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ARTCO-SIX CASE GOES TO
TRIAL FEBRUARY 27, 2006
[Source: The Dysart Law Firm, 701
Olive Street, Suite 2250, St. Louis, MO
63101. Contact: Attorneys Christopher
W. Dysart or Mark P. Meuser. (314)
421-2273.]
Mississippi Pilots’ Trial Starts Regarding Their Allegations That They
Were Fired For Refusing To Push
Unsafe Barges
On February 27, 2006, six former
towboat Pilots and Captains for American River Transportation Company
(“ARTCO”) will go to trial in federal
court in the Southern District of Illinois,
East St. Louis, Illinois, alleging they
were improperly fired in 2003 for refusing to pilot vessels pushing oversized
barge configurations on the inland waterways of the United States, including
the Mississippi River.
The Complaint, alleges ARTCO, a
subsidiary of Archer Daniels Midland,
with its corporate headquarters in Decatur, Illinois, and its operational headquarters in the City of St. Louis, pressured its towboat Pilots and Captains to
push oversized tows, for example loads
in excess of a 40-barge tow up to a 48barge tow. The Complaint alleges the
pilots refused to push the oversized
loads because they considered the practice to be unsafe to themselves, their
crews and the public because of the dangers of colliding with bridges, river casinos, and other river going vessels.
The pilots allege the length and
width of the oversized tows is too much
for the inland rivers, including the Mississippi River, to safely handle. For example, a 48-barge tow in an eight-wide
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by six-long configuration is approximately 280 feet in width and 1,400 feet
in length (four football fields), weighs
between 70,000 and 100,000 tons, and
only has up to 10,500 engine horsepower. The Titanic, which was the largest oceangoing vessel when it was built,
was approximately 880 feet long,
weighed roughly 50,000 tons, and had a
46,000 horsepower engine. The super
tanker Exxon Valdez was only 986 feet
long, and had a 31,650 horsepower engine.
One of ARTCO’s “supertows” is
more than a football field longer than the
Exxon Valdez and the Titanic, and
weighs almost twice as much as the Titanic. Moreover, because of the size and
weight of oversized tows, precision
steering is not possible, and it often becomes a matter of the barges dragging
the towboat like the cart dragging the
horse.
The Complaint also points to the
long history of barge and bridge collisions, involving much smaller and
lighter barges, which resulted in injury
and death to members of the public,
damage to property and the environment, including the release of toxic
chemicals.
The Complaint was filed by Captain
Larry Gwin of Golconda, Illinois, Captain Sammy Hutton of Savannah, Tennessee, Captain Thomas Mason of Metairie, Louisiana, Captain Charles Marshall of Gretna, Louisiana, Captain Tony
Reames of Yazoo City, Mississippi, and
Captain Gerald Ingram of Rolling Fork,
Mississippi.
The Complaint seeks damages for
wrongful termination including lost
wages, lost benefits, lost career opportunities, and emotional distress.
The
Complaint also seeks punitive damages
for the wrongful termination.
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GCMA has helped Congress to
“connect the dots” that show that there
are serious problems in the marine
towing industry – problems that
industry trade associations and the
Coast Guard have glossed over.
Because much of the work of tugs and
towboats is done out of the public
spotlight along lonely stretches of
rivers, inland waterways, and offshore
outside major population centers, only
a few of the most spectacular accidents
attract the attention of the “national
evening news.” Local news with its
local coverage often generate stories of
local interest which gradually fade into
the sunset.
Collecting these
background stories will focus attention
to a series of longstanding and
persistent problems that involve many
of our mariners. Examples follow:
• On May 26, 2002, in Webbers
Falls, Oklahoma, a towboat pushing only two barges collided with
the bridge support for Interstate 40
as it crosses the Arkansas River.
The collision caused 10 vehicles to
fall into the river, and 14 people to
lose their lives. The towboat
Robert Y. Love was pushing two
empty asphalt barges at about 5
mph when the collision occurred,
causing a 500 foot section, nearly
one-third of the 1,988 foot bridge,
to collapse and fall into the water.
• On September 15, 2001, a group of
only four barges slammed into the
Queen Isabella Causeway in South
Padre Island, Texas; Port Isabel,
Texas. Thirteen people were rescued, but eight others were killed
after portions of the 2.37 mile-long
Queen Isabella Causeway collapsed. A tow pushed the four
barges into a pillar of the only
bridge leading to South Padre Island toppling three 80-foot sections
of the bridge, and killing at least
eight people whose vehicles
plunged into the water 85 feet below. Victims were retrieved from
the Laguna Madre, part of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway.
• On July 19, 2001, a pressure
barge being pushed westbound by
the M/V MR. BARRY, rammed
the span of the Louisa Bridge in

South Central Louisiana. Vent
stacks were sheared from two of
three tanks aboard the 380 by 53foot Kirby 31801, releasing a
plume of the barge’s explosive
propane-propylene mix cargo into
the atmosphere. An estimated 500
residents and workers were evacuated from an area within a fivemile radius of the accident site and
a 10-mile section of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway was closed.
• On April 4, 1998, a tow of the
M/V ANNE HOLLY, which was
traveling northbound on the Mississippi River through the St.
Louis Harbor, struck the Missouri-side pier of the center span
of the Eads Bridge. Eight barges
broke away and drifted back
through the Missouri span. Three
of these barges drifted toward the
PRESIDENT CASINO on the
ADMIRAL,
a
permanently
moored gambling vessel below
the bridge on the Missouri side of
the river. The drifting barges
struck the moored ADMIRAL,
causing most of its mooring lines
to break. The ADMIRAL then
rotated away from the Missouri
riverbank. The captain of the
ANNE HOLLY disengaged his
vessel from the remaining barges
in the tow and placed the ANNE
HOLLY’s bow against the ADMIRAL’s bow to hold it against
the bank. No deaths resulted
from the accident, 50 people were
examined for minor injuries. Of
those examined, 16 were sent to
local hospitals for further treatment. Among the safety issues
discussed by the National Transportation Safety Board report of
the incident are: the advisability
of the ANNE HOLLY captain’s
decision to make the upriver transit because it was underpowered;
the effectiveness of safety measures provided for the permanently moored vessel PRESIDENT CASINO ON THE ADMIRAL; and the adequacy of
public safety for permanently
moored vessels generally.
• On September 22, 1993, about
0245, only six barges that were
being pushed at only clutch speed
Newsletter 2

by the towboat MAUVILLA in
dense fog struck and displaced the
Big Bayou Canot railroad bridge
near Mobile, Alabama. About
0253, National Railroad Passenger
Corporation (Amtrak) train 2, the
Sunset Limited, en route from Los
Angeles, California, to Miami,
Florida, with 220 persons on board,
struck the displaced bridge and
derailed. The three locomotive
units, the baggage and dormitory
cars, and two of the six passenger
cars fell into the water. The fuel
tanks on the locomotive units
ruptured, and the locomotive units
and the baggage and dormitory
cars caught fire. Forty-two passengers and five crewmembers were
killed; 103 passengers were injured. The National Transportation
Safety Board determined that
contributing to the accident was the
lack of a national risk assessment
program to determine bridge
vulnerability to marine vessel
collision.
• On May 28, 1993, the towboat
CHRIS, moving at only clutch
speed pushing only one empty
hopper barge, DM 3021, collided
with a support pier of the eastern
span of the Judge William Seeber
Bridge in New Orleans, Louisiana.
The bridge, known locally as the
Claiborne Avenue bridge, carries
Highway 39 over the New Orleans
Inner Harbor Navigation Canal,
known locally as the Industrial
Canal. The impact severed the
bent of the bridge designed to
support vertical loads causing two
approach spans (about 145 feet of
bridge deck) and the two-column
support frame to collapse onto the
barge and into the shallow waters
of the canal. Two automobiles
carrying three people fell with the
four-lane bridge deck, resulting in
one death to a pregnant woman and
serious injuries to the other two
people. As a result of the accident,
the canal was closed to navigation
traffic for 2 days and the bridge
was closed to vehicle traffic for 2
months.
• On December 18, 1989, the tow of
the M/V MATTHEW REED, tank
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barge HOLLYWOOD CHEM
181, alllided with the East Park
Avenue drawbridge in Houma,
Louisiana. As a result of the
collision, the gauge flange on the
#1 port tank of the HOLLYWOOD
CHEM 181 was damaged and a
portion of the barge=s cargo,
propylene, was released into the
atmosphere.
The East Park
Avenue draw tender was treated
for inhalation of propylene.
Residents in the immediate vicinity
were evacuated at the direction of
the Terrebonne Parish Civil Defense authorities.
• On April 2, 1983, a tow
consisting of four single-hull tank
barges in tandem laden with
crude oil, being pushed by the
towboat
CITY
OF
GREENVILLE, collided with
one of the piers of the Poplar
Street Bridge, which crosses the
Mississippi River between St.
Louis, Missouri, and East St.
Louis, Illinois. The tow was
proceeding down river during
high water conditions, en route
from Wood River, Illinois, to
Memphis, Tennessee. At least
one of the two middle barges in
the tow was ruptured by the
impact of the collision. Crude oil
was released and ignited almost
immediately.
One barge
remained connected to the
towboat, but the other three
barges broke loose and floated
downriver. One barge sank about
one mile from the bridge, while a
second barge collided with
barges moored at the Monsanto
Chemical
Company
barge
loading facility, and the other
barge collided with a Pillsbury
Company grain barge-loading
terminal.
The Monsanto and
Pillsbury facilities, both located
on the Illinois side of the river,
sustained sever damage. The
burning oil ignited several fires
along about 2 miles of waterfront
on the Illinois side of the river
and polluted approximately 10
miles of the river. There were no
deaths, and only one person, who
was working on barges at the
Monsanto
facility,
received
minor injuries as a result of this
accident. The damage to the
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barge loading facilities, the
damage to grain barges and their
cargoes, the damage and loss of
cargo sustained by the tow of the
CITY OF GREENVILLE, and
the cost of oil cleanup operations
were estimated to be about
$9,000,000.
• On September 21, 1972, the small
tug CAROLYN and its tow, the
barge WEEKS No. 254, struck a
trestle on the western side of the
Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Tunnel (CBBT). After the initial impact, the tug and barge drifted
south and struck the CBBT in
various locations. The CAROLYN
then passed under the bridge and
her towing hawser parted.
Thereupon, the CAROLYN drifted
south and grounded on Chesapeake
Beach.
The Chesapeake Bay
Bridge and Tunnel is the principal
highway traffic artery joining the
Delmarva Peninsula to tidewater
Virginia in the Norfolk area.
During a fourteen-day period following this accident U.S. Highway
13 remained closed. A twentymile, twenty-minute trip across
Chesapeake Bay became a 400mile detour. The economic loss to
the area in 1972 was conservatively
estimated as $3,397,000.
The Basis of the Problem
The Attorneys representing the
ARTCO-SIX pilots present a case
long supported by the Gulf Coast
Mariners
Association
in
our
landmark report #R-340 that pushing
oversized loads creates certain
unnecessary and unacceptable safety
hazards including the following:
• The length and width of large
tows (specifically over 35 barges)
is too much for the existing
bridges on the inland waterways
of the United States to handle
safely, and the margin of error for
the pilot is too small. These tows
literally fill many of the bridges.
As an example, a 48-barge tow in
an eight-wide by six-long
configuration is approximately
280 feet in width and or four
football fields, or 1,200 feet in
length.
• The prospect of bridge allisions
Newsletter 3

from oversize or overloaded tows
is substantial; a 70,000-ton downbound tow moving at 8-10 mph or
even at a lesser speed can do untold damage to bridge piers and
supports and result in serious injury and loss of life.
• Steering and handling of oversized
tows are greatly diminished. For
example, when a 200' x 55',
10,500 horsepower towboat faces
up to 48 barges, it becomes a
matter of the cart dragging the
horse. This is especially true
when the draft of the barges
exceeds the draft of the towboat,
the towboat does not have the
ability to “get under” the barge it
is pushing, greatly diminishing
steering and handling.
• Oversize tows, as a result of their
size, are extremely sluggish in
their ability to maneuver. Precision steering is not possible. An
example is the need for an
oversize tow to flank a bend
where a standard 35-barge tow
would have no trouble steering the
same bend.
• On a planned voyage of more than
a few hours duration, the weather
and river stage cannot be predicted; and adverse towing condition must always be anticipated.
• Fatigue is a critical factor on oversized and overloaded tows operating on a 24-hour schedule. Attempting to navigate an oversized
tow through a narrow bridge span
requires focused and consistent
concentration to carry out the maneuver.
• Additional information, including
reports by the Gulf Coast
Mariners Association concerning
oversize and overloaded tows and
the dangers of bridge and towboat
collisions, are available on the
GCMA website.

NUMBER 37

FEBRUARY 2006

GCMA BECOMES A COSPONSOR OF
NATIONAL SLEEP AWARENESS WEEK
Waking America to the Importance of Sleep

BACKGROUND CHECKS FOR
MERCHANT MARINERS
By Richard Plant

[Source: Letter from Darrel Drobnich, Senior Director, Gov’t
Affairs and Programs, National Sleep Foundation, 1522 K
Street, NW, Suite 500, Washington, DC 20005-1253. Phone
(202) 347-3471]
“Sleep is something that everyone does ... or misses due to
time constraints, poor habits, complex life styles or sleep
disorders. Every one of your employees or constituents faces
the challenge of obtaining sufficient sleep in our 24/7
environment. What is new is that we now have a clear
understanding of just how much sleep loss can impair
performance, well-being and even health – and it is a lot more
than we generally realize. For persons coping with disease or
disability – whether physical or psychiatric – sufficient sleep is
critical to disease management and health restoration.
“For these reasons the National Sleep Foundation (NSF)
invites (GCMA) to be a 2006 Sleep Awareness Cosponsor
(SAC). Sleep Awareness Cosponsors are health, education
and safety organizations, and state and federal agencies who
partner with NSF annually to urge Americans to recognize
how good sleep contributes to their health, safety and
productivity. NSF and its more than 100 other Sleep
Awareness Cosponsors invite your organization to join us in
these important efforts…”
[GCMA Comment: GCMA accepted their invitation and
notified NSF that we distributed over 100 copies of GCMA
Report #R-413, Rev. 1, A Direct Appeal to Congress to
Reform the Two Watch System to targeted members of
the U.S. Senate and U.S. House of Representatives.]
“NSF’s ninth annual National Sleep Awareness Week®
(NSAW) takes place March 27 – April 2, 2006, ending when
Daylight Saving Time returns and many Americans “lose” a
precious hour of sleep. As the country’s premier sleep awareness
event, NSAW is the ideal vehicle for (GCMA) to raise awareness
of the importance of sufficient quality sleep and its impact on
fatigue and alertness, both at work and on the road, among your
employees and the people you serve. Sleep Awareness
Cosponsors can take full advantage of NSF’s unique resources
during NSAW and throughout the year. As a 2006 Sleep
Awareness Cosponsor, NSF will provide your organization with
the following:
• Educational tools, including new brochures, sleep sheets,
quizzes, posters and PowerPoint presentations.
• NSAW-related resources, such as early access to results from
our 2006 Sleep in America poll, sample press releases, tips
for sleep events, and sample articles for publications.
• New promotional materials for NSAW.
• NSF Web site recognition and linkage to highlight your
organization’s mission and programs.
• Free subscription to Sleepmatters, NSF’s award-winning
quarterly magazine, and NSF Alert, an informative weekly
e-newsletter.
• 20% discount on all bulk quantities of NSF/NSAW
educational materials.
We look forward to your participation in another successful
National Sleep Awareness Week campaign….”

[Source: The Master, Mate and Pilot, Feb. 2006, pgs 14-16.
Emphasis by underlining is ours]
Richard Plant is director of special projects at MM&P
The union thanks the following NMC officials, who met with
MM&P representatives in November to discuss the situation:
Capt. Ernest Fink, head of NMC, Cmdr. Robert Eastburn,
Michael Jendrossek, senior investigator, and William St. J.
Chubb, chief of the Marine Records Branch . To read more on
the topic, see the article by NMC Director Capt. Fink, in
Coast Guard Proceedings, Summer 2005, page 44, which is
posted at http://www.uscg.mil/h q/g-m/ nmc!weh/index.
htrn.]
Mariners are well aware that a thorough background check
is now required for the renewal of their merchant mariner
document (MMD) or Z-card. For some time, the U.S. Coast
Guard has required a background check for issuance of a new
license. On Jan. 13, 2006 it extended the requirement to cover
renewals and raise of grade licenses.
Although
the
USCG National Maritime Center (NMC) has been authorized
to perform background checks based on the National Drivers
Record (NDR) since 2003, the background check process has
recently undergone significant changes.
Background checks as they are now being performed can
slow the renewal process, in some cases by weeks or even
months. What’s more, there can be serious consequences if
the mariner neglects to list on the application a particular incident – even a minor one that occurred decades earlier. This
article is intended to offer some guidance to the limited number of mariners who are concerned that a particular incident,
in particular on their driving record, might emerge during the
course of a background check.
Why and how the process has changed
Following the events of September 11, 2001, the NMC
was given funding to carry out background checks that were
more thorough than the ones it had been performing up to that
time. In addition, in the course of recent years, the technology
used by the FBI to carry out fingerprint checks has been
greatly enhanced. These two factors help explain why all
mariners who seek to renew an MMD or USCG license are
now subject to an extensive background check.
A second change is that the NMC has begun going back as far as
possible into mariners’ records, a substantial divergence from
the practices of other branches of government. Today, in fact,
a “Secret” clearance to sail aboard government-contracted
vessels requires a check that goes back 10 years at most.
The National Maritime Center (NMC) for its background
checks, is going back as far as records exist. NMC officials
have said that there should be no time limit on background
checks for MMD or Z-cards since a principal objective is to
reveal past infractions with implications for safety (such as
serious driving violations), no matter how old.
A related problem has also begun to emerge. A limited
number of mariners have discovered in fact that in cases in
which they had been told years earlier that their record would
he expunged, [a plea-bargain agreement, for example, or a
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probation-before-judgment for driving-while-under-the influence (DWI)] the incident has emerged in the NMC-FBI background check. When a mariner fails to list an incident and it
shows up on the background check, the omission is considered
to be tantamount to making a false statement on an official
government document. Correcting the situation can take days,
weeks or months, and possibly require the intervention of a
lawyer. Today, in fact, the NMC considers any omission
grounds for denying the mariner an MMD. For this reason,
the best course of action is to list any incident that could have
resulted in an arrest, police or court record, even if it was not
listed on prior applications. Mariners may also want to consider running a background check on themselves. (see below).
[GCMA Comment: Our experience is that mariners who
reportedly made false statements were brought before an
Administrative Law Judge in Suspension and Revocation
proceedings.]
What should be done on the national level?
Together, the maritime unions are working to inform lawmakers in Washington, D.C., of the importance of placing a
reasonable time limit on how far back the checks can go. It is
clear that the standards that the NMC is using to analyze the
information entered on MMD and Z-card applications should be
modified to conform to the intent of Congress and that a time
limit should be placed on background checks. As stated earlier, a
“Secret” clearance requires a 10-year background check only.
The Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 requires a
seven-year check for certain felonies before a Transportation
Workers Identification Card (TWIC) can be issued. The NDR
specifies that a three-year check of driving records be performed
prior to issuance of an MMD. (1) [(1)49 U.S. Code – Driver
Registration..§30303. Access to Register Information.
“(5)An individual who holds, or is applying for, a license or
certificate of registry under section 7101 of title 46, or a merchant mariner’s document under section 7302 of title 46, may
request the chief driver licensing official of a State to provide
information about the individual under subsection (a) of this
section to the Secretary of the department in which the Coast
Guard is operating. Information may not be obtained from
the Register under this paragraph if the information was entered in the Register more than three years before the request,
unless the information is about a revocation or suspension
still in effect on the date of the request.” (Emphasis added)]
MM&P and other unions also believe that NMC should be
required to retain in its files the background checks for all the
applications it receives. That way, when a mariner renews his
or her documents again five years down the line, the process will
be simpler and faster because a check for the most recent five
(possibly three) years is all that will be needed.
Adapting to the situation
The main thing to remember is that you should start the
MMD renewal process early. Given the current situation, you
should no longer consider your license a document that is
valid for five years: consider it a four-year document and start
the renewal process at the end of the fourth year, or at least six
months prior to expiration. By law, you can start the process
one year before and up to one year after your document expires. Remember, however, that after your document expires,
you cannot sail on it.
Renewing your document every four to four and a half

years may cost more in fees, but at least that way you can feel
more confident that you will have your documents in time to
ship. Remember, today tens of thousands of mariners are affected by this process; countless others will join their ranks in
the not-too-distant future when inland river mariners are required for the first time to obtain an MMD. You are not
alone. Good luckl
A “do-it-yourself” background check?
Having a background check performed on yourself can show
you what your record might contain, although for purposes of
license renewal, the NMC will NOT accept a background check
that you yourself have arranged to have carried out.
The best place to have your own background check performed is through the Department of Justice’s Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI), the same source the NMC uses for its
background checks. Mariners can, by law, request a copy of
their own records directly from the Department of Justice, as
stated in Title 28 U.S. Code §16.30.(1)
[(1)28 U.S. Code §16.30 Purpose and scope. This subpart
contains the regulations of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) concerning procedures to be followed
when the subject of an identification record requests
production of that record to review it or to obtain a change,
correction, or updating of that record.
28 U.S. Code §16.32 Procedure to obtain an identification
record. The subject of an identification record may obtain a
copy thereof by submitting a written request via the U.S. mails
directly to the FBI, Criminal Justice Information Services
(CJIS) Division, ATTN: SCU, Mod. D-2, 1000 Custer Hollow
Road, Clarksburg, WV 26306. Such request must he accompanied by satisfactory proof of identity, which shall consist of
name, date and place of birth and a set of rolled-inked fingerprint impressions placed upon fingerprint cards or forms
commonly utilized for applicant or law enforcement purposes
by law enforcement agencies.
Here’s how to proceed. First, go to your local police department, explain what you are trying to accomplish and ask
to be fingerprinted. Send the FBI your fingerprint card and
proof of identify (a copy of your driver’s license, passport, ZCard and USCC license).
How long does it take the FBI to issue a background check
to an individual mariner acting on his own behalf? To find
out, I began the process myself in mid-November 2005. In an
upcoming issue of The Master, Mate & Pilot, I will update
readers on how long the process took and on whether or not
the FBI charges a fee for the service.
Another option is to request a background check over the
Internet. A Google search on “background checks” generates
a list of sites. As an example (this is not a recommendation
that you use this particular site), www.choicepoint.com offers
to perform an immediate background check for $25 or a more
thorough check for about $50. The second option takes a few
days and the results are sent out by regular mail. Please note,
however, that it is possible that the companies that offer this
type of web-based service may not use the same database the
FBI does, a factor that could be of critical importance when
your goal is to view the same information that will be
accessed by the NMC.
If you are concerned that a questionable event could
emerge during the course of your background check, the best
advice may be to go the FBI route first, well in advance of
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filing the application for your MMD and license renewal.
After receiving your FBI background check, fill out the NMC
left something out, call the NMC immediately at (202) 4931001 to explain. If you experience problems, please contact
MM&P with details (rplant@hridgedeck.org), since the
union is monitoring the situation on behalf of members.
USCG officials have said that in most cases, when relevant
material is left out, the mariner will simply be asked to update
his or her application to include it.
Latest poop
When we mentioned we wanted to use his article, Richard
Plant sent us an update of his adventures as follows:
“I initially started my process for FBI background check
on Nov. 16 and it took me five (5) weeks to get fingerprinting.

application as thoroughly as possible. If you realize you have
The first problem was that Thursday and Sunday were the
only days. Then on Friday the Baltimore USCG office is
closed. After four (4) visits to the police department, skipping
all Sundays and Thanksgiving, I was finally informed that I
had to supply my own fingerprint card which I had to obtain
from the USCG. Once I got fingerprinted I mailed my packet
to the FBI on Dec. 27th. On Feb. 8th I received a letter informing me that I need to pay $18.00 via certified or bank
cashiers check which cost me an additional $5.00. I mailed
the check and form along with the FBI standard letter requesting the background check on Feb. 9th. I still have not
heard any word from the FBI (Feb. 21st). This is a process
that is slow and takes time so start early.”

FAILURE TO COMMUNICATE:
TWO TOWS COLLIDE AT WAX LAKE SPILLWAY

RAISED SPUD ON DECK BARGE
THREATENS HIGH ISLAND ICW BRIDGE

[Source: USCG Misle Activity #2154465; Misle Case #191945;
Release date, Jan. 17, 2006; GCMA File #M-484]

[Source: USCG Misle Activity #1957609; Misle Case
#156296, MSU Galveston, TX. GCMA File #M-448]

In the early afternoon of July 15, 2004 at the intersection
where the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway crosses the Wax Lake
Spillway in south central Louisiana, the loaded six-barge tow
of the M/V LENWARD STEPHENS and the inspected
pressure-barge tow of the CROSBY HUSTLER collided
causing approximately $59,000 damage to two barges.
The towboats apparently agreed to a passing arrangement
where the Pilot of the CROSBY HUSTLER agreed to stand
fast and hold his position while the LENWARD STEPHENS
transited across the spillway.
Unfortunately, the CROSBY HUSTLER failed to abide by
the decision to hold his position as agreed upon and began to
move across the spillway. The Berwick Bay Vessel Traffic
Center in Morgan City, LA about ten miles from the accident
scene, recorded the communications between the two vessels.
As a result of the collision in which the inspected tank
barge CITY OF TULSA was damaged, the Coast Guard
referred the Pilot of the CROSBY HUSTLER for enforcement
for failing to abide by the previously agreed-upon passing
arrangements. The Pilot was charged with “Negligence” (46
CFR §5.29) and accepted a Letter of Warning (LOW) from
the Coast Guard.

In the early morning hours (0200) of November 4, 2003
the tug DUARD E. was eastbound transiting under the High
Island Bridge pushing(1) the dredge TOM JAMES, a work
barge named BOOSTER BARGE 268, a crane barge, the M/V
JENNY JAMES and the M/V MISS HELEN. [(1) The report
does not make it clear whether the DUARD E. was pulling or
pushing the tow at the time of the incident.]
During the transit under the High Island Bridge, the starboard
side spud on the BOOSTER BARGE 268 was extended too high
in the air. As the tow passed under the High Island Bridge at 1.5
knots, the top of the spud scraped the bottom of the bridge. Only
minor cosmetic damage was reported on the bridge that was later
confirmed by the Texas Department of Public Safety. The spud
well on BOOSTER BARGE 268 was damaged to an amount
estimated at $200,000.
BOOSTER BARGE 268 also had a spud on the port side
that was not extended as high as the spud on the starboard side
and did not contact the bottom of the bridge. The starboard
side spud was not lowered enough before passing under the
bridge to prevent it from striking the bridge.

[GCMA Comment: Towing vessel officers pushing red-flag
tows are expected to be especially careful in maneuvering
their vessels because of the cargo they handle and dangers it
offers to their crew and others in the vicinity.]

The Captain of the towboat stated that he asked the dredge
captain, “Are you ready to go?” The dredge operator then
confirmed that the dredge was ready and the vessels got underway.
In an insurance claims interview several weeks after the
incident, the towboat Master reiterated that the main reason he
asked whether the spuds on the barge had been lifted was that
he noticed the top of the port spud was several feet lower than
the starboard spud. The Master made it very clear that the
DUARD E. and its crew had nothing to do with the
configuration of the tow they were expected to push nor did
they have any responsibility to adjust, lift, or set spuds on the
booster barge. This was the sole responsibility of the
customer’s dredge crew.
On his approach to the bridge, the DUARD pulled over for
a westbound tow to pass through the bridge first, and then
repositioned his tow to the center of the Intracoastal Waterway

The Blame Game
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and proceeded toward the east.
After the DUARD E cleared the bridge, the Master felt a
jolt, looked up and saw sparks coming from the starboard
spud of BOOSTER BARGE 268 that was rubbing on the
bottom of the bridge.
The Master pushed his tow on the south bank of the ICW
and reported the incident to the Coast Guard. However, they
reportedly never arrived on the scene. Hours later, a drugtesting facility performed post-accident drug and alcohol tests.
The tow remained on the south bank for approximately 12
hours, during which time the crane lifted the starboard spud
from the barge and placed it on deck.
According to the claims adjuster’s report, the dredge
captain exonerated the Master of the tug and stated that the
preceding day while in Galveston Bay, the spud operator
attempted to lower the starboard spud that had become hung
up on a keeper that prevented it from lowering any further.
However, the sleeve or ring around the starboard spud moved
down giving the appearance that the spud was moving down
when, in fact, it did not. A slightly different version emerged,
however, where someone on the booster barge placed a pin in
the wrong keeper holes.
In examining this report, a person (whose name was redacted
under FOIA) stated that the dredge owner has a history of a spud
striking a bridge or overpass approximately once a year.
DOUBLE WHAMMY:
TWO ROCK BARGES SLAM AMTRAK BRIDGE
NEAR THE MOUTH OF THE SUSQUEHANNA
[Source: M/V Night Hawk – Misle Activity #1761841, Misle
Case #110612, FOIA #04-1937 & 05-0063. M/V Sharps
Island – Misle Activity #1761974; Misle Case #110663.
GCMA file #M-418. Release date: Feb. 2, 2006.]
The Susquehanna River
Before the end of the last ice age, the Susquehanna was a
much longer river. The Chesapeake Bay constituted its lower
valley before it was flooded by rising waters at the conclusion
of the Pleistocene age. Geologically, the river is extremely
ancient, often regarded as the oldest or second oldest major
system in the world. It is far older than the mountains through
which it turns – the flow of the ancient Susquehanna was so
strong that it was able to cut through the mountains even as
they were forming from the collision of Africa and North
America some 300 million years ago. Remarkably, the river’s
age means that it actually predates the Atlantic Ocean.
It passes downtown through Pennsylvania’s capital,
Harrisburg, where the river is nearly a mile wide. Harrisburg
is the largest city on the lower Susquehanna that flows
southeast across rural south central Pennsylvania. The
Susquehanna then crosses into northern Maryland
approximately 30 miles northeast of Baltimore and enters the
northern end of the Chesapeake Bay at Havre de Grace.
Geologically, the river is extremely ancient, often regarded
as the oldest or second oldest major system in the world. It is
far older than the mountains through which it turns – the flow
of the ancient Susquehanna was so strong that it was able to
cut through the mountains even as they were forming from the
collision of Africa and North America some 300 million years

The High Island Bridge
The High Island Bridge is a wide, two lane concrete highrise bridge that is the only direct route between Interstate 10
and Galveston, Texas, that does not pass through the heavily
populated Houston metro area and, as such, leads to a ferry
crossing from the Boliver Peninsula to Galveston. These
ferries are extremely busy carrying a great deal of local beach
traffic and thru highway traffic.
Knocking out the High Island Bridge would cause a severe
disruption of traffic to Galveston and would inconvenience a
number of beach communities as well as boat and service
companies with business in Galveston.
Arguably, a direct strike by a heavy spud pushed by the
combined weight and momentum of the tug and its massed
flotilla of dredging equipment could dislodge and tumble the
concrete bridge span with a catastrophic effect. This could be
comparable to the bridge strike that destroyed the Queen Isabella
Causeway in September 2001 and the Interstate 40 bridge strike
at Webbers Falls, OK, in May 2002 that killed 13 people.
[GCMA Comment: Refer to GCMA Report # R-411,
Regulation is Necessary to Prevent Overhead Clearance
Accidents.]
ago. Remarkably, the river’s age means that it may actually
predate the Atlantic Ocean.
Local legend claims that the name of the river comes from
an Indian phrase meaning “mile wide, foot deep,” referring to
the Susquehanna’s unusual dimensions, but while the word is
Algonquian, it simply means “muddy water.”
The Susquehanna River carries large amounts of waters
from a basin of over 21,000 square miles. Broad and shallow,
it is navigable only about four miles above its mouth where it
is obstructed by rocks. The Conowingo Dam in Maryland lies
about 10 miles above its mouth and controls the flow of the
river into Chesapeake Bay.
The town of Havre de Grace, on the west side of the
entrance to the Susquehanna is on the main lines of Amtrak
and CSX Transportation, each with a rail bridge crossing the
river along with a highway bridge. Being on Amtrak’s main
line means that this is one of the busiest passenger-rail river
crossings in the country and on the heavily traveled “northeast
corridor” carrying express trains including the 125 mph Acela
trains between Washington, Baltimore, Wilmington,
Philadelphia, and New York. Other trains continue north to
New Haven, Providence, and Boston.
The Two Accidents
Two separate towing accidents involving a 350’x6 0’ and a
315’x52’ loaded rock barge occurred within a day of each
other at the base of the Amtrak bridge causing an estimated
$300,000 damage to the bridge structure. Most of the damage
apparently was absorbed by the bridge fenders that were badly
damaged, so much so that one tow actually reached the bridge
structure itself and had to be pulled out of the collapsed
timbers and steel of the heavy duty fender system. Both
barges were holed but did not sink. It was extremely fortunate
that the bridge itself did not fail considering the national
importance of the northeast rail corridor.
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The First Accident

The first accident occurred on March 21, 2003 at about
1400 hours when the tug NIGHT HAWK pushing the 60-foot
wide loaded rock barge PATAPSCO hit the bridge fenders
causing a breach in the hull of the barge below the waterline
estimated at $100,000 along with some fender damage.
The Coast Guard report stated that: “the main contributing
factor…was the speed of the current in the river at the time
which was increased due to the number of flood gates open
from the Conowingo Dam, upstream. There were 14 gates
open at the time of the first incident.
Although the Master of the tug was in the wheelhouse, he
was not on watch. The Mate was at the helm at the time of the
accident. An excerpt from the Mate’s statement follows:
“At 1300 prior to getting underway, Capt. ¢ ¢ ¢ and I
discussed how best to navigate the lower Susquehanna River
and how best to approach the Amtrak Bridge. The Captain
stated: “This will be the hardest bridge passing I had
attempted yet,.” and offered to take the NIGHT HAWK and
PATAPSCO through the Amtrak Bridge himself. It was
mutually decided that I would retain operation of the NIGHT
HAWK with coaching from him and, at the first sign of a
problem, he would assume control.
[GCMA Comment: Study the hard lessons learned by a
river Pilot in GCMA Report #R-399, Danger on the
Illinois Waterway: Towboat Pilot Loses License After he
Accepts High Risk Assignment. The report shows that
taking over the watch from another qualified
watchstander for the sole purpose of completing a specific
but difficult maneuver may not be advisable on a “twowatch” boat where each person must be assumed to have
enough experience to stand his watch alone. Both
watchstanders on duty technically violates the 12-hour
rule on a “two-watch” boat. Thoroughly evaluate the risk
to your license and your career before plunging ahead.]
“At approximately 1335, we took in all lines and with the
assistance of the CAPT. HENRY KNOTT, I turned the
PATAPSCO around and proceeded down river.
“While passing under the freight bridge, I noticed that our
speed over ground was already 6.5 knots with each engine in
clutch ahead. Between the (CSX) freight bridge and the
Amtrak Bridge, I alternated the throttle controls between
backing and ahead to retain a safe speed and retaining
steerageway – approximately 5 knots over ground.
“At two barge lengths away from the Amtrak opening, it
was apparent that I was getting set to the port. I took
corrective action with starboard rudder and half throttle. As
the bow of the barge entered the fender system, I shifted the
rudders hard to port and the Captain moved the throttles to full
ahead attempting to straighten out.
“At approximately 1410 the PATAPSCO struck the port
fender system halfway between the bow and stern and then
struck the starboard bow against the starboard fender system,
parting the starboard face wire and safety line.
[GCMA Comment: Stuff happens – sometimes the bad
stuff happens real fast!]

After continuing through the bridge opening, I
immediately called Amtrak, notified them of the collision and
damage to the fender system. After making appropriate calls
to the office and terminal, the Captain took control of the
NIGHT HAWK. We assessed damage to the PATAPSCO,
replaced the starboard face wire, and returned to the Quarry in
Havre de Grace.”
The Second Accident
The second accident of a very similar nature with another
loaded rock barge occurred the very next morning, March 23,
2003 at 0750 hours. The Tug SHARPS ISLAND pushing
loaded, 315-foot long, 52-foot wide, rock Barge #215 also hit
the damaged fender works of the Amtrak Bridge and breached
the hull of the barge above the water line. Again, the main
contributing factor was the speed of the current in the river
which had increased because there were now 20 flood gates
open at the time of the incident. The current was unusually
fast and estimated to be between 4.5 and 5 knots. The tug was
81.5 feet in length with 1580 or 1800 horsepower(1) probably
considered sufficient for the transit – before the accident. The
Master of the tug was at the helm at the time of the accident.
[(1)Depends upon which part of the report you quote from.]
[GCMA Comment: Those who fail to learn the lessons of
History are destined to repeat them. This very recent
History lesson came the previous day when only 14
upstream floodgates were open.]
The Master stated: “Was outbound from Arundel HDG with
loaded #214.(1) Due to the heavy rain and melting snow,
Conowingo Dam had 20 gates open which resulted in extremely
fast running current. Had ¢ on port side of barge and ¢ ¢ on
starboard side of barge knowing the current was going to set the
barge toward the abutment on the port side of bridge. Boat was
doing about 2.7 knots, just enough to keep steerageway on the
barge. Soon as the bow of the barge went through the center of the
abutment, the current set the bow toward the port abutment, which
I tried to correct. But the current was too strong resulting in the
starboard corner of the barge striking the skirting on the center of
the bridge. I immediately called Bridge Management and the
Coast Guard.” [(1)One part of the report cites Barge #214; the
other part says Barge #215. The Coast Guard investigated this
accident at the “data collection” level – the lowest investigative
level – and screwed up the “data” they did collect.]
The Chief Engineer added these details in his statement:
“(the strike)…pushed port bow to the starboard hitting center
pillar and wooden skirting of the center span – hit it slow and
just pushed right through where the wooden skirting was
already hit. Barge just push(ed) right through (until the) barge
stopped and we were stuck until a helper boat came and
helped us get out safely.”
The head deckhand added this information: “It slowly
pushed through the already broken timbers and came to a stop
under the timbers…Then the NIGHT HAWK came out to
assist us and pull us safely away from the bridge and from
underneath the timbers on the starboard side bumpers.”
[GCMA Comment: This should have allowed the two
crews to compare notes. The Coast Guard found nothing
to charge any officer with. They apparently missed the
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opportunity to ask all these towing vessel officers to state
for the record what lessons they learned from this
$400,000 accident.]
Emergency Damage Assessment
[Ed. Note: We found some discrepancies in this portion of the
report as to which vessel caused the damage. It is not the
purpose of our article to fix blame for this accident.]
Hudson International Consultants and Engineers of
Wayne, PA, surveyed the damage to the railway swing bridge
for Amtrak in accordance with Coast Guard requirements..
Excerpts from their emergency report follow:
“There is a navigable channel with a clear width of one
hundred feet on each side of the pivot pier…water depth to the
top of the two-foot high rip-rap at the channel side of pier #9
was about 34 feet. Water depth at the east side of pier #10
was about 30 feet….
“The fender structure, a finger pier, to protect the opened
swing span was probably constructed in 1984 and utilized an
existing abandoned pier at the downriver end. This is a solid
masonry cylindrical pier with a nominal diameter of twentysix (26) feet. This fender structure extends downriver for a
distance of about one hundred seventy (170) feet from the
center of the pivot pier. It extends upriver to the back of an
icebreaker structure for a distance of about one hundred thirtytwo (132) feet from the center of the pivot pier.
“A fender system was constructed with a combination of
horizontal steel framing supported by three-foot diameter
concrete-filled steel pipe piles. The steel framing utilized
twelve (12) bents(1) containing three (3) piles per bent. Boat
protection is provided by the use of 12”x12”x16’ long vertical
posts spaced two (2) feet on centers.” [(1)Vocabulary: Bent =
A transverse frame of a bridge (or building) designed to
support either horizontal or vertical loads.]
“On March 21, 2003, a tug lost control of a barge that was
traveling down river in the east channel. It veered into the
fender system at a point about ten to twelve feet from where
the fenders meet the side of the twenty-six (26) foot masonry
pier. This collision broke about thirteen (13) to fourteen (14)
rubbing timbers and the steel plate transition cover. The
timbers remained in position and did not appear to be loose.
“On March 22, 2003, in the afternoon, a 5,000-ton
capacity barge with a tug…pushing the barge down river in
the east channel lost control and struck the upriver nose of
pier #9. It then veered to the west colliding with the fender
FROM THE WEST COAST:
MCCALL WON’T TALK SO WORKERS WALK
[Source: The Dispatcher, International Longshore and
Warehouse Union, :Jan. 2006, by Marcy Rein. Emphasis by
underlining is ours.]
At 12:01 am. Dec. 5, the workers from McCall Oil and
Chemical in Portland, OR walked off the job, with the beat of
the No War Drum Corps filling the freezing night and nearly
100 people rallying to buoy their unfair labor practice strike.
Those supporters helped keep at least 15 people on the
picket line throughout the 36 hours the workers stayed out to
protest McCall’s refusal to bargain a first contract. McCall’s
10 operators and one maintenance man voted unanimously to

system of pier #10 almost at the same point of contact as the
occurrence on the previous day.
“About twenty-five (25) 12”x12” rubbing posts are broken
and some of them could break loose and fall into the river.
The steel transition plate at the extreme down river end has
been pulled into the waterway.”
Weather Service Data
The National Weather Service has monitored the flow
from the Conowingo Reservoir since October 1928. The
graph furnished with the accident report indicates peak flows
on March 22nd. and 23rd. with a sharp dropoff on March 24th.
following the second accident.
[GCMA Comment: Was the rush to push two loads of
rocks worth the $400,000 damage it caused?]
[GCMA Comment: Would the loss of a tug and a rock
barge pay for the disruption to commerce for the entire
region if the bridge structure rather than the fenders had
been damaged?]
[GCMA Comment: Would the loss of a tug and a rock
barge restore human life if another Amtrak Sunset
Limited type accident had occurred?]
Unfortunately, none of us can predict what it will take to
make any given bridge fall. The accidents at Webbers Falls,
Oklahoma, in May 2002, the Queen Isabella Causeway in
south Texas in September 2001, and the Judge Seiber Bridge
in New Orleans prove that these accidents can happen.
Natural phenomena like hurricanes, floods, and earthquakes
place engineered structures at risk as well. There is a price
attached to ignoring the lessons of History.
The users of the nation’s waterways who fail to consider
the risk of ill-advised voyages, overloaded tows, or unsafe
working hours, untrained or undermanned vessels, need to be
assessed for the damages above and beyond filling out a few
insurance claims forms, sending letters of condolence, and
assuming that Uncle Sam will pay anything insurance does
not cover.
GCMA believes Congress needs to re-consider and update
maritime limitation of liability statutes dating from 1851 so
that the time worn dismissal of risk by threats or thoughtless
challenges to our mariners like “If you can’t do it, we can find
somebody who will” are replaced by active risk management
both by boat owners and their employees.
join the InlandBoatmans Union (IBU) on March 8, 2005.
“One hundred percent of us have been along for this ride,”
bargaining team member Vicky Wintheiser said. “This is a
company that does not want to deal with us. They legally
have to now and they still don’t.”
[GCMA Comment: We watched the NLRB needlessly
procrastinate for well over 5 years in coming to its final
decision against ARTCO. By the time they finally acted,
most of the affected mariners had to find new jobs. Delays
like this coupled with ineffective remedies by Executive
Branch agencies like NLRB can hurt our mariners and cry
for reform by Congress.]
Over the last nine months, the company met with the
workers just 11 times to discuss the contract – and threw the
union bargaining team out of one of those. It claimed it didn’t
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have to put issues in writing and refused to look at the union’s
counterproposals. It refused the union’s request to go to
federal mediation and broke off talks, telling the union it had
made its last, best and final offer.
“Their favorite comments at the table were, ‘We’re not
going to discuss this,’ and ‘We never asked for this,”
bargaining team member Charlie Finger said.
McCall’s behavior moved the IBU to file charges with the
National Labor Relations Board. After a careful investigation,
the Board issued a complaint Nov. 15, saying the company
“failed and refused to collectively bargain with the union.”
The workers say the company’s refusal to bargain reflected the
same attitudes that drove them to organize. They handle ship
fuel, diesel and asphalt, working 24 hours a day, seven days a
week, 365 days a year. They fuel barges and tugs, many crewed
by other IBU members. They unload hot asphalt from rail cars,
mix it to customers’ specifications, then load it in trucks. This
work requires knowledge and experience, and can be hazardous,
but McCall’s management shows no respect.
“They dismiss safety as an annoyance,” Wintheiser said,
and routinely yell, scream and bully the workers. “This
company is the exact reason unions exist.”
On the line, Wintheiser and her co-workers saw another
reason to be union. Members of ILWU warehouse, retail and
allied Local 5, long-shore Local 8, marine clerks’ Local 40
and longshore Local 21 from Longview walked with them.
So did ILWU pensioners and members of Jobs with Justice,
SEIU, AFSCME, the Teamsters and the Carpenters. The IBU
set up a regular schedule to bolster the line.
“People turned down overtime and didn’t take work calls so
they could be there,” said IBU Columbia River Patrolman Mike
Conradi. IBU crews on Sause Bros. tugs didn’t fuel up at McCall
till the picket came down. Teamster truck drivers and railroad
workers (members of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers,
now merged with IBT) also honored the line, so trucks didn’t fuel
up and trains didn’t drop off at McCall.
Solidarity literally kept people warm on the line. Local 5
brought a Weber grill and Local 8 members donated the
firewood to burn in it, as well as a propane heater
“I’ve been on strike many times and never seen this kind of
support, not only from the ILWU and the IBU but from people in the
community,” IBU Columbia River Region Executive Board member
Joe Maresh said. “Jobs with Justice put a lot of people out there.”
Any kind of picketing takes determination, Finger said, but
the round-the-clock line had some special challenges.
“In the middle of the night it can get a little daunting,”
Finger said. “But trucks come by and people honk so that
buoys up your spirits. Up the road [from McCall] is the dump
and the transfer station. Lots of ordinary Joes drive by. It’s
an industrial area.
McCall brought in three scabs the first night, hired six extra
security guards and kept security cameras trained on the
workers. Still, all the workers stayed out until noon Dec. 6.
Some 40 people gathered for a back-to-work rally, Oregon
AFL-CIO President Tom Chamberlain among them. The
people scheduled to work at noon walked back in without
incident, except for some sour words from the sales manager.
During the strike, McCall signaled it would be ready to sit
down again. The NLRB hearing on the complaint is set to
begin March 7. And ILWU members in the Portland area
took another step together.
“The McCall workers walked off their job, and that takes a
lot of courage and a lot of faith,” Conradi said. “The group
out there with them helped supply the courage. It really
reaffirmed my faith in us all.”

BARGE A SYMBOL OF HURRICANE

By Anne Rochell Konigsmark, USA Today
NEW ORLEANS – Presidents and royalty have visited it. It’s
been photographed and marked over with graffiti. And it’s at the
heart of lawsuits and investigations.
Almost six months after Hurricane Katrina, a mammoth red
barge, an enduring symbol of the storm, still sits in the middle of
what’s left of the Lower Ninth Ward. The wayward vessel got
there after tearing loose from its moorings and riding a torrent of
floodwater into the neighborhood, coming to rest on top of
houses, fences and the nose of a yellow school bus.
“It tells the story,” said Gen. Hunt Downer of the Louisiana
Army National Guard. Downer, of Houma, regularly takes
politicians, media and other visitors to devastated areas, and al‘ays includes the barge on his tours. “And if you let your mind
wander, you ask, ‘How are they going to get it out of here?’”
Ingram Barge Company, the barge owner, knows how to
remove it, but because of several lawsuits, the Nashville, Tenn.,
company has been waiting for clearance from a federal court.
Approval came last week; soon, Ingram will begin cutting the
200-foot-long barge into pieces to be hauled away on trucks.(1)
[(1) GCMA Director Captain David Whitehurst visited the scene.
When he passed by there a few days later, the barge had already
been cut up and removed – six months after Hurricane Katrina.]
Class-action lawsuits allege the barge caused the Industrial
Canal levee breach because it wasn’t tied down properly prior to
the hurricane. The suits target Lafarge North America, which
had chartered the barge from Ingram to carry cement to New
Orleans from the Midwest.
Lafarge says storm surge breached the levee and the barge
flowed through the hole. Several experts agree, including
Raymond Seed, an engineering professor from University of
California, Berkeley, who was part of a team investigating the
levees for the National Science Foundation.
“It is our preliminary opinion that the infamous large barge was
drawn in through a breach that was already open,” he told the
Senate in November.
But Robert Evans, attorney for the plaintiffs in a class action
suit, says he has an eyewitness who saw the barge break through
the wall.
[GCMA Comment: GCMA asked for a definitive answer
from the Corps of Engineers, the USCG, NTSB, and Senator
Landrieu’s office. We want to know why the Coast Guard
allowed any barges to be left near the brand new Florida
Avenue bridge and other high-value storm “targets” such as
the Industrial Locks, and the Judge Seeber Bridge that was
knocked down by a barge several weeks before the infamous
Bayou Canot accident.]
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has concluded that a barge
could cause a levee failure, but it does not know yet if the Ingram
barge caused the breach that flooded the Lower Ninth Ward.
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A 100-TON LICENSE DOES NOT COVER
OPERATING A 101-TON BOAT

THE SAD TRUTH
By David Breland, Live Oak, FL

[Source: Misle Activity #2150584; Misle Case #191002.
Release date: Jan. 18, 2006. GCMA File #M-490. FOIA #042333]
The plain, unvarnished fact is that a 100-ton license is
limited to vessels of 100 gross register tons or less. It does not
allow you to operate a vessel of 101 tons, 129 tons, or any
vessel of more than 100 tons.
On July 29, 2004, the Coast Guard cited DRD Towing
Company of Marrero, LA for violation of 46 CFR 15.401 for
“Employment of an individual … without the appropriate
license” on the towing vessel MR. CRAIG.
The
recommended civil penalty against the company was $3,000
for employing a 100-ton Master to operate a vessel of 129
gross tons. The maximum civil penalty authorized for such a
violation is $11,000. We have no idea of the amount of the
penalty the company actually paid, if anything.
The Master was also cited for violating the same
regulation and received a Letter of Warning (LOW) for
serving on a vessel beyond the tonnage limit stated on his
license. In this case, the Coast Guard offered a “Letter of
Warning” as a settlement since this was the mariner’s first
offense. This does not always happen. In addition, he also
could have received a civil penalty of up to $11,000.
The towing company and its towboat pilot were cited after
the tow of the UTV MR. CRAIG collided with the Singaporeflagged tank ship EAGLE MEMPHIS at Lower Mississippi
River mile 93. The starboard face wire on the MR. CRAIG
parted causing her to lose control of the open hopper barge
ACL9939B puncturing the #2 starboard fuel tank on the tank
ship causing a 50-barrel oil spill – out of a potential spill 2360
barrels. The cost to repair the tank ship was estimated at
$150,000 and another $5,000 to repair the barge.
The attorney for the towing company made this allegation
on form CG-2692, Report of Marine Accident:
“M/V MR. CRAIG was upbound pushing the barge
ACL9939B when it was being overtaken on the port side by
the M/V EAGLE MEMPHIS. There was no problem with
this passage.
Navy ship USS SHAMAL bearing #13 on its hull
overtook both vessels at an excessive rate of speed. The USS
SHAMAL was reportedly on loan to the United States Coast
Guard at the time of this incident. The wake from the navy
ship broke the starboard face wire between the M/V MR.
CRAIG and barge ACL9939B. The barge swung to port and
struck the starboard stern of the M/V EAGLE MEMPHIS as
the ship continued ahead.”
[GCMA Comment: This allegation of speeding was
supported by several witnesses. We can find no evidence
in the USCG investigative report that Coast Guard
investigators ever looked into these allegations.]

[Source: The Waterways Journal, Feb. 13, 2006, Letters to
the Editor. Emphasis by underlining is ours.]
I heard a story today about a man who recently lost his license
for six months. The story went like this: The man was working
for a little company that was working for the Corps of Engineers,
laying rock. The vessel had to operate in shallow waters in order
to get to the job site, and as you might guess, eventually the
vessel went hard aground. And, as you would know it, the court
punished the wheelman for going aground. Who else could they
punish? The Corps of Engineers was not at fault, and certainly,
the Coast Guard was not at fault.
No, it was solely the fault of the wheelman; after all, he had
a choice not to do the job, he could have quit his job, or
argued with his superiors concerning whether this was what a
prudent seaman would do.
These uncooperative mariners give the “powers that be” a
reason to let some foreign national or less-experienced
wheelman come in to do the pilots job. The offending
wheelman can always go on welfare. I suspect there is
already a plan for requiring sounder training; and, now that
he’s on welfare the man will have the time to take it.
Never mind that it takes two people to put a transducer on
the head of the barge and most boats have only one deckhand
per watch. Never mind that when the boat takes too much
time to get to the job site there can be consequences. Never
mind that there is now a five to one ratio of people leaving the
industry vs those coming into the industry. Never mind that
most of those five experienced people that are leaving the
industry are leaving because they don’t feel valued, don’t feel
supported by the company administrators and don’t feel that
they have the power to do what is right.(1)
[(1) GCMA Comment: Example: The ARTCO-SIX were
trying to bring safety to a very difficult job.]
However, instead of mediating their management toward a
more genuine person-centered style, they pay low wages and
have few processes in place that allow the boat personnel to
address issues with the managers. Person-centered management
teams have been proven to increase the production and retention
of employees in six out of seven situations; their personnel have
fewer accidents as more experienced men have fewer accidents.
Instead, the “powers that be” solution is to make war on
American seaman by creating a more hostile and demanding
environment and then they require the wheelman to twirl more
plates with less – yes, wonderful ethical and fair behavior.
Hooray for our leaders who seem to never take responsibility for
their economic rule over us.
What we need is not more training or coercive power
tactics, but the freedom to he professional seamen.
[GCMA Comment: To “freedom” we would add formal
safety training for all entry-level personnel and basic
vocational training for any person with duties in the
engineroom or machinery spaces. Refer to GCMA Report
#R-401 that contains a direct appeal to Congress.]
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SHIP RUNS OVER TOWBOAT IN
HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL
[Source: Misle Activity #2224945; Misle Case # 205195;
Release date Jan. 26, 2006. GCMA File #M-498.]
The Ship
At about 2230 hours on October 11, 2004, the M/V
NAPOLEON, a Maltese-flagged cargo ship of 43,579
deadweight tons was outbound in the Houston Ship Channel.
The NAPOLEON’S Third Officer stated: “I was the duty
navigation officer during outbound pilotage (from) Houston. I
was at the engine order telegraph executing the Pilot’s orders
and monitoring the AB-Helmsman.
“Approaching buoys #61/#59, we were transiting normally
in the center of the channel. The ship was steering (the)
channel course of 146°T.
“Suddenly,
the
AB-Helmsman
shouted
“NO
STEERING!!!” and the ship started moving to starboard
towards the barge flotilla we were overtaking. The rudder
angle indicator showed 10° to starboard towards the flotilla
we were overtaking. The rudder angle indicator showed 10°
to starboard, but the AB-Helmsman was trying to steer to port.
About 10 seconds later we collided with the flotilla. The time
of collision was approximately 2230. Thereafter, the ship
grounded on the bank.
“We hit between the towing vessel and its barges, If the
steering hadn’t failed, it would have been a normal
overtaking. We were properly positioned for the overtaking
prior to the steering failure. I heard the Pilot make an
overtaking agreement with the flotilla prior to the incident.”
The cause of the accident was attributed to a hydraulic control
valve failure that caused the automation system to shut down the
steering with the rudder going hard over to starboard.

intentionally grounded his vessel in an effort to prevent the
vessel from sinking and trying to prevent its total loss.
Following the accident, the NAPOLEON was able to shift its
rudder but grounded on the green side of the channel without
regaining use of its steering. Later, it was towed to an anchorage
and was subsequently repaired. Post accident drug testing
completed approximately 12 hours after the accident left enough
redacted paperwork in the accident report to choke a horse and no
evidence of a violation. The Coast Guard took no enforcement
action after concluding an “informal investigation.” The reported
damage estimate for this accident was $1,050,000.
SITREP Clarifies Nature of Towboat Flooding
The crew of the JONATHAN THOMAS dewatered the
engineroom that reportedly did not take on any more water
after its initial flooding. The Coast Guard Situation Report #1
(SITREP) stated in part: “It appears that the water came over
the gunwale when the tug was pushed over by the
NAPOLEON. They are floating and intend to return vessel
and barges to Houston for repair after USCG inspection and
investigation on scene is complete…Damage to UTV includes
port side pushed in, crack in engineroom extending 4 feet
below waterline (but) not leaking. The stern void on the barge
had a 15-ft by 15-ft. deck section ripped up, its corner
smashed, and the void filled with water.
The NAPOLEON’s bulbous bow was holed and flooded.
In their inspection of the NAPOLEON after the incident, the
Coast Guard determined that the technical manuals for the
vessel’s machinery were written in Spanish. However, it is
significant to note that none of the crew of this Malteseflagged,
Cypriot-owned,
Greek-operated
“flag-of
convenience” ship reads or speaks Spanish.
[GCMA Comment: Technical instruction manuals are
useless if the crew cannot read them. Being written in a
foreign language or Pidgin English is not the only reason such
manuals may be useless. – but it is an obvious reason.]

The Towing Vessel and its Tow
The towboat that received this nasty surprise was the 1200
hp, 66-foot M/V JONATHAN THOMAS owned by Eckstein
Marine Service of Harahan, LA. The tow was also outbound
pushing three loaded tank barges containing Hexene, lube oil,
and Octene and one empty tank barge containing Toluene
residue possibly containing the toxic Hydrogen Sulfide gas
(H2S) in a tow 758-ft long by 85-ft. wide en route from
Houston to Baton Rouge, LA.
As soon as the ship Pilot notified the towboat that he lost
power, the M/V JONATHAN THOMAS made attempts to
turn to the starboard. The impact came from the ship’s
bulbous bow along the towboat’s starboard side from
amidships to the bow. There were no fatalities although one
member of the towboat’s crew reported injuring his elbow and
back when thrown across the vessel’s galley by the impact.
The towboat’s deckhouse was mashed and its engineroom
flooded as its four-barge tow broke loose after the accident.
The ship rammed the starboard stern corner of Kirby Barge
#27600T above the waterline heavily damaging the corner of
the barge from the deck to well below the waterline.
Fortunately, no cargo escaped into Galveston Bay.
The master of the M/V JONATHAN THOMAS

PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONNAIRE ON PAGE
16 AND RETURN IT TO:
Gulf Coast Mariners Association
P. O. Box 3589
Houma, LA 70361-3589
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TOWS COLLIDE IN HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL
WITH INJURIES AND CARGO SPILL
[Source: USCG Misle Activity #2258450.
#212821. GCMA file #M-513.]

Misle Case

The Accident
“On December 10, 2004 at approximately 0415 at light 28
in the Houston Ship Channel, there was a collision between
the uninspected towing vessel (UTV) RITA M pushing two
double-hull tank barges, MMI 605 (380-feet) and MMI 3042
(297.5-foot) and the UTV THUNDER pushing one (397.5foot roll-on, roll-off) dry cargo barge LIGHTNING.
“The barge LIGHTNING sustained a 2-foot by 2-foot hole
in the bow above the waterline. The barge MMI 605
sustained a 20-foot by 13-foot indent to the #2 and #3 port
cargo tanks with an estimated spill of 42,000 gallons of
Gasoline Alkylate.
Three injuries were reported from
crewmembers on board the UTV RITA M” although the
extent of the injuries were not revealed in the documents
GCMA received. The discharge from the MMI 605 left a
sheen…” Gasoline alkylate is identified as an oil by the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.”
Damage to the vessels was estimated at $250,000 and loss
of cargo was estimated at $69,024. There were three injuries
and 17 people were put at risk. The Coast Guard classified
the accident as a “Significant Marine Casualty” and a “Serious
Marine Incident.”
The report shows the Galveston ferry service was shut
down for about an hour during rush hour.
Background
The THUNDER is a 117.8-foot long American-flag
towing vessel. The tug was pushing “in the notch” outbound
through Galveston Bay with the Chief Mate and a Houston
Pilot in the pilothouse en route to Mozambique, Africa.
According to the Houston Pilot’s statement, he arrived
early for a scheduled midnight sailing. However, the vessel
was delayed because cargo had to be secured. It was further
delayed by problems that were ongoing in the engineroom.
The Master left the bridge, and later called the Chief Mate
and assured him the engines were OK and that the crew could
start singling up lines. Before he allowed this, the Houston
Pilot spoke with the Master and asked him if he was confident
that the engine problems were rectified and that the vessel
was, in fact, ready to go. The Master assured the Pilot who
took the vessel away from the dock and stood out into the
Houston Ship Channel.
The Master returned to the bridge and explained that there
was a leaking Dresser coupling on the port engine.
Later, en route through Galveston Bay, the Master again
went to the engineroom and subsequently called the mate on
the phone saying something about “losing the engine, (and)
get ready to standby anchors.”
The Mate then pulled back the control setting the pitch of
both propellers to zero. This caused the speed to drop and the
vessel came left toward the inbound RITA M about threequarters of a mile away. The pilot ordered hard right rudder
and called the RITA M on channel 13 informing him of the

loss of engines and advising him to take evasive action – as he
then attempted to do.
The Pilot told the Mate to call the engineroom and tell them
there of the emergency situation he was facing and that he needed
the engines as soon as possible. Despite the right rudder, the
THUNDER/LIGHTNING continued her swing to port.
The engineroom responded that they had engine power.
However, the pilot observed that the “right rudder” command
was not working and ordered hard left and half ahead hoping
to increase the swing to port and ground the tow before it
came close aboard the RITA M, which was turning sharply to
its starboard. Although both commands were carried out, the
Pilot saw the maneuver was doomed to failure and then
ordered (and received) full astern to further decrease speed.
The bow of the cargo barge LIGHTNING contacted the
RITA M’s lead tank barge at about a 90-degree angle. The
impact occurred close to the red side limit of the channel. The
engine power then was able to back the LIGHTNING away
from the RITA M’s damaged tow.
The Captain showed up on the bridge at about (buoy)
25/26 with earmuffs on, apparently returning from the
engineroom. He explained that they had some problem with
the generators.
A Basket Full of Mechanical Problems
In a witness statement, the THUNDER’s oiler/wiper
reported a leak developed in the raw water system on the port
main engine. He also reported that he, the Master, and the
QMED started the port generator and saw fuel dripping and
traced it to the fuel line.
The QMED and oiler repaired the fuel leak with a piece of
high-pressure hose and hose clamps. The jury-rigged repair
held for about an hour when the Master noticed there wasn’t
any fuel pressure at the generator and that they were in danger
of shutting down.
While checking that out, the oiler felt a shudder, heard the
turbochargers speed up. He went to the engine control room
and saw fuel on the deck where the jury-rigged generator fuel
line had come apart. When he entered the engine control
room, he saw the Master on the phone with the bridge and
learned that they had collided with a barge. The Master left
the control room shortly thereafter and returned to the bridge.
As described in fragments picked from the report,(1) the
Coast Guard investigator stated that…

• The “generator had been laid up for over a year, and the
new owner could not find any records of previous
maintenance.”
• There was “inadequate maintenance of generators.”
• The “fuel line was in poor condition.”
• There was “inadequate training”(1)
• ¢ ¢ “reported on board vessel 2 days before departure and
never sailed onboard this vessel before.” [(1)Refer to
GCMA Report #R-401 that discusses the shortcomings of
engineer training. (2)Accident report, p. 17]
• The Second Mate who was serving as helmsman had been
aboard the vessel for only a few hours and was making his
first trip down the Houston Ship Channel and assisted the
Chief Mate on the bridge.
Following the collision, the Coast Guard required the tug
THUNDER to have its classification society (ABS) perform a
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survey and attest to the fact that the owners had:
• properly repaired its fuel leak.
• repaired the sea-water cooling system.
• repaired the port main engine so it operated properly, and
• repaired the tug’s entire steering system.
GCMA Comments
The boat owner is responsible for keeping his vessel in
good repair and seaworthy condition. This tow, en route to
southern Africa clearly was not in satisfactory mechanical
condition even to leave Galveston Bay to say nothing about
going halfway around the world.
The fact that the
THUNDER was an uninspected vessel meant that the Coast
Guard had very limited knowledge of the vessel and its
mechanical condition. We believe that the new towing vessel
inspection regulations mandated by Congress in 2004 have the
potential to improve the material condition of over 5,200
towing vessels and improve working conditions aboard these
vessels. In this case, the vessel owners did not maintain their
vessel in a seaworthy condition.(1) [(1)This accident highlights
the owner’s lack of preparation to send this tug-barge
combination on a trans-ocean tow to southern Africa – a
voyage that could put the crew’s lives in peril. This is why
GCMA has insisted for the past six years that the Coast Guard
(and not vessel owners) must inspect all towing vessels for
both domestic and international voyages.]
The fact that the vessel carried only an oiler and a QMED
to meet its legal responsibilities instead of a trained and
licensed engineer also indicates that the owners did not place a
high value upon the operation and maintenance of the vessel’s
installed machinery. We discuss this problem in considerable
detail in GCMA Report #R-401, Crew Endurance and the
Towing Vessel Engineer. GCMA believes so strongly in the
necessity for adequate mechanical and safety training for all
lower-level engineroom personnel that we made a direct
appeal to Congress on this issue.
The Master’s duty station is in the pilothouse (“bridge”)
and not in the engineroom. The Master cannot be in two
places at once as he attempted to be as shown in this report.
From the report we received, the Coast Guard appears to have
taken no action against the owners of the tug THUNDER and
barge LIGHTNING after they rammed barge MMI-605 owned
by Maryland Marine. We can assume that there was a lawsuit or
settlement where money changed hands although the accident
report would not show that. That issue can be settled in court.
TOWBOAT GROUNDS ON DIKE
BUOY MISSING
[Source: Misle Activity #1965148; Misle Case #157719; GCMA
File #M-455; FOIA #04-0849 & 04-0851; Release date Jan 9,
2006.]
The Accident
Shortly after midnight on December 15, 2003, the M/V
JERRY JONES, a 154’x 48’ towboat owned by Florida Marine
Transporters was traveling southbound on the Lower Mississippi
River. The towboat was traveling at a speed estimated at 3 mph
pushing an empty gasoline tank barge when it ran aground on a
dike on the right descending bank (RDB) at mile 701 near Tunica,
MS. The boat appears to have clipped the end of the dike.
The weather was windy, cold, and overcast with temperatures
slightly above freezing at the time of the accident.

The Coast Guard is responsible for enforcing laws and
regulations, protecting the public’s interest, and protecting the
environment. The Coast Guard report “recommended” a civil
penalty of $5,000 against the owners of the rammed barge that
appeared a bit unusual.
Under the heading
“Aggravating/Mitigating Factors” in the details describing the
violation this statement appears: “Gravity. Due to the
severity of the discharge (being over a thousand barrels), I
recommend the maximum penalty. RP (responsible party) has
had three similar incidents in the past twelve months.”
Whether the Coast Guard ever collected this or any civil
penalty is not revealed in the report.
In addition, there is no mention by the Coast Guard of any
attempt to clean up the 42,000 gallon spill. Nor is there any
mention in the Coast Guard’s Chemical Data Guide for Bulk
Shipment by Water (CIM 16616.6A) of the cargo “Gasoline
Alkylates” or “Alkylate” (UN 1203) that was spilled. The
Material Safety Data Sheet on the cargo collected and
numbered ECN2258450.03 was never furnished as part of the
report. However, the Chemical Hazard Response Information
System (i.e., CHRIS Manual) shows “Gasoline Blending
Stocks: Alkylates” as flammable, producing an irritating
vapor, and harmful to aquatic life even in very low
concentrations. If this description matches the substance that
spilled into Galveston Bay, there is little in the report to
indicate that the Coast Guard was sufficiently concerned about
the spill. Perhaps a fire or explosion that might have
consumed the vessels would have generated more concern
than this report appears to show. Or, perhaps a $1,000,000
fine against a company operating such an ill-prepared vessel
as the THUNDER donated to support the damage to fish and
waterfowl in Galveston Bay would be more meaningful to
area fishermen who try to earn a living from Galveston Bay.
In the meantime, enjoy your seafood, and hope it didn’t
come from Galveston Bay. Don’t be critical of the odor and
cloud hanging over the Houston area because the wind will
blow it away – perhaps tomorrow. Don’t be too tough on the
towing industry’s bottom line because all that training,
preventive maintenance, and “safety” stuff is much too
expensive and burdensome. Look forward to more of this
type of accident if the Coast Guard allows the “responsible”
and irresponsible carriers to inspect their own vessels as they
have asked to do. GCMA stands by its towing vessel
inspection report, #R-276, that explains a number of minimum
requirements that we believe the Coast Guard must consider
for all towing vessels.
The grounding caused a leak in the vessel’s starboard fuel
tank that led to the discharge of approximately 300 gallons out of
an estimated 2,000 gallons of diesel fuel in the tank into the
Lower Mississippi River. In addition, the bulkhead between the
fuel tank and an adjacent wash water tank ruptured causing the
wash water tank to take on fuel.
There was no buoy marking the end of the dike on the right
descending bank and was claimed to be a factor in the accident.
As a result, the pilot misjudged the channel line along the right
descending bank in the darkness and his towboat ran aground on
the dike.
[GCMA Comment: Our Pilots report that many oversize
tows frequently sweep away aids to navigation and fail to
report them. This defeats the best efforts of both the Coast
Guard and the Corps of Engineers to mark the river
channels.]
Following the grounding, various fuel tanks were lightered, the
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vessel was re-floated and was towed to Greenville, MS, for repairs.
Corrective Action
The Coast Guard was notified that there was no buoy
marking the end of the dike and that a buoy appeared to be
necessary at this location since the dike protruded into what could
reasonably be construed by mariners as the navigable channel.
The “data collection” in this report did not bother to estimate
the cost of repairing the towboat, the cost of the cleanup
OVERLOADED TOW RUNS
AGROUND
[Source: USCG Misle Activity #2362169;
Misle Case #230954; Release date, Jan.
19, 2006. GCMA file #M-570.]
On May 16, 2005 at 0045 the 10,500
hp, 183.2 foot M/V AMERICAN
HERITAGE owned by ARTCO traveling southbound at 4 mph near mile 766
on the Lower Mississippi River with 45
loaded barges bumped bottom with the
starboard stern barge breaking away the
starboard string of her tow damaging one
barge. The size of the tow was listed as
1545 feet by 260 feet.
[GCMA Comment: This is one of
many oversize and overloaded tow
accidents that we have looked into.]
OSV OAKLAWN BURNS IN GULF
[Source: Misle Activity #2198376; Misle
Case #202866; Release date, Jan. 26,
2006. GCMA file #M-496. FOIA #050020.]
On September 6, 2004, the M/V
OAKLAWN, a 120-foot oilfield utility
boat of 84 gross register tons owned by
Seacor Marine, Inc. was underway bound
for East Cameron block 322 on a clear
night with fair visibility.
The deckineer(1) made his rounds of the
engineroom around 0100. At about 0130
to 0145 hours, the rpms on the starboard
engine started dropping and a high water
temperature alarm on the starboard main
engine sounded.
Upon entering the
engineroom, the deckineer found the
starboard main engine on fire. [(1)Only
vessels over 200 gross register tons
require a licensed engineer.]
The deckineer attempted to fight the
fire but was unable to extinguish it.
Thereupon, he left the engineroom and
informed the Captain. The full crew then

undertaken by the towing company as the “Responsible Party”
(RP), or the value of the contaminated fuel. We believe that such
information should have been reasonably easy for the Coast
Guard to collect in the two-years following the accident and the
release of the accident report – but it was not done.
[GCMA Comment: “Data collection” in some Coast Guard
accident investigations is less than complete by any
reasonable standard.]

This was a reportable marine casualty with no damage estimate given. The
grounding took place “outside the
marked channel.” The “starboard string
of (the) tow broke away, drifted down
river, and came to rest on the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers dike.”
The Coast Guard used these phrases
in describing the accident: “Improper or
inadequate measurements and appraisals.
Deficient planning. Execution errors;
Attention failures; Mistiming errors;
Memory failures – all of which seem
wide of the mark.
In a letter to the Captain of the Port
following the grounding the Pilot on
watch stated:
“At mile (766.8) LMR, I was S/B
with 45 load with 4.9 on Memphis gage.
At Mile 766.8 I did not anticipate that
much water running over the sand bar
and making a hard set on the right de-

scending bank. This caused me to hit
with the starboard stern barge. Then
cause(d) tow to break up.
“Lessons learned: 1) Under this
circumstances with large tows, flank (the)
tow at this mile point. 2) Reduce the tow
size according to the river gages. 3) Reduce barge draft according to river gages.”

made another attempt to fight the fire,
closing air vents and shutting off the
supply of fuel.
The crew was unable to extinguish the
fire. When they noticed fuel bubbling out
of the fuel tank sounding tubes, they were
ordered to abandon ship.
The M/V MR. ROY arrived and
picked up the crew. The MR. ROY started
spraying water to cool the vessel and the
tank of “flight fuel” on the after deck and
was able to extinguish the fire.
The fire was classified as a Serious
Marine Incident.
The damage was
estimated at $150,000 by the Coast Guard
and $350,000 by a marine surveyor.
Fortunately, there were no injuries. The
Coast Guard classified the marine casualty
investigation that followed as an “informal
investigation.”
The cause of the accident was: “(a)
fitting on (the) hose carrying fuel to (the)
starboard engine supposedly failed which
caused fuel to leak onto a hot engine block
causing ignition.” The “fitting on the hose
apparently disconnected.”
“The crewmembers were forced to
abandon ship and enter the water after they

were unable to contain the fire in the
engineroom. The MR. ROY was nearby
and rescued the crew from the water.
Although the vessel had 22 adult life
preservers, the report indicated that the
crew of four entered the water without
lifesaving equipment.
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[GCMA Comment: Our Pilots agree
with the “lessons learned.” Unfortunately, for most licensed towing vessel
officers, the towing company decides
upon the number of barges and the
draft of the barges that make up the
tow. In GCMA Report #R-340, we
urged the Coast Guard to regulate tow
size and draft to protect the waterway,
its infrastructure, and our mariners.
The towing company (ARTCO)
should heed these “lessons learned.”]

[GCMA Comment:
Although the
report never mentioned this fact, the
M/V OAKLAWN was not equipped
with inflatable liferafts. Instead, it had
two “life floats.” Although this is legal,
GCMA considers a life float unsuitable
for offshore service because it requires
crewmembers to enter and remain in
the water awaiting rescue. That can
pose a serious problem we have brought
up often and the Coast Guard continues
to ignore. In mid-winter, water in the
Gulf of Mexico reaches a bone-chilling
59 degrees. It is even lower on the
rivers!]
[GCMA Comment: Perhaps mariners
should question their employers before
accepting a job on a vessel equipped
with life floats.]
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___2) Do you believe industry is about to lose its “lowerlevel” workforce?

Gulf Coast Mariners Association

___3) Does Apathy (define) prevails among working
mariners?

P. O. Box 3589
Houma, LA 70361-3589
Phone: (985) 879- 3866
Fax: (985) 879-3911

___4) Are jobs in the towing industry perceived to be
undesirable?
___5) Are jobs on Offshore Supply Vessels (OSVs)
perceived to be undesirable?

www.g ulfcoastmarine rs.org

___6) Would you recommend work in the marine industry
to your children, friends and relatives?

GCMA PROJECT R#424
DATE: January & February 2006

___7) Do you ever see the tug-and-barge (or OSV) industry
operating outside the law?

Last Name: ____________________________________

___8) Do you observe insufficient or substandard manning levels?

First Name & MI:________________________________

___9) Do towing companies expect their officers to violate
vessel manning & work hour laws?

Mailing Address: ________________________________
City, State, Zip: _________________________________
P.O. Box #:_____________________________________
Nickname: _____________________________________
Highest Grade Attended in School: __________________
Home Phone: (

) _____________________________

Cell Phone# (

) _____________________________

Do you have a Fax machine? _______________________
Can you make an Internet Connection to our website? ___
QUESTIONNAIRE

___10) Do offshore boat companies expect officers to violate
vessel manning & work hour laws daily?
___11) Do you believe the Coast Guard has first-hand
knowledge of the challenges mariners face?
___12) How would you rate the service you received at the
Coast Guard Regional Exam Center.
___13) Before today, how well were you informed about
recent changes in tow vessel inspection & licensing.
___14) Do you work for a company that belongs to an
industry trade association (OMSA or AWO)?
___15) Do you find many licensed mariners lack the
experience to perform their assigned jobs properly?
___16) Do you find many unlicensed mariners lack the
experience to perform their assigned jobs properly?

ANSWERS:
5 = Yes; True; Agree Fully; Excellent; Very Many.
4 = Yes; Often but not always; Good; Many.
3 = Maybe; Possibly; Fair; Some.
2 = No; Seldom; Poorly; Few.
1 = Hell no; Untrue; Unacceptable; Disagree; None.
0 = I have no opinion; I am not qualified to give an opinion;
I don’t know.

___17) If you refuse to undertake a job, even one you doubt
you can perform, will it hurt your career?
___18) Do you believe the marine industry has a significant
drug abuse problem?
___19) Do you believe many employers tolerate drug &
alcohol abusers?

Instructions: Please answer each question with a number
between 1 and 5 corresponding to the choice of answers
above

___20)

___1) Do you believe there is a real shortage of maritime
personnel?

___21) Can you use Titles 33 & 46 of the Code of Federal
Regulations?
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Do you understand USCG/DOT drug-testing
regulations? [49 CFR 40 & 46 CFR 16. R-315)]
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___22) Do you consider cigarette smoke on your boat a
health hazard to your health?

___33) How stressful do you find the work you perform on
your boat?

___23) Do you believe your “employee at will” status (once
explained) makes you more independent?

___34) Do you believe your company report all accidents &
injuries requiring professional medical help to the
USCG?

___24) Is an officer’s 84-hour workweek acceptable to you?
[Contrast to 40-hour skilled shoreside job.]
___25) Do you feel secure on your vessel when you go to
sleep after standing watch?
___26) Are you concerned about the unlimited work hours
unlicensed personnel may work? [R-375]
___27) Are you satisfied that your company invests enough
time and money in training its deck personnel?
___28) Are you satisfied that your company invests enough
time and money in training engineroom personnel?
___29) Are uninspected towing vessels as safe as inspected
vessels like OSVs and small passenger vessels?

___35) Does your vessel have a smoke detector in your
bunkroom?
___36) Would you be willing to work more than 12 hours in
a 24-hour period if you were paid overtime?
___37) If you had a choice, which work schedule would you
choose? Circle ONE:
• 4-on, 8-off (i.e., a three-watch system).
• 6on, 6 off (i.e., a two-watch system).
•8-on, 8-off.
•12-on, 12-off.
• 7-7-5-5 (i.e., CEMS).

___31) How satisfied are you with your diet, the cooking,
and food sanitation on your boat?

___38) If you had a choice, how many days would you
work? Circle ONE
•7 & 7
• 14 & 14
• 14 &7
• 20 & 10
• 30 & 30

___32) To what extent have you been trained in Crew
Endurance Management (CEMS)?

___39) Do you believe a union contract would improve your
working conditions?

___30) How would you rate the cleanliness of your vessel’s
potable water for drinking, cooking & bathing?
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Lafourche Merchant Marine
Training Services, Inc.
Offers you the courses you need!

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

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
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