find it hard to believe that some people still care where an
individual gets their training and experience. What matters most
is that the individual has the experience and training combined
with the desire to apply themselves and a good work ethic.
What mariners should be concerned with is not driving a
wedge between us, but instead asking how the maritime
industry has forced the Coast Guard to allow the reduction in
manning that exists today thus requiring more from those of us
that are left to man the vessels. More work for the same pay
equals less pay.
In my opinion the shortage of mariners is due to the way the
industry has treated us, like second-rate citizens even though we
are responsible for the operation, care, maintenance and repair of
multimillion-dollar vessels. I too am a hawsepiper that has
managed to earn an unlimited chief's license. My last vessel was
a coastwise tanker where the engineers were expected to and did
'crawl under the engines to clean and muck the bilges. Why?
Because the engineroom was only required to have a chief and
two assistants, but no oilers.
Thank the Coast Guard and the bean counters for the state
of the maritime industry today. Remember, it's not about the
journey of the individual, it's about the individual.
Mike Merrill, Chief Engineer Unlimited, Los Angeles,CA.
Work Schedules Are Another Reason
For Mariner Turnover
I read recently in WorkBoat about the mariner shortage in
the industry. I was surprised that there was no mention of the
real reason people are quitting the industry.
Most marine work schedules are such that you spend more
time on the ocean than at home. People who work on the
offshore platforms can do their jobs until retirement because
of the 14 (on) and 14 (off) day schedule, while people on boats
work either two weeks out/one week home or four weeks
out/two weeks home. This schedule usually gives two options
to a family man – divorce or quit your marine job.
Nearly all vessels in Europe are on half-on, half-off work
schedules, and a person can make a career out of this.
For young single guys looking for adventure, the present
schedule seems like a good time. But if you want to get
married and your wife wants you to be home, a 14 and 14
schedule would work much better. This work schedule gives
everything better balance. If you were to check with the few
companies that work like this, you would see that they have
less turnover of crew than companies with four weeks out/two
in schedules.
Erling Lea, Katy, Texas
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CLOSE THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER GULF OUTLET
(MR GO)
By Captain Dean Bruch, Unlimited Master
Letter to Editor
The Times Picayune
3800 Howard Avenue
New Orleans, La. 70125
December 26, 2005
I read with the utmost interest the Times-Picayune
Dec. 25th front page article entitled, "Rocky Course
Awaits Flooding Lawsuits – Insurers, Army Corps of
Engineers, Levee Board Sued."
Why don't the public and their legal team direct their
resources towards possible suits against the federal
government and responsible agencies for allowing the
Mississippi River Gulf Outlet to be constructed in the
early 1960s? It would be interesting to learn what
environmental impact studies were initiated during the
planning stages for constructing MRGO. This study
should have addressed effect of saltwater intrusion into
these vulnerable wet lands as well as addressing vessel
wave wash.
It was determined that Hurricane Betsy in the early
1960s resulted in heavy flooding of St. Bernard Parish due
to the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet giving a direct
opening for Gulf of Mexico waters to surge into the lowlying land areas. Immediately, local residents initiated
efforts to close this channel but the State of Louisiana and
Federal Government failed to take any action. In 1984, St.
Bernard initiated a study that revealed "If" speed of vessels
was reduced from 14 MPH to 10 MPH it would reduce
erosion by 50%. This fell on deaf ears with the river pilots
claiming they could not control vessels doing 10 MPH.
Prior to hurricane Katrina local residents pointed out to
the state of Louisiana and United States Army Corps of
Engineers that wave wash of passing vessels was
"undermining" the levees protecting St. Bernard and
Orleans Parishes.
It just doesn't make sense for the federal government to
spend billions of dollars to rebuild the levee system and
restore the wetlands without addressing means for
controlling marine traffic passing through the area.
s/ Dean Bruch
12/26/05: It will be interesting to see if the TimesPicayune prints this letter. I have found they are hesitant
to print anything, which may hurt the port. It is my
understanding the latest push by the marine industry is
keep the MRGO dredged to 28 feet? DB
[GCMA Comment: Hurricane winds from Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita pushed a tidal surge up MRGO that
overtopped the levees and devastated St. Bernard
Parish and New Orlean’s Lower Ninth Ward – as
previously predicted by Captain Bruch and local
citizens. It’s time that authorities in Washington paid
attention to this senior mariner and local residents to
prevent another manmade disaster.]
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NEW & REVISED GCMA RESEARCH REPORTS
GCMA Report #R-333, Revision 2
Don’t Count on Corporate Compassion:
True Stories of Injured Mariners
This report is a collection and updating of a number of
mariner injuries as reported in GCMA Newsletters with links
to other related GCMA research reports.
GCMA Report #R-334, Revision 2
Foreign Seamen on U.S.-Flag Vessels
We recently updated our information on this topic and
have taken an increasingly active role in trying to safeguard
jobs on American-flag vessels of all sizes.
The maritime industry may have come to grips with the
fact that the supply of “lower-level” mariners willing to work
in any capacity on tugs, towboats, offshore supply vessels, and
small passenger vessels is not likely to increase. Some believe
that the only remaining solution to industry’s personnel
problems lies in recruiting foreign seamen to work on U.S.flag vessels. While some of the practices are legal, others skirt
existing laws while others are illegal.
The shortage of mariners is more than a national problem.
It is an international problem that involves not only entry-level
mariners but also trained officers at all levels.
While our report focuses on “lower-level” mariners, it
cannot ignore the problems that large vessel owners face in
crewing their vessels and the extent to which they will go to
solve their problems.
The push to use foreign seaman on American-flag vessels
is an attempt to hire individuals that will work for less money
than their American counterparts. Foreign mariners may have
to accept unsafe or unhealthy workplace conditions and do
almost anything their employers require to earn a paycheck to
support their families overseas or in neighboring countries.
The search for “cheap labor” has caught up with our “lowerlevel” mariners. It is a “race to the bottom” that started by:
• reducing crew size to an absolute minimum – often to
unsafe levels.
• removing cooks from many line haul towboats and
offshore supply vessels.
• abusing the “12-hour rule” for licensed officers on a twowatch vessel by expecting them to perform additional
duties including training and assisting inexperienced
mariners “after hours.” [Refer to GCMA Report # R-370,
12 Hour Rule Violation: The Verret Case.]
• by fighting to prevent reasonable work-hour limits for
unlicensed personnel on inland waters and rivers.
• by encouraging and allowing illegal immigrants to work
on American-flag vessels.
From our observations over the past six years, we believe
the Coast Guard is ill-prepared and reluctant to deal with the
emerging situation because they have become too closely
bound to the will of industry trade associations.
GCMA Report #R-353, Revision 1
Lower-Level Mariners are a Majority
of all Licensed Mariners
It has been easy to ignore our lower-level mariners, but it
is hard to ignore the statistics that the Coast Guard recently
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revealed. Nevertheless, the Coast Guard managed to ignore us
and a lot of other important things for well over a decade. The
chickens are coming home to roost. It’s time for the Coast
Guard to take us seriously!
GCMA Report R-398, Revision 2
Crew Van, Death Van
Added to our existing report is information based upon
NTSB investigative reports of two 15-passenger single vehicle
church-van rollover accidents.
GCMA Report #R-315D (New)
Changes In Alcohol & Drug Testing
Effective June 20, 2006
[Source: Final Rule, in the Federal Register of December 22,
2005. 70 FR 75954-75961. Docket #USCG-2001-8773. For
further information contact Mr. Robert Schoening at Coast
Guard Headquarters (G-MOA) at 202.267.0684]
[GCMA Comment: All vessel personnel must understand
and undergo training in this new regulation on or before
June 20, 2006.]
This final rule revises Coast Guard requirements for
alcohol testing after a serious marine incident to ensure that
mariners or their employees involved in a serious marine
incident are tested for alcohol use within 2 hours of the
occurrence of the incident as required under the Coast Guard
Authorization Act of 1998.
This final rule also requires that most commercial vessels
have alcohol testing devices on board, and authorizes the use
of saliva as an acceptable specimen for alcohol testing. This
final rule also makes some minor procedural changes,
including a 32-hour time limit for collecting specimens for
drug testing following a serious marine incident.
GCMA Report #R-422 (New)
How to Contact Congressmen on Maritime Issues
A brief lesson in “Civics 101” is followed by a list of U.S.
Representatives and Senators on key committees and subcommittees that oversee the U.S. Merchant Marine.
This report lists the members of the U.S. Senate and the
U.S. House of Representatives in the 109th Congress who are
most concerned with maritime issues.
This list will change as a result of the “mid-term” elections
in November 2006.
GCMA Report #R-423 (New)
Problem Areas Addressed by GCMA 1999-2006
GCMA represents “lower-level” mariners and, in that
capacity, has addressed several hundred issues affecting our
mariners. This list is a resource for our mariners and the basis
for the discussion that will take place at various GCMA
meetings scheduled for January and February 2006.
GCMA Report #R-425 (New)
Bilge Water Processing Equipment
GCMA Comments to Coast Guard Docket

January/February 2006

In a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in the
Federal Register of November 3, 2005 the Coast Guard
proposes to mandate complex new oily-water separator
(OWS) equipment installed in certain vessels crewed by our
lower-level mariners to better enforce pollution prevention
regulations.
GCMA points out a number of serious shortcomings in the
regulatory proposal and urges our “lower-level” mariners who
must cope with the problem of oily bilge slops (e.g., deck
officers, licensed and unlicensed engineers, deckineers, and
deckhands among others) to heed the warnings.
Pumping oily water overboard can be a criminal offense
that could lead to huge files and even jail time. The extent of
resulting unpleasantness for mariners is described in an
enclosure taken from Marine Officer, a publication of the
Marine Engineers Beneficial Association.
On January 20, 2006 the Gulf Coast Mariners Association
submitted formal comments to the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Docket Management Facility in response to a
request for comments for Docket #USCG-2004-18939,
Pollution Prevention Equipment.
GCMA research reports #R-401 & R-279 available on our
internet website were included as Enclosures #1 & 2 to our
comments to the docket. They are available on our website as
well as the government docket management facility website
http://dms.dot.gov.
GCMA Report #R-426 (New)
OSHA Still Regulates
Uninspected Dry Cargo Barge Safety
[Source: GCMA Newsletter #26, November 2004.]
On December 8, 2003, GCMA filed formal complaints
with the Coast Guard, OSHA, and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers regarding unsafe working and conditions found
aboard unmanned dry cargo barges on the Tenn-Tom
waterway. This followed an accident in which a deckhand fell
through an open manhole cover on the deck of a barge and
was seriously injured. A number of other barge accidents
have occurred since that time.
The Coast Guard does not inspect most of the nation’s
dry cargo barges – in other words, these barges exist and will
continue to exist as “uninspected” commercial vessels even
though the Coast Guard is preparing a new set of regulations
to inspect the vessels that tow them!
Our mariners who work on uninspected towing vessels
face additional dangers when they work on these uninspected
barges. GCMA documented the nature of the dangers with a
number of photographs previously submitted with our formal
complaints.
As uninspected vessels, dry cargo barges are subject to
inspection by the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA), a branch of the U.S. Department of
Labor. The extent of this OSHA involvement appears in an
OSHA Directive (i.e., based on a Memorandum of
Understanding by two Federal agencies) that we reproduced as
GCMA Report #R-347 available on our internet website.
GCMA is not satisfied that our mariners are adequately
protected under existing OSHA regulations.
However,
inadequate regulatory protection and enforcement is not
unique for our mariners. Other trades face similar problems as
this report reveals.
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USCG REAFFIRMS THE CRITICAL ROLE
OF A DESIGNATED EXAMINER (DE)
IN TOWING VESSEL OFFICER LICENSING
[References: GCMA Report #R-383, Revision 2, contains a
discussion of Designated Examiner Qualifications. GCMA Report
#R-415, Revision 1 contains a generalized discussion of Training
and Licensing Problems for Towing Vessel Officers.]
One of the key lessons derived from the Bayou Canot–
Sunset Limited accident in 1993 that claimed 45 lives of
innocent victims on a passenger train was that a towing vessel
must be under the control of a properly trained and
experienced professional.
In many letters and public meetings held in response to the
Coast Guard’s Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that brought
about the licensing changes effective May 21, 2001, mariners
complained that many licensed towing vessel operators lacked
both experience and training. The new regulations addressed
the problem by creating a year-long training regime for future
towing vessel officers.
Many experienced mariners sought Coast Guard
certification as Designated Examiners to assess the proficiency
of new Apprentice Mates/Steersmen at the end of their 360day training period as well as the proficiency of mariners who
return to service after incidents involving license suspension
or revocation.
It took towing company management a full five years to
finally get the word that the Coast Guard was not fooling
about requiring that properly trained personnel be assigned to
take charge of each watch.
To comply with the new regulations, many mariners asked
the Coast Guard to certify them as Designated Examiners. In
doing so, it appears that the Coast Guard has no intention of
allowing towing-vessel officer training to be reduced to a
meaningless bureaucratic paper shuffle.
Sticky Wicket
Captain ¢ ¢ , an experienced mariner, sought to become a
Designated Examiner. To do so, he received a completion
certificate after attending a course of instruction to prepare
him to properly assess Apprentice Mate/Steersman candidates.
These candidates will demonstrate their skills to a Designated
Examiner before submitting their completed Towing Officer
Assessment Records (TOAR) to the Coast Guard at the end of
their 360-day training period.
Unfortunately for Captain ¢ ¢ , his name appeared in
Coast Guard files in connection with several accidents he was
previously involved in. The Coast Guard denied his request
for certification as a Designated Examiner. It was at this point
that Captain ¢ ¢ approached GCMA for assistance.
Our first step was to request copies of both accident
reports and the results of the Coast Guard investigation into
these accidents by making a formal request to the Coast Guard
under the Freedom of Information Act. Fortunately, both
cases were closed and the information was available within
several months – which is not always the case. Some
investigations linger for years before they are closed in spite
of the fact that Congress finally put its foot down on excessive
delays in closing investigative cases several years ago.
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GCMA then reviewed each of the two cases and
interviewed Captain ¢ ¢ in depth about the accident and
prepared a statement asking for the Coast Guard to reconsider
their decision on behalf of Captain ¢ ¢ . Although the
statement GCMA submitted was an informal request, it was
treated as part of the appeals process.
Every mariner needs to understand that he/she can appeal
any decision, but must do so for good cause. A formal appeal
must be presented in a timely manner and in writing (i.e.,
within 30 days of the original decision). Appeals take time to
prepare and, also take the Coast Guard time to fully consider.
Neither the Coast Guard nor GCMA views the appeals process
lightly. The Rights of Appeal and the process used to invoke
those rights appear in 46 CFR §1.03.
Timely Appeal
Captain Ernest Fink, Commanding Officer of the National
Maritime Center, responded to our statement as follows.
[GCMA redacted names and certain facts in consideration of
the mariner’s privacy. Emphasis is ours.]
Dear [GCMA]:
This is in response to your letter of August 22, 2005,
appealing the June 1, 2005, decision of the Deputy Director of
the National Maritime Center denying approval for Captain
¢ ¢ to serve as Designated Examiner (DE) for the assessment
of the competence of candidates for towing vessels licenses
and endorsements.
Although the time in which Captain ¢ ¢ may appeal has
passed, I will consider your letter as a timely appeal made on
[behalf of] Captain ¢ ¢ .
In considering this appeal, I have carefully reviewed your
letter and supporting documentation, all relevant Coast Guard
regulations and policy, and all relevant documents from the
files of the National Maritime Center. My staff has also
consulted with Coast Guard personnel who investigated the
two incidents cited by the Deputy Director as grounds for the
denial of approval of Captain ¢ ¢ as a DE.
For the reasons discussed below, I am withholding a
decision to your appeal.
Under the new regulations for the licensing of mariners
serving on towing vessels, candidates must demonstrate their
competence by performing a variety of tasks before a Coast
Guard approved Designated Examiner (DE). Accordingly, the
Coast Guard is relying on the experience, competence, and
professional skill, and judgment of the DE to assess the
competent performance of license candidates. This is a
different and higher standard than that previously used for
licensing mariners.
To qualify for and obtain a towing vessel license, a
mariner must possess a minimum level off competence. As
the DE will be assessing the competence of license candidates,
we require a higher qualification level than being in the
possession of a license of Master of Towing Vessels.
A DE will need to determine the proficiency of skills the
mariner is to develop to safely operate and handle a towing
vessel throughout various phases of operation. The DE should
have substantial experience on towing vessels during which he
or she has demonstrated superior skill and professional
judgment to effectively evaluate the mariner.
After consideration of Captain. ¢ ¢ 's experience, I have
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the same concerns over his qualifications stated by the Deputy
Director. After investigation by my staff, I feel that the
incident involving the M/V ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ should not detract from
Captain ¢ ¢ 's qualifications to serve as a DE. The sinking of
the towing vessel M/V ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ is, however, a different matter.
The M/V ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ casualty gives me concern over the
professional judgment exhibited by Captain ¢ ¢ . The sinking
of a vessel is a serious matter and there is no evidence that this
sinking was due to mechanical failure or other factors beyond
the control of Captain ¢ ¢ . That the Coast Guard investigator
did not pursue 'a suspension and revocation action against

NEW REGULATIONS:
USCG ADDS
“ENVIRONMENTAL HARM”
TO MARINE CASUALTY
REPORTING
[Source:
IOMM&P
Wheelhouse
Weekly, Dec. 27, 2005. Refer to Coast
Guard Docket #USCG-2000-6927 at
http://www.dms.dot.gov.
70 FR
74669+, Dec. 16, 2005.]

Captain ¢ ¢ 's license does not alleviate those concerns.
Prior to making a decision regarding this appeal, I offer
Captain ¢ ¢ the opportunity to submit a discussion of the
lessons learned as a result of the sinking of the M/V £ £ £ £ .
The discussion should include what, if any, training he would
now give to crewmembers, and how he would assess or
otherwise determine the professional performance of the crew
to avoid placing another vessel into similar circumstances that
contributed to the sinking of the M/ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ .
The discussion should be submitted not later than 30 days
from the date of this letter. Sincerely, E.J. Fink

The U.S. Coast Guard is amending its
regulations governing marine casualty
reporting requirements by adding "significant harm to the environment" as a
reportable marine casualty.
The new regulations will also require certain foreign flag vessels to
report marine casualties that occur in
waters subject to U.S. jurisdiction, but
beyond U.S. navigable waters, when
those casualties involve material damage affecting the seaworthiness or efficiency of the vessel, or significant harm

BETTER SCHOOLS COULD HELP(4)
By Joel Milton
[Source: WorkBoat Magazine, December 2005. Joel Milton
works on towing vessels. He can be reached at joelmilton
@yahoo.corn]
Hawsepipers aren’t perfect. As a recent letter in the Mail
Bag said, there are plenty of paper captains out there who
don’t care enough about their jobs. They don’t bother to learn
any more than what’s needed to pass the license exam, much
of which is usually forgotten.(1)
This is largely a cultural problem. It stems partly from the
widespread suspicion by many mariners of formal or advanced
education in an industry where it has never been valued much.(2)
It also has roots in the general and pervasive intellectual
laziness that afflicts much of modern, blue-collar America,
which is where most mariners come from.
Too many people find nothing wrong with leaving gaps in
their professional and technical knowledge, with taking shortcuts,
and with valuing a license as an object rather than as tangible
proof of professional achievement and skill. It’s sad that many
will only learn what they are forced to (and) nothing more.
Is this the fault of license preparation schools, the so-called
license mills? Generally, they contribute little or nothing to
the development of critical thinking skills and true
understanding of subjects. But, it should be noted that the
licensing schools exist simply to teach students how to pass
the Coast Guard’s multiple-choice exams – that’s it.(3) For the
most part, anyone who attends these schools and expects more
than that is being unrealistic. Second, most of the “students”
seem quite happy with the arrangement. If there’s widespread
of 1973. This report had a direct and pronounced effect on lowerlevel licensing regulations for the next decade.

January/February 2006

to the environment. These changes are
required by the Oil. Pollution Act of
1990. This final rule becomes effective
on January 17, 2006.
[GCMA Comment: The regulatory
wheels turn slowly – in this case 16
years to crank out this new regulation. Let’s hope it won’t take 16
years for the Coast Guard to draft
inspection regulations for towing vessels or clean up the drinking water
on workboats of all types.]

disgust and frustration with the status quo, then it’s a well-kept
secret. The schools are simply meeting the needs created by
the system.(1)
Mariners are not innocent and share some responsibility
for this.(5) If enough mariners demanded more from license
prep schools and were willing to pay for it, the schools would
likely respond to consumer demand. Those that didn’t
wouldn’t last very long. Of course, that would also mean that
mariners would have to demand more of themselves.
I won’t hold my breath waiting for it to happen.
GCMA Comments to Captain Milton’s Article
(1)

Until 1995, the Coast Guard and marine employers did not
expect much more of “lower-level” mariners than they
demonstrated by the act of passing a written exam. When you
ask nothing, you receive nothing! Things changed for
mariners serving on vessels on international voyages after the
Coast Guard pushed the STCW “tacit approval” process past
the United States Senate and, thereby, bypassed the
requirement that the Senate ratify treaty provisions.
Mariners who serve on Rivers and other inland waters now
finding that the bar is slowly being raised on them as new
STCW-based regulations are applied to inland waters.
(2)

It is not so much that formal education is not “valued” rather
the fact is that many mariners for a great variety of reasons were
unable to attain the equivalent of a high-school education. The
low “educational attainment” level in south Louisiana, for
example, was so significant that it had to be brought to the
attention of the Commandant by USCG Captain C.T. Newman
following a year of formal investigation in The Newman Report
(3)

That certainly was true until at least 1995 and, for lower-
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level licenses, probably considerably beyond that date. However,
with the proliferation of Coast Guard-approved courses, the costs
of training increased substantially – often far beyond the ability of
many lower-level mariners’ ability to pay to attend them.
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the Coast Guard’s failure to adequately fund course visitations
by qualified evaluators is a glaring shortcoming that the
National Maritime Center recognizes.
(5)

The Coast Guard “approves” courses and not schools. The
quality of the courses for lower-level mariners has improved
greatly as a result of the formal approval process. However,

You share the responsibility if you do not at least attempt to
read GCMA Research Reports posted on our website. They
are free and, available, and informative. We prepared each
report specifically for lower-level mariners.

WORDS OF WISDOM FOR OUR MARINERS

BIG DOGS: “If you run with the big dogs, you’re going to
get stuff on your shoes.”

GOLDEN RULE: “The ones who have the Gold make the
rules. The rest of us just kiss brass.”

USCG-REC: “Why do they call them “Civil Servants” when
they’re usually neither?”

(4)

PARTING LINE KILLED RIVER DECKHAND
On 5 December 2003, the 127.7 ft. American-flag towing
vessel MARY SCHEEL was pushing ahead twenty-two barges
in the Mississippi River above Head of Passes. Joseph Vito,
Jr., a crewmember, was assisting with tying up tows during a
mooring operation on deck when he was struck and nearly
severed in two by a mooring line that parted due to heavy
strain. Witnesses reported that Vito was thrown overboard
where he landed between two barges and was crushed. Vito
died on scene.”
“A Jefferson Parish Coroner’s report ruled the death as an
accident and stated the cause of death to be multiple blunt
force injuries.”
Although the accident occurred on December 5, 2003 and
GCMA requested the report of the “investigation” shortly
thereafter, the report was released to us only on January 3,
2006 – two years after the accident.
Witness Statements
One witness account follows:
“I was Pilot on the HAROLD DODD. We were swapping
tows with the MARY SCHEEL. I was in the wheelhouse of
the DODD. The tows had already touched up and we were in
the process of catching a line. The SCHEEL started falling
down river and the line parted. At that point I saw something
go in the river. I passed this on to my mate and they found a
man was missing.”
Another witness account follows:
“I was the Pilot on the MARY SCHEEL 12/5/03. We were
swapping tows with the HAROLD DODD. We had touched up.
The HAROLD DODD’s Captain told me over the radio that he
thought the line had hit the deckhand on the barge and that he
may be in the river. I did not see what had happened.”
GCMA Comments
We are shocked at the small amount of information that

this Coast Guard accident report presents. Although it appears
that two towboats were involved, we received only one CG2692 accident report. The accident apparently occurred at
0510 during hours of darkness. The length of the tow appears
as 1538 feet that indicates a tow length of seven barges. The
Coast Guard narrative speaks of the accident site as being
“Above Head of Passes” although the CG-2692 specifies 133
miles above head of passes. While the Coast Guard classifies
this as a “Significant Marine Casualty” and a “Serious Marine
Incident” these impressive terms are not reflected in the
cursory “Data Collection” level of investigation employed
here.
In short: Being a deckhand on a towing vessel is a very
dangerous occupation as the Coast Guard knows and GCMA
reveals in GCMA Report #R-351, How Safe Is The Towing
Industry? You should “read and heed” this report that is not
widely circulated within the towing industry.
Dangers of recoiling lines
[Source: Professional Mariner, Dec. 2005/Jan. 2006.
Emphasis is ours.]
Walter Paul, senior engineer at the Woods Hole
Oceanographic Institution, wrote to clarify a point made in a
Correspondence article that appeared in PM#88 concerning
the use of mooring lines to slow or stop vessels:
Brian Boyce warns rightly to avoid the potentially lethal
practice of using mooring lines to slow down and stop a
vessel. Boyce stated, “one great advantage of low-stretch
lines is that they don’t snap back when they part.” This is not
so. All lines, including wire rope, snap back when they fail.
The snapback occurs instantly; the ropes recoil in violent
oscillating motions away from the break point.
Initial calculated recoil speeds in miles per hour: wire
rope, 100 (mph) plus; ropes from high-performance fibers
(Spectra, Kevlar, Dyneema, Vectran, etc.) 340 to 450 (mph);
polyester ropes up to 580 (mph); polypropylene ropes up to
700 (mph); and nylon ropes, 480-900 (mph).
There is no ducking when any rope fails. (Think about
this statement very carefully – Ed.)
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Directors Not Heroes

“PLANTATION MENTALITY”
CHARACTERIZES TREATMENT OF
LOWER-LEVEL MARINERS
In pre-Civil War days, the plantation owner was the king
of all he surveyed including his land and the slaves that
worked the land. There were some “good” plantation owners,
and there were some “bad” plantation owners, and always the
slaves who recognized the differences between the good and
the bad. Freedom was the elusive quantity.
America has changed in the last 140 years, but the “plantation
mentality” survives today. It continues to impact the lives of
most “lower-level” mariners. There are some “good” boat
owners and some “bad” boat owners. We will show you why
“freedom” is elusive and illusory for our mariners.
A Few Good Men
GCMA seeks to represent mariners who are, or seek to be,
professionals in the maritime industry. We look for supporters
in the ranks of those who…
• instinctively tell the truth;
• intend to abide by existing laws and regulations;
• are willing to work to change and improve laws and
regulations where necessary, (Yes, it can be done!)
• are willing to learn anything they need to know to perform
their jobs creditably;
• are not blinded by an inflated ego;
• respect family values;
• are willing to do a day’s work for a day’s pay,
• are willing to exercise leadership when called for.
We believe these are all “good” qualities and are goals
worthy of attaining even if you are slowly working your way
along your career path. Since most of us are flawed in some
respect, it is fair to say that if you are a candidate for
sainthood, you are probably overqualified for GCMA
membership.
GCMA, as an organization, has learned a great deal over
the past six years. We believe we learned a great deal from
predecessor organizations like AIM, Pilots Agree, and OMU
and because we were willing to learn from some of the best
leaders from the ranks of labor in the marine industry.
Toward Unity and a
Culture of Safety and Responsibility
GCMA aims to instill a culture of safety and responsibility
within the ranks of “lower-level” mariners throughout the
marine industry, not only on the Western Rivers, the
Intracoastal Waterway, the Gulf of Mexico but throughout the
United States. “Lower-level” is unfortunate Coast Guard
licensing terminology that refers to service on all vessels of
less than 1,600 gross register tons. We believe that all lowerlevel mariners, wherever they work, have a great deal in
common. We will do our best to unite them. We may even
have to change the name of Gulf Coast Mariners to a name
that reflects a truly national perspective of uniting “lowerlevel” mariners.

We ask members of our Board of Directors to serve as
examples to our mariners by their willingness to serve other
mariners. We do not ask them to be heroes or to sacrifice their
jobs, their family’s financial security, or their career to support
our Association’s goals. We do ask that our Directors act as
professionals as they work to the best of their ability to
improve safety and accountability in the workplace. GCMA is
not a union. We have no standing and do not have the staff
necessary to bargain collectively on behalf of our mariners
with any employer. We cannot promise our mariners that we
can deliver a higher salary. However, we are committed to do
whatever it takes to obtain safer working conditions for all
lower-level mariners.
While most upper-level mariners participate in unions that
actively work for both better wages and working conditions,
our Association is limited in its goals, which, nevertheless are
worthy of your support – and are a bargain at $36.00 per year!
Help to share the burden and be part of the solution and not
part of the problem. In this life, there is no truly “free lunch.”
Captain Larry P. Gwin
Member, GCMA Board of Directors
Captain Larry P.
Gwin of Golconda,
Illinois, is a member
of GCMA’s Board
of Directors. Larry
is an experienced
riverboat Captain
with 35 years
experience on every
size towboat from
dredge tender to
massive 200-foot,
10500-horsepower linehaul towboats.
Captain Larry Gwin also has developed an enviable safety
record in his employment over his many years of service with
a number of companies. He is also a pillar of the community
and serves as a Captain in his local fire department in Pope
County, Illinois. As such, he has amassed considerable
training in firefighting, fire equipment maintenance, search
and rescue, first aid, CPR, safe handling of hazardous
materials as well as other similar topics that compliment his
job on the river.
In April 2004, Larry, while an employee of Western
Kentucky Navigation Co. (WKN) of Paducah, KY, traveled at
his own expense to represent the Gulf Coast Mariners
Association before the Towing Safety Advisory Committee, a
Federal advisory committee appointed by the Secretary of
Homeland Security.
The topic of Captain Gwin’s prepared presentation before
TSAC at Coast Guard Headquarters was “Oversized and
Overloaded Tows.” His prepared remarks are contained in
their entirety in GCMA Report #R-340, Revision 8, posted
under GCMA Research Reports on our internet website.
At TSAC, Larry told an important part of the story of how
these tows present safety problems for every mariner using the
Lower Mississippi River. There are other parts to the story
that we collected and developed in GCMA Report #R-340.
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Larry also was one of the major contributor to GCMA
Report #R-395, Rev.1, Safe Potable Water and Food Service
On Workboats; An Appeal To Congress. Congress recently
directed the Coast Guard to prepare “rulemaking” in this longneglected area.
When Larry returned to work and stated that he planned to
return to the next TSAC meeting in the Fall, his employer
suggested that such a move would be unwise and that he could
“…read between the lines” – that he assumed was a direct
threat to his future employment.
This is an example of “Plantation Mentality” where your
employer (like the old plantation owner) thinks he can control
your every move and every word, even when you are off duty,
off the boat, and on your own time. There is considerable
support to this naked exercise of power and control by a
company over its employees. In many states where employees
do not work under a union contract that contains provisions
for resolving grievances, as a worker you are an “employee-atwill” who can be terminated for (almost) any reason
whatsoever including no reason at all. Lawyers will probably
tell you that you have limited if any recourse. That means
goodbye paycheck, goodbye health insurance, goodbye to
your family’s sense of financial security.
In discussions with Larry, GCMA decided that it would
serve no useful purpose if he attended the Fall 2004 TSAC
meeting and lost his job as a result. Although we valued his
support, we advised him not to attend. To say the least, he
was NOT a happy camper – but did not push the issue.
However, GCMA did notify the Coast Guard of the economic
pressure that WKN placed upon him. Nevertheless, as
Admiral Roy Casto advised GCMA several years ago in a
meeting in his office when he was Eighth District Commander
in New Orleans, the Coast Guard traditionally steers clear of
“labor disputes.”
Fast-forward to January 2006. On his off-duty time,
Captain Gwin, was asked to serve as an expert witness on his
time off by a well-known Michigan law firm representing a
mariner injured on the job. The injured mariner did NOT
work for Larry’s employer Western Kentucky Navigation Co.
but, rather, worked for a barge line with no apparent
connection to WKN. Nevertheless, following his deposition
held in Paducah, Kentucky, WKN promptly terminated
Captain Gwin.
As an “employee-at-will” we suppose that WKN expected
Larry to “grin and bear” his punishment for” trying to do the
right thing.” Larry is a good Captain and not the sort of
person that rants, raves, and has tantrums and hissy-fits. Yet,
Larry does not intend to swallow his pride and beg WKN for
his job back – and his attorneys apparently agree.
The qualities and experience Captain Larry Gwin is
capable of bringing to his workplace in command of a river
towboat brought forth several immediate and unsolicited job
offers.
We can only hope that the current tight job market finally
may end or at least curtail the industry’s self-destructive and
ill-advised arrogance, stupidity and its pervasive “Plantation
Mentality.” Tying some boats to the dock might even
discourage the practice of “Blacklisting” recalcitrant mariners
where a black mark by a single vindictive employer can end a
mariner’s career on the river or at sea.
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GCMA witnessed many other examples where operating
companies like Western Kentucky Navigation Co. just don’t
get it!
We believe you will read much more of Captain Larry
Gwin in future editions to this Newsletter.
The GCMA Brownlist
Industry’s Hall of Shame
When one of our mariners is mistreated, we take the matter
very seriously. Because we are an Association of working
mariners and because we have limited ability to respond to any to
any of these companies’ acts of repression, we make a point of
tracking and publicizing incidents like this.
We believe that Captain Gwin’s employer, Western Kentucky
Navigation Company of Paducah, KY, mistreated Captain Larry
Gwin.
The U.S. Constitution guarantees the freedom of association to
every citizen of the United States of America. Belonging to
GCMA and expressing your opinion in public view are protected
rights ; we will do our utmost to see they remain protected.
When our mariners look for a new job, we want them to obtain
jobs with employers who respect them, value their experience, and
will treat them fairly. We assign companies, whose names appear
in our records as having mistreated one or more of our mariners, to
our “Brownlist.” It is our corporate “Hall of Shame” and is on
public display for all mariners to see.
Mariners must make their own decisions when they select an
employer to work for. There are “good” employers we want to
recognize, and there are “bad” employers. It is up to each mariner
to chose between them. As a service to mariners , we inform you
of specific incidents that lead us to “Brownlist” a company. You
can decide whether you want to learn the same lessons other
mariners learned the hard way by working for a “Brownlisted”
company. We use the term “brownlist” to distinguish it from a
“blacklist” which has its dark roots in the History of the labor
movement in this country. This list represents our opinion.
Brownlisted Companies:
• Abdon Callais Offshore.
• American River Transportation Co.
• American Commercial Barge Lines
• Coastal Towing, LLC & TLC Marine Svc.
• Delta Towing.
• ENSCO.
• Frazier Towing
• Global Industries Offshore
• Gulf Pride Marine Service, Inc.
• Guidry Brothers/Harvey Gulf Marine
• L&M Botruc Rentals
• Maryland Marine
• Stapp Towing
• Tidewater Marine
• Trico
• Τorch, Inc
• Western Kentucky Navigation Co.
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DOES SAFETY COME FIRST?
[Source: WorkBoat, July 2002]

OWNER CONVICTED FOR
OIL RECORD BOOK VIOLATIONS

I have never been a fan of unions. Having said that
let me tell you a story.
I am a 1,600-ton master in charge of a 220’ OSV
with DP (dynamic positioning). During foul weather last
October in the Gulf, we were offshore about 100 miles
southwest of Port Fourchon, La., in standby mode for a
rig. Seas were 15’ and winds were 30-knots plus. The
weather was supposed to deteriorate further.
After about three hours, I called the company man to let
him now that the seas and the winds were still bad. I asked
him if he would like me to go to the dock to replenish my
water and fuel, load up with other supplies, and bring them
out when it looked like it would die down.
Once at the dock, the Dispatcher told me he was
going to load the boat and send us right back out. I told
him that the weather was bad and getting worse and that
my crew was beat-up and tired. He didn’t seem to care.
After loading, were told to head out to the rig so I gave
it a try coming through swells were a good 6’-8’ at the sea
buoy. The deck cargo, which included riser couplings and
grocery boxes, broke loose. The pipe was loose on the back
deck and tore everything up in its path. I called the
dispatcher and let him know that I was turning around
because the cargo broke loose.
I brought the boat back to the dock, and the
dispatcher said that we would re-chain (the cargo) and
send us back out. I told him it wasn’t safe and we
wouldn’t be able to do anything once we got out there
for at least three days due to the weather. I would stand
by on a buoy until it was safer. He said, “it’s your call.”
I called my office to inform them of the situation. The
marine superintendent hit the roof and called me all kinds of
names and even accused me of putting the vessel in harm’s
way by driving erratically which made the deck cargo break
free. He also stated that if he heard that we were getting run
off the job, then I would be fired.
I think what it comes down to is the almighty dollar.
The company can preach about safety and fatigue, but if
you make a decision that might jeopardize the
company’s chance to make a buck, then all bets are off.
Maybe its time we had someone on our side that will
stand up for decisions.
They hire you and trust you to run $5-million-dollar
vessel, but don’t trust you to make a call on safety when it
counts. s/Name Withheld Upon Request, Pensacola, Fla.

The U.S. Attorney for the Southern District of New York
said that the owner and the operator of the M/T FAIR
VOYAGER were convicted, following their guilty pleas, of
six criminal counts.
The defendants pleaded guilty to one count of conspiracy,
one count of violating the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships,
two counts of making false statements to federal authorities,
and one count of obstruction of justice – all related to dumping
of waste oil and sludge on the high seas and making fraudulent
entries in the ship’s oil record book.
The defendant’s also pleaded guilty to one count of falsely
reporting to the Coast Guard that the ship had been tested for
the presence of explosive gasoline vapors prior to the ship’s
entry into port.
The judge sentenced the corporate defendants to pay a fine
of $1,050,000 and to donate $450,000 to the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation. The judge also imposed a four-year term
of probation, during which time the defendants will be
required to implement an environmental management system
and compliance program under the supervision of a courtappointed monitor.

GCMA Comment: Dear Name Withheld, Which
action might have protected you and your crew more
effectively – calling a union representative to stand
up for rights you negotiated and secured in your
company’s contract or writing a letter to the editor
eight months later?

GCMA Comment: If your vessel carries an Oil Record
Book and/or Oily-Water Separating Equipment, we urge
you to read GCMA Report #R-425, Bilge Water
Processing Equipment: Comments to the Docket.

NEW USCG LICENSING PROCEDURES
[Source: Marine Safety Unit, Toledo letter of January 13,
2006 (edited) based upon Interim Rule, 71 FR 2154-2167.
Jan.
13,
2006,
Docket
#USCG-2004-17455,
at
http://dms.dot.gov.]
The procedures for processing U.S. Merchant Marine
Credentials have been modified to incorporate increased
security requirements. These modifications affect all License
and Merchant Mariner’s Document (MMD) transactions,
including original (i.e., first issue), duplicate, raise-of-grade
and renewals. If you are applying only for an endorsement to
your license (i.e., radar) and/or for an STCW Certificate only,
these new requirements may not apply.
The following changes have been implemented for all
License and MMD transactions:
1. You must appear in person at one of the 17 Regional
Examination Centers (RECs) at least once during your
License and/or MMD transaction. This means that
mariners may no longer renew or replace a License and/or
MMD entirely by mail. We are electronically submitting
fingerprints to the FBI and must receive the results of your
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background search before the credentials will be issued to
you. Therefore, it is suggested you do the fingerprints
early in your transaction to avoid delays in the issuance of
your credentials.
2. When you appear at the REC, you must present at least
two original forms of identification, which should include
proof of citizenship, such as a valid passport or birth
certificate, and a picture ID issued by a federal, state or
local government (e.g., military ID or driver’s license). If
your name is different than your proof of citizenship, you
will be required to submit original or certified copies of
documents proving your name change (e.g., marriage
certificate, adoption papers, or court papers).
3. Non-U.S. citizens must also present evidence of lawful
admittance to the United States (U.S.) for permanent
residence and proof of nationality from their home
country. U.S. Permanent Resident Cards are acceptable
evidence of admittance to the U.S. Passports from your
home country may provide proof of nationality.
4. A member of the REC staff must fingerprint you, even if
you’ve submitted fingerprints for previous transactions.
5. You must surrender your previously issued MMD before
we will issue your new MMD; however, you will not need
to surrender your license.
6. Only Applicants for Original credentials must present an
original U.S. Social Security Card (or letter from the U.S.
Social Security Administration that includes your social
security number when you apply for a replacement card)
and have an oath administered before a Coast Guard
official at the REC.
Our office hours for fingerprinting and ID verification are
(call your nearest REC) and an appointment is strongly
recommended.
We understand that these procedures may inconvenience you.
However, we are committed to providing you the highest level of
customer service commensurate with the security needs of the
United States. If you have any questions regarding this matter,
please call any member of the REC staff.
Other Information Gleaned From This Rulemaking
• The rule is effective immediately – with no further notice
and is similar to the rule imposed for all new Z-cards two
years ago. The Coast Guard justifies its immediate
implementation under the “good cause” exception of the
Administrative Procedures Act at 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(8) –
whether you understand it or like it. (Page 2157, Col. 1).
• The purpose of the rule is to strengthen the security of the
licensing process by requiring all mariners to appear in
person at a REC.
• Transportation Worker Identification Cards is yet another
program that currently under development. In other
words, this will not be the last change you will see!
• Although you can still initiate an application by mail (and,
maybe some day over the internet) you can no longer
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conduct the entire licensing process by mail. At some
point you must travel to the REC to be identified and
fingerprinted.
• All fingerprints must be taken by an REC employee. Your
local police department, FBI office etc. can no longer save
you from a trip to the big city.
• Criminal record reviews are required each time you apply
for a license, an upgrade, or a renewal!
• You will be fingerprinted each time you apply for an
original, renewal or upgrade!
• This rule will create one consistent policy at all RECs.
• This program will cost the “average” applicant $387
counting your time, travel, hotel expenses etc.
• Each applicant’s time is estimated to be worth $37 per
hour, driving mileage is calculated at 37½ cents per mile,
airfare at $250 per round trip, taxi from the airport to the
REC and back at $50, incidentals and meals at $53 per
day, and lodging at $137 per night. Regardless of these
figures, whatever it costs, you must pay it!
• The annual cost of the changes in regulations from
program is about $16,000,000.
• The Coast Guard will not retaliate against small entities
that question or complain about this rule. They are
prepared for you to bitch away to your heart’s content!
• This new rule will affect about 200,000 mariners and
reflects a total of 329,356 “burden-hours” – a figure
calculated for the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB).
• There is a new definition for the word “Conviction” at 46
CFR §10.103. Conviction of more than one offense at a
single trial will be considered to be multiple convictions.
If you plead guilty or no contest, are granted deferred
adjudication, are required by court to attend classes,
contribute time or money, receive treatment, submit to any
manner of treatment, or forgo appeal of a trial court’s
conviction, then you have received a conviction. A later
expunged conviction will not negate the conviction unless
it is proved to the Coast Guard that the expungement is
based on a showing that the court’s earlier conviction was
in error.
• After May 11,2008 driver’s licenses from certain states
whose licensing laws do not follow the REAL ID Act of
2005 may not contain identification that satisfies the Coast
Guard.
• A merchant mariner document issued before Feb. 3, 2003
may not be accepted as identification even though it has
your picture on it!
• If you appeal an REC’s ruling, you cannot be examined by
the REC until your appeal is approved.
• You may submit written comments before April 13, 2006.
For further information contact Mr. Stewart Walker,
Project Manager, National Maritime Center at (202) 4931022.

WHY APPRENTICES CANNOT OPERATE TOWING
VESSELS WITHOUT SUPERVISION:
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[Source: USCG Misle Activity #2160664; Misle Case
#193340. GCMA File #M-487 (Mnl36.23x).]
An “apprentice” is a person who is learning the trade – in
this case how to pilot, steer, and maneuver a towing vessel and
its tow. The towing industry now has apprentices and an
apprenticeship program.
According to rules in effect for the past five years,
apprenticeship in the pilothouse begins after serving a
minimum of a year and a half on deck. To become an
apprentice mate/steersman and obtain your “learner’s permit”
(not an officers license) you must first pass a written Coast
Guard examination on subjects that test your “book
knowledge” before you step into the pilothouse to learn the
practical steps of becoming a competent “watch officer.”
Some boat companies and some mariners believe they can
take short cuts. They do so at their own risk, however. This is
a true story of what can happen to an apprentice – and it can
happen in a heartbeat!
The Anatomy of an Accident
The 800 horsepower towboat SAN TOMAS owned by
Buffalo Marine Service of Houston, Texas, was called to
bunker the 30,058-ton, 528-foot Danish tank ship TORM
MARY. The tank ship lay at anchor in the peaceful waters of
the Neches River in the vicinity of Beaumont, Texas on the
morning of August 2, 2004 – in fact, the very early morning.
The small towboat pushing a 297.5-foot tank barge with a
load of #6 fuel oil as cargo approached the TORM MARY.
As the single-barge tow approached the tanker at an angle, it
failed to make a turn, and collided with the anchored ship at
approximately 0020. The collision punched a hole through the
plating in the ship’s #2 starboard fuel oil tank and on into the
engineroom – fortunately well above the ship’s waterline.
27,000 gallons of #6 fuel oil poured into the Neches River
with additional quantities into the ship’s engineroom.
Luckily, there was no fire for, had there been, twenty-six lives
on both vessels would have been at serious risk.
The First Reports
The first report received at 0020 led the Port Arthur
Marine Safety Office to believe that the TORM MARY had
collided with a bunker barge – contrary to what actually
happened.
According to the reports about an hour and 20 minutes
after the spill, the accident resulted in only a small oil spill
estimated at only three barrels. But, when the Coast Guard
patrol boat reached the scene they discovered a much larger
spill and the Engineer on the tank ship frantically transferring
oil from one tank to another.
The Master of the TORM MARY sounded her damaged
fuel tank and reported a spill estimated to be 27,000 gallons.
A small spill suddenly loomed as a large spill. In Coast Guard
terminology, this was categorized as a “Significant Marine
Casualty” and a “Serious Marine Incident.” To give you an
idea of how serious and significant it was to become, the cost
of pollution cleanup was estimated at $8,000,000 and the cost
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to repair the two-year old tank ship and the dented barge was
estimated at $498,927. The fuel from the tank not only poured
overboard, it also entered the bilge of the tank ship’s
engineroom.
The Investigation
The investigation disclosed these facts taken from various
pages of the hundred-plus pages we obtained under the
Freedom of information act at a cost of $76.02.
• There was nothing wrong with the tug’s steering or
propulsion – just with the clumsy maneuver.
• Weather conditions did not play a role in the accident.
• There was no significant current in the river.
• The initial three-barrel spill report was wrong. Several
hours were wasted before the Coast Guard learned of the
true extent of the accident based upon a later report from
the tank ship. Responding to a 27,000 gallon spill must be
much more comprehensive than for a three-barrel (126gallon) spill. A rapid response is critical to effective any
clean-up efforts.
• Fenders in the form of old automobile tires protected much
of the barge except for the port bow that punched through
the half-inch shell plating on the tanker’s single skin fuel
tank. A properly placed fender might have prevented the
incident, but no crewmember was put in place to hold the
fender. The Coast Guard recommended: “Require all
companies to have a deckhand with a fender onboard the
barge as a standby for additional fendering.” Would you
volunteer to stand and hold the fender for this
inexperienced barge jockey?
• The person on watch claims his speed was no more than ½
knot – a fact disputed by personnel on the tank ship as well
as by the investigator.
The Watch Officer was not Properly Licensed
The man alone in the pilothouse on August 2nd had a 100ton Master’s license that he had obtained the previous
February – six months earlier. However, he did not have a
“towing endorsement” and, therefore was not properly
licensed as a “Master of Towing Vessels. The vessel did have
a licensed Master who was relieved twenty minutes earlier and
was taking a shower at the conclusion of his watch. For him,
this must have been a nasty shock. Yet, as Master, it was his
obligation to check to see that each crewmember is properly
documented. Did he do this?
The report further noted that, “No one was assigned as a
forward lookout on the Buffalo 405 (barge) to help with the
approach or aid with allision avoidance.” One crewman
commented: “I was in the galley finishing paperwork when the
Captain call(ed) and said we was there. I got the radio and
was starting to the head of the tow when we hit the ship.” Just
a little late…
The man in the pilothouse complained that the night was
dark and the lights on the tank ship were very bright.
However, Mr. ¢ ¢ did not request the lights on the TORM
MARY (be) turned down or off so he could see the distance of
the barge to the TORM MARY. His angle of approach was
too great; he himself felt his approach was too shallow. Yet
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he did not back off to make another approach. He did not
send a lookout to the bow to help with judging distance.
Misjudging the distance lead to the late turn and then the
collision.”
Since all of the oil spilled from the tank ship, the T/S
TORM MARY accepted the responsibility for spill cleanup.
Over 9,000 feet of boom was deployed and five skimmers
worked to remove pooled oil. Four members of the Coast
Guard’s Gulf Strike Team were brought to assist with cost
documentation, site safety, and shoreline cleanup assessment.
The work within the tank ship to transfer oil from tank to
tank after the accident and the fact that the “hit” was several
feet above the waterline prevented a potential spill of 27,000
barrels from going overboard. Only 27,000 gallons spilled.
Licensing Issues
Apparently Buffalo Marine provided the Coast Guard with
a letter requesting the Houston Regional Exam Center to test
the man involved in the accident for Master of Towing
Vessels because he had 180 twelve-hour days training and
duty in the wheelhouse under the supervision of a licensed
operator. However, according to the logs the Coast Guard
received, only 19 of those days could be documented with
wheelhouse logs.
The letter also attested to a total of 409 days service as a
Tankerman, Person-in-Charge (PIC), Barge, Dangerous
Liquids (DL). While tankerman duties certainly are an
important part of the work performed on this vessel’s tow,
operating a pump is not the same as piloting a tow. Only in a
Hollywood film does the stewardess successfully fly and land
a commercial air liner. In the same vein, having an apprentice
mate/steersman perform deck work and learn to pilot the boat
on his time off really misses the point of these new regulations
that require pilothouse training. In any event, Buffalo
Marine’s letter to the REC did NOT succeed in obtaining this
person a Master’s or even a Pilot’s license. The company
certainly should have known about this and should have
carefully examined the wording on his license.
On February 17, 2004 the Coast Guard issued him a 100ton Master license that contained NO authority to operate a
towing vessel. Along with the license, he was given an
approval letter to test for Apprentice Mate (Steersman) of
towing vessels that stated: “You do not qualify for Master
Towing under 46 CFR §10.464.” There is no indication in the
report that he ever took the test for an Apprentice
Mate/Steersman.
In the Causal Analysis portion of the USCG report the
words “Lack of Experience” stand out quite clearly. “Mr.
¢ ¢ was inexperienced and did not hold the proper license for
the vessel he was operating at the time of the incident.”
“Recommendations”
The Coast Guard investigator cited Buffalo Marine for
violating 46 U.S. Code §8904(a) that states: “A towing vessel
…shall be operated by an individual licensed by the Secretary
to operate that type of vessel in the particular geographic area
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under prescribed regulations.” The watch officer was charged
with violation of 46 CFR §5.33, Violation of Law and
Regulation with a recommendation of six months suspension.
The recommended civil penalty for Buffalo Marine was the
maximum penalty of $27,500. The tank ship TORM MARY,
the innocent victim whose oil polluted the Neches River was
charged with violating 33 U.S. Code §1321(b)(3), “Damage to
the environment.” The Coast Guard commented on this point
regarding the tank ship: “Fuel tanks for deep draft vessels
should be double walled to prevent the detrimental outcome of
these sorts of accidents.”
We have no idea whether the Coast Guard sent the licensed
mariner before an Administrative Law Judge or offered him a
“settlement agreement.” The Company can always appeal a
Civil Penalty, a fact that often causes the Coast Guard to cringe
and reduce the penalty amount in the face of an assault by
company attorneys. A working mariner is an easier target than
an employer because most mariners do not protect themselves
with license defense insurance and can’t afford to fight back
even if they do have a leg to stand on.
In 2001, the towing industry through its participation in
TSAC worked with the Coast Guard to devise the Apprentice
Mate/Steersman program that has gradually has gone into effect
from May 21, 2001 through May 21, 2006. However, in the last
year, it became clear that the industry did not train enough new
Pilots. Instead, they milked the “old system” with its direct
route to Master and Mate/Pilot licenses without any practical
wheelhouse training. Now, they want to reduce training time so
that inadequately-trained personnel will continue to find their
way into the pilothouse. We disagree!
Some companies place little value on training. They only
want warm bodies to do the “grunt” work. This $8,000,000
“accident” should focus the attention of both the Coast Guard
and Congress on safety and serve as a good lesson for all of us.
This company knew or certainly should have known that the
licensed officer they put in charge of this oil tow was not
properly licensed. Imagine what excuses they had to present to
the ship owner, their “customer,” and their insurance carrier. If
they can’t talk their way out of a $27,500 fine, they might just
have to pay it, too. But, compared to the $8,000,000 cleanup,
repairing the customer’s ship, damage to three miles of the
Neches River and its valuable wetlands, delaying at least 5
outbound and 3 inbound deep-draft vessels and 12 river tows,
that $27,500 is only chump change. We hope that the “high
local media interest” in the event as well as the company’s
previous high-profile oil spill accidents may be enough to
convince towing companies take their training, manning, and
licensing problems more seriously.
This accident must concern working mariners as well as
USCG regulators since Buffalo Marine is a member of the
American Waterways Operators and, thereby agrees to follow
the AWO Responsible Carrier Program.
The actions
presented in this USCG “Informal Investigation” clearly are
NOT the actions of a “responsible carrier.” They bring
discredit on other companies who work in good faith to give
the words “responsible carrier” a meaning of special trust that
mariners and the general public can count on in a safety
management system.
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Lafourche Merchant Marine
Training Services, Inc.
124 North Van Avenue
Houma, LA 70363-5895
Phone: (985) 879-3866
24 Hr. Fax: (985) 879-3911
E-Mail: namenet@triparish.net

INFORMATION CENTRAL

We Publish License Study Books
•Master, Mate & Operator ( up to 1600 Tons)
•Able Seaman & Lifeboatman
•Workboat Engineer
•Tankerman
•Towing Vessel Officer’s Guide
•QMED General, Oiler, Electricity, Boiler & Machine Shop
•Marine Safety Markings and Signs

Offers you the courses you need!

License upgrades, radar and celestial endorsements
help you stay at the top of your career!
Let Lafourche Merchant Marine meet your training needs. Here’s a
sample of our Courses:
•500/1600 Gross Ton Master or Mate prep class
•100/200 Gross Ton Master/USCG-approved (testing done on site)
•Upgrade 100 Gross Ton Master to 200 Gross Ton Master/USCGapproved (testing done on site)
•Radar Observer/Radar renewal /USCG-STCW approved (testing done
on site)
•Able Bodied Seaman/USCG-approved (testing done on site)
•Celestial Navigation 200/500/1600/STCW Gross Ton/USCGapproved (testing done on site)
•Basic Safety Training/STCW-approved/USCG-approved (testing done
on site)
Ù The following modules are available: Elementary First Aid and
CPR, Personnel Safety and Social Responsibility.
•Visual Communications (Flashing Light)/ STCW-approved/USCGapproved (testing done on site)
•Shipboard Coordinator (Fishing Industry)/USCG-approved (testing done
on site)
•American Red Cross First Aid and CPR/USCG-approved
•Master of Towing Vessels/USCG-approved (testing done on site)
Assistance with U.S. Coast Guard paperwork $75.00 per consultation.
This service is only $30.00 for those enrolled in LMMTS courses.

CALL US AND ENROLL NOW.
LAFOURCHE MERCHANT MARINE TRAINING SERVICES, INC.
4290 Hwy 1
GCMA members get a 10%
Raceland, LA 70394
discount on courses under $500 &
PHONE: (985) 537-1222
20% discount on courses $500+
FAX: (985) 537-1225

GCMA Members are always welcome.
Get a 20% discount
Just Show us your membership card.

GULF COAST MARINERS ASSOCIATION
P. O. BOX 3589
HOUMA, LA 70361-3589
PHONE: 985-879-3866
Email: info@gulfcoastmariners.org
Website: www.gulfcoastmariners.org

The Voice for Mariners

ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED
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