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IT’S ALL ABOUT EXPERIENCE

Appearance on Impropriety

Marine Safety /Wrong Way

Chelsea Creek, Boston, MA A tight fit
requires close coordination, team work
and EXPERIENCE…

Mariners Rights: Criminalization

Governmentium

IMPORTANT NOTICE

…And water’s high on the Lower Mississippi –
and that demands EXPERIENCE as well.

Introduction. Capt. Joel Milton is a former Coast Guardsman who earned a license as
Master of Steam and Motor Vessels of 1,600 Gross Register Tons, with towing
endorsement and an unlimited Able Seaman ticket. Aside from being a professional
mariner, he is an accomplished writer and photographer. His writings promote the
standards our mariners should strive for and suggest the type of leadership that our
mariners are capable of offering if only given an opportunity. Joel is a member of ILA
Local 333 and a strong advocate of union reform to better serve their membership. Joel
writes the monthly “On the Water” column for WorkBoat magazine. He wrote “Full
Speed Ahead for Novice Mates” in the March Issue.
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The fact that the article, in itself, is perfectly clear encouraged
a great deal of internet discussion in which Joel further clarified
what was already clear and expanded the discussion to bring out
the critical importance of experience that may have escaped the
Coast Guard and towing company executives. The pictures that
Joel took were provided over the internet.
Full Speed Ahead for Novice Mates
[Emphasis is ours]
This year, the first graduating class from the "Workboat Mate"
program will be hitting the decks on a tug or OSV near you.
Two affiliated training institutions, one on each coast,
launched the "Workboat Mate" program in 2006. The
program says it will produce qualified mates for towing and
oilfield supply vessels in just two years. The program is split
evenly between classroom time and actual sea time. No prior
experience is required. So, someone can literally walk in off
the street without ever stepping foot on a boat and graduate
(after passing the U.S. Coast Guard license exam) with either
a 1,600-Ton Mate-Near Coastal or 500-Ton Mate – Oceans
license, along with the towing vessel endorsement, in only
two years. Normally, a candidate must have three years of sea
time to merely qualify to sit for those exams. It's interesting
that the Coast Guard would approve such a program.
I would treat these graduates like an egg. If handled
gently, and not pushed too hard and too fast, they may one day
hatch and grow into qualified, first-rate mariners. But if they
are treated as truly qualified mariners before they have
sufficient experience, they may be smashed to bits on the
rocks, along with the loaded oil barge they were entrusted
with. The notion that just one year of sea time is sufficient
would be funny if only the stakes weren't so high. In theory,
no reputable company should utilize graduates of this program
in any position other than a mate-in-training for at least two
years or so. But desperate times can lead to desperate
measures, and it is unrealistic to expect every company to
show the necessary restraint.
Under current regulations, these graduates are considered
fully qualified and certified by the Coast Guard to serve as
mates, so there is nothing to prevent companies from using
them as "experienced" mates.
I think it's time for Congress, the Coast Guard and the
marine industry to revisit licensing and manning regulations.
For "Workboat Mate" program graduates, the title "Second
Mate/Pilot of Towing Vessels" sounds about right to me. Do
we really want another avoidable disaster to prove the point?
Joel Responds to E-mail Comments
It has come to my attention that my March 2008 On the
Water column in Work-boat Magazine has upset a number of
people who feel that I disparaged the Workboat Mate
vocational training program at the Pacific Maritime Institute
and the Maritime Institute for Training and Graduate Studies,
as well as those who worked hard to bring it into existence.
This was not my intention, and I want to correct any
misconceptions people may have.
For the record, I have no issue with the course itself, and I
don't want anyone to get the idea that it's a waste of time and
resources to put personnel through it. When it began in the
spring of 2006, I read carefully over the course descriptions
and the alternating class phase/sea phase structure and
concluded that, of the formal school options available, it was
by far the best choice.
The curriculum of the maritime academies is not geared

toward the brownwater Merchant Marine at all, and the sea
time component is typically only about nine months. This is
not what our industry needs more of. Rather, I would strongly
encourage anyone seeking a career in our industry to give all
due consideration to the P.M.I. program. For many candidates
it may well be the only practical route to advancement.
I'm well aware of the limitations of self-study, which is the
route that I took, and I can truthfully say that I wish something
like this had existed when I graduated from high school in 1982.
There are, of course, pros and cons with anything. In my
opinion, and in the opinion of many other experienced
mariners (hawsepipers and academy graduates alike), the main
weak point in any program of this type is as follows: one year
of sea time, no matter how well structured the training, is
simply an inadequate period of time for a graduate to
acquire sufficient real-world experience to be a fullyqualified, stand-alone mate in a two-watch system upon
graduation. The two-man/two-watch system is still the
dominant system in effect throughout the tugboat, towboat
and oilfield sectors of the industry. With that as a given, it's
imperative that it be understood that to remain even remotely
rested in such a system, both the captain and the mate
absolutely must be able to stand their own watch without
assistance at all times, except in a genuine emergency.
Anything less results in a rapid and substantial increase in
fatigue for both, that is already a very serious issue of
concern. The captains must get up off-watch to either do the
maneuver/evolution themselves, or at least keep an eye on the
newer mates while they do it. The mates, for their part, will
often wind up getting up off-watch to observe the captain
whenever the opportunity presents itself.
My hope was that my column would spark some honest
debate about what the proper role of these graduates should
be, and how to mitigate the risks involved with their
transition to unrestricted mate status. I thought I made that
abundantly clear in the final paragraph, but I must take full
responsibility for my failure nevertheless.
I ask that all concerned parties give some real
consideration to a solution that I think would work reasonably
well for everyone in most cases. As I've written in the past, a
formal change to the manning standards to include a formal
billet for apprentice mate/steersman / 2nd mate (whichever
term you prefer) would allow all operators to accommodate
the legitimate at-sea training and experience needs of their
personnel. Because it would be written into the manning
regulations it would apply to everyone equally, so there would
be no unfair but legal competitive advantage for those that
chose not to do it. This would also make it easier for the
Coast Guard to police the system and catch the scofflaws. It
wouldn't need to be full-time on every company vessel. Just
on an as-needed, boat-to-boat basis. Yes, this will cost more
money. But if it applies across the board then it shouldn't
matter. I don't believe that this would make more than a small
scratch in the cost-per-ton-mile advantage that tug and barge
transport has over rail, let alone trucking. It would simply be
a legitimate business cost that would be passed on to the
consumer, as so many others are.
PMI's Workboat Mate program would play a very
important and integral role in feeding well-schooled, wellscreened personnel into these training slots for another year or
two of "finishing", as they say on the feed lots. This would
ultimately serve to minimize the risk of accidents occurring
from pushing inexperienced personnel too far, too fast and
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may well prove to be an important element in making this
industry attractive to young people once again, thereby
alleviating the debilitating shortages of personnel that's
hurting everyone.
I'll point out that the advancement path for workboat
engineers is absolutely desperate for this same treatment.
For far too long the ladder of advancement to both the
wheelhouse and the engineroom has been missing this crucial
rung. It's time to fix it.
An Example of What a Truly Qualified Towing Mate
Must Be Ready For
On Mar 20, 2008 Gregg Trunnell, Director, Pacific
Maritime Institute e-mailed the following comments after
viewing the “ship assist” pictures from Chelsea, MA.:
“On the East Coast are the Near Coastal Mates on the Near
Coastal Routes doing Ship Assist? Please keep in mind that our
guys are Near Coastal, and are trained for Near Coastal / Ocean
Routes. Granted they have the license to be able to do this type
of maneuver, in no way, whatsoever, do we have the expectation
that our Mates would be qualified to do such a maneuver.
There is a certain 'company responsibility' here to ensure
that the people doing such a skilled maneuver are
competent….What your speaking to is really a 'regulatory',
'manning' and ’company policy' issue and not necessarily a
'training' issue. Our graduates will have the fundamental skill
sets to be a mate, and will have a strong ability to learn.
It would be insanity to place any 'new mate', regardless
of training, in such a position.”
Joel’s Reply
Now I think you're really starting to get it. Yes, an East
Coast Near Coastal Mate (or an Inland Waters or Oceans
Mate, for that matter) should know how to do ship/barge assist
work, whether it be going into Irving Oil, Revere in Chelsea
Creek, or bending a 1,000-foot container ship 90 degrees
around Bergen Pt. going into Port Newark. Ask one of the
Sandy Hook pilots if they think a year of sea time (6 months
on deck, 6 months in the wheelhouse) is really enough.
Your (workboat mate) graduates can be taught how to do
this, once they get out into the tug fleet and get the
opportunity to experience it.
"Our graduates will have the fundamental skill sets to
become a mate, and will have a strong ability to learn." is how
I would put it.
And there is no shame whatsoever implied by that
statement. What you're doing is good! Someone badly
needed to do it. But it's only when people learn exactly what
it is we have to be able to do that this finally sinks in. No
school will ever be able to produce someone who can hop on
a tug as a fully-qualified mate in a two-watch / two-man
system and handle whatever comes up. There is just no
substitute for experience, and I include substantial
experience as a deckhand in that definition.
As I wrote in my previous explanatory letter for your
customers and the regulators, my peers and I never had a
problem with the training you were providing or the expected
quality of the graduates. Knowing what we know, we would
never expect one of your graduates to do anything like this for
quite some time. The problem was always with the fact that
they will graduate with an unrestricted mates license and
could be used as such. And if they can be used then, sooner

or later, one way or another, someone will misuse them. It's
inevitable. And if they're unlucky enough to be involved in a
high-profile accident, especially with multiple "innocent bypasser" civilian casualties, all hell will break loose on us from
a regulatory standpoint. It wouldn't be pretty.
I think the best way to put it would be that there is an
expectation that the tug can and periodically will be doing
ship assists, as well as assisting other tug-and-barge units or
any other odd-job that might come up, and these may occur at
any time and on short notice, wherever you may be. If the
Mate is incapable of handling the jobs on his/her watch then
the Captain is going to have to get up.
It was common for us to do one or more assists while
standing by for 10-12 hours in Boston for our barge to
discharge. These pictures were taken on one such occasion.
In fairness, Chelsea Creek is high up on the difficulty scale,
but it would be expected of you nonetheless. Going into
Braintree is no picnic either. As a matter of law/regulation,
let alone practicality and common sense, assisting this ship
into berth is not an emergency. Waking up the captain to do
it would immediately put him into violation of the work-hour
limitations, and also worsen the fatigue situation, which is
already a problem.
Now this leads right back to the main point of my original
column that got everyone so fired up: I never said that your
graduates were no good to us. I never said that no reputable
company would utilize them on their vessels. What I did say
was that no reputable company should use them as
anything except a trainee mate's position for at least a
couple of years until they have the time and opportunity to
learn how to do stuff like this on their own. It all comes
down to what your definition of a mate is, what your
expectations of mates are and/or should be, and what the
minimum acceptable level of safety should be.
Please keep in mind that we are talking about a two-watch
/ two-man watch rotation that is standard throughout most of
the industry. I'm aware that some companies, on some
vessels, do run with a 3rd man some of the time. I think your
graduates will be absolutely ideal for this 3rd-man position.
But in a two-watch / two-man system the mates must possess
minimum captain-level skills and judgment, thereby being
able to handle all non-emergency situations on their watch, or
the entire two-watch system falls on it's face. It is flat-out
illegal for any captain to get up to do a non-emergency
maneuver for an unskilled or inexperienced mate. If
anything were to go wrong, either then or later, the company
could disingenuously fire him for non-compliance with
company policy and the Coast Guard can go after him for
violating the work-hour regulations and company policy. Is
it any wonder recruiting is tough?
Yes, the solution is probably a regulatory one and the last
paragraph of my column says it pretty succinctly:
"I think it's time for Congress, the Coast Guard and the
marine industry to revisit licensing and manning
regulations. For the "Workboat Mate" program graduates,
the title "2nd Mate / Pilot of Towing Vessels" sounds about
right to me. Do we really want another avoidable disaster to
prove the point?"
Changing the manning regulations would give cover to
everyone who wants to do it the right way but is worried about
being undercut by the small minority who don't. How this got
misunderstood I'll never know.
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ANOTHER COAST GUARD
“APPEARANCE OF IMPROPRIETY”
At the Congressional Hearing last July, we heard about the
“appearance of Impropriety” revealed by the Baltimore Sun
about Coast Guard’s Administrative Law Judge issues along
with charges filed on behalf of three mariners in Federal
District Court naming the Commandant, the Chief
Administrative Law Judge, and a number of Coast Guard
employees. One of these mariners is a member of our
Association and former Coast Guard enlisted man. That case
has now advanced to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals.
Like many mariners, we were shocked by the revelations in
Department of Homeland Security Inspector General’s Report
#OIG-07-23 (reprinted as our Report #R-401-C) on the
Acquisition of the National Security Cutter and its initial cost
over-run of $258,000,000 – a figure that does not include
correcting a number of costly mistakes at taxpayer expense –
assuming they can be corrected. All of this is part of the Coast
Guard’s “Deepwater” Project that eventually will cost taxpayers
$25 Billion dollars. This report was followed by another report
detailing expensive shortcomings on the conversion of a number
of Coast Guard Island Class patrol boats that were lengthened to
123 feet before being pulled out of service and scrapped. This is
detailed in Inspector General’s Report #OIG-07-27 (reprinted as
our Report #R-401-F).
Over the years, our mariners became acutely aware that
Coast Guard officials at all levels ignore mariner issues, create
partnerships with industry that marginalize our merchant
mariners and put the screws to us at every opportunity from
health issues to license renewals. But all of this pales into
insignificance after the two 2007 Inspector General reports
exposed how little the Coast Guard really knows about what is
going on with new construction and modernization of their
own vessels right under their noses.
These high ranking, highly educated officers are not
“ignorant.” Many have been on the academic gravy train ever
since being provided a free education at the Coast Guard
Academy. Some officers attend school at taxpayer expense
for years while they are in the service.
Could it be that the highest ranking officers in the Coast
Guard are more preoccupied with feathering their own nests
and preparing their own “golden parachutes” as they prepare
to bail out of a lifetime on the government dole? As the
retirement years approach, these opportunistic officers leap for
the highest rung on the promotion ladder so they can touch
base just long enough to maximize their pensions in their rush
to forsake “Duty, Honor, Country” for the fast buck. Those
who aspire to but do not quite reach “flag” rank can land high
paying jobs as civilian drones back in the Coast Guard as a
consolation prize. Of more recent concern is that these
retreads will infiltrate other agencies of government like the
NTSB and warp it as well.
The Coast Guard awarded the “deepwater” contract to
Integrated Coast Guard Systems (ICGS) of Rosslyn, Virginia
on June 25, 2002, which is a joint venture partnership between
Northrup Grumman Ship Systems and Lockheed Martin
Corporation – at just about the same time that Admiral James
Loy retired as Commandant of the Coast Guard. Lockheed
Martin is also the contractor that is handling the TWIC
program, a joint project of the Coast Guard and the
Transportation Security Administration (TSA).

Admiral James M. Loy served as the Commandant of the
Coast Guard from May 1998 to 2002, later as Administrator
of the Transportation Security Administration in 2002-2003,
and finally as Deputy Secretary of Homeland Security from
2003 to 2005 – the home of the infamous TWIC card. You
can rest assured that the TWIC program cannot and will not
possibly fail because the government skids are well oiled to
continue pouring more and more money in. There is just too
much money floating around to keep this project afloat even if
it has to be kept on life support.
Here’s a baseball bat that will be used to bludgeon our
mariners into submission! A report in the Wheelhouse
Weekly of April 7th states: “MARAD issued an advisory
March 27 reminding mariners that their credential will be
SUSPENDED OR REVOKED if they don’t get a TWIC card
by the Sept. 25 deadline. The advisory notes that credentialed
mariners will be required to hold a TWIC in order for their
license, MMD, or STCW endorsement to remain valid.
Suspension and revocation is a particularly volatile topic
among our mariners in light of the ongoing “appearance of
impropriety” with the unresolved Coast Guard Administrative
Law Judge scandal., three cases shunted to the Appeals Court
in New Orleans and the case of Eric Shine that has dragged on
for over five years as reported in our Newsletter #51 and
updated in our Report #R-429-L.
Mariners Pressured to Obtain TWIC Cards That Other
Government Agencies are Oblivious To
One of our mariners reported his boat was boarded last
week. He recently received his TWIC card and offered it to
the chief of the Coast Guard’s boarding party as an identity
document. The chief of the boarding party didn’t know what
it was, had never seen one before, and asked instead for our
mariner’s driver’s license.
The following Letter to the Editor appeared in the March
31st Waterways Journal:
“All hail the vaulted TWIC.
“This is supposed to be the most secure ID in the country
now. So how come nobody knows about it? This card is
required by the Federal government, but it’s not a good
enough ID to get you in a Federal building: you got to have a
driver’s license, which the Federal government acknowledges
is not a secure ID.
“The Federal marshal’s office doesn’t recognize it, either:
“I don’t know anything about it; you need to talk to Homeland
Security.”
“Go to the airport and try to get past one of the
Department of Homeland Security’s own Transportation
Security Administration agents with a TWIC card. They don’t
know what it is either and require a “proper ID”.
Is this an expensive joke perpetrated on the transportation
industry or is just a form of taxation without representation.?
[NMA Comment. We requested further information on
the specifics of this incident from the Coast Guard under
the Freedom of Information Act and any further written
information our mariners may have.]
Follow the Money
A simple Google search shows that former Transportation
Security Administrator and Coast Guard Commandant James
Loy has become a member of the Board of Directors of
Lockheed Martin Corporation and on Jan. 15, 2008 was
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granted or awarded 4,108.4817 “phantom stock units.” Plain
reading of the internet document reveals that the phantom
stock units turn into the gold fabric of his golden parachute on
the first anniversary of the grant date or upon retirement,
death, or disability. Settlement in cash or stock, converted on
a 1 for 1 basis, takes place on his retirement or termination of
service to the corporation making this worth roughly $410,000
based on present-day stock value.
In Admiral Loy’s wake, the American taxpayer either must
pay to repair the first national security cutter over its lifetime
or will demand much less of the Coast Guard’s largest and
most advanced cutter than we agreed to pay for. In the worst
case scenario, a defective cutter will put to sea and place the
lives of its crew at risk at some future date. And, you can bet
the Coast Guard will pull out every stop to guarantee 100%
compliance with a September deadline for every single
credentialed mariner to obtain his or her TWIC from
Lockheed Martin’s “Trusted Agents.”
Something in this deal stinks to high heaven.
Probing Questions
A number of our mariners asked probing questions about
former Coast Guard officials who left federal service and went to
work for private industry after their retirement. This happens
quite frequently in the marine industry and elsewhere in
government and is called a “revolving door.” When we asked a
government agency outside the Coast Guard we were told…
“Basically they (i.e., the government) restrict you from
working in retirement on any dealings with the federal agency
for which you formerly worked. Most of the restrictions
apply for one or two years after you leave the government job.
“The restrictions are most strict on those who held high
level management or policy-making positions in the agency
from which they retired.
The two main restrictions are:
● There is a permanent ban on switching sides which is
applicable to key government employees. This means a
former government employee may not serve as another
party’s representative to the government in matters in which
HEAVY TOW STRIKES NATCHEZ-BRIDGE
[Source: Misle Activity #2862319, Misle Case #335809, FOIA
#07-0834, Release date: Feb. 5, 2008. NMA file #M-692.]
On Jan. 25, 2007 the 134.1 foot, 5600 horsepower(1)
towboat M/V LIMESTONE LADY, operated by Marquette
Transportation(2) pushing a tow of 25 loaded rock barges
southbound on the Lower Mississippi River at Mile 363
slammed into the Natchez-Vidalia highway bridge at Natchez,
MS setting all barges adrift, sinking three barges and
intentionally grounding two other holed barges to prevent
them from becoming totally submerged. Fourteen (14) other
barges were damaged as a result of the allision. Estimates of
the damages were $478,200 for vessels and $120,000 for loss
of cargo. [(1)The “sales” horsepower listed on CG form 2692
shows 6140 horsepower. Refer to our Report # R-400,
Oversize and Overloaded Tows: Towing Vessel Horsepower
that describes our Association’s goal of requiring uniform
reporting of true towing vessel horsepower. (2)Ownership
information for the M/V Limestone Lady presented in the

he or she participated while in government.
● There is a two-year post-employment ban applicable to all
employees. This provision is basically the same as the first
with two exceptions. First, it only applies for two years.
Second, it covers a broader range of matters by
encompassing all specific matters which were actually
pending under the former employee’s “official
responsibilities” during his or her last year of service.”
Our further inquiry was directed to the Office of
Government Ethics (OGE).
According to the U.S.
Government Manual, this agency “…exercises leadership in
the Executive Branch to prevent conflicts of interest on the
part of government employees and to resolve those conflicts
that do occur. In partnership with executive branch agencies
and departments, the office fosters high ethical standards for
employees and strengthens the public’s confidence that the
Government’s business is conducted with impartiality and
integrity. The Office is the principal agency for administering
the Ethics in Government Act for the Executive Branch.”
As an Association, we are far from convinced that the
Government’s business is conducted with “impartiality and
integrity” – at least as far as the Coast Guard is concerned.
Our mariners know all about the “partnership” between the
Coast Guard and trade associations and how they fail to
adequately protect our mariners.
When we explored the issue further, we learned that the
Office of Government Ethics (OGE) has no enforcement
authority and is only advisory in nature.
In Business Week we read that Defense Contractor
Lockheed Martin spent $9,220,000 lobbying on its own
behalf in 2007 alone. The world’s largest defense contractor
also hired a number of outside lobbying firms for
representation on a range of defense issues including the
Coast Guard’s “Deepwater” modernization program.
Where does Admiral Loy fit in? We suggest that Congress
examine this matter in much greater depth than it has done in the
past as part of a much closer scrutiny of the entire Coast Guard
officer corps – a corps that our merchant mariners no longer
looks up to with respect for fairness, integrity, and leadership.
Coast Guard report is not the same as the information
appearing in the 2008 Inland River Guide]
The Coast Guard classified this as a Serious Marine
Incident and conducted an “informal” investigation of the
accident. They issued the Master a Letter of Warning citing a
violation of 46 CFR §5.29 “Negligence.” Negligence is
defined as “…the commission of an act which a reasonable
and prudent person of the same station, under the same
circumstances, would not commit, or the failure to perform an
act which a reasonable and prudent person of the same station
under the same circumstances, would not fail to perform.”
How do you “prove” negligence? If you are the Coast
Guard, you don’t have to “prove” anything if a mariner is
willing to sign a “Letter of Warning” instead of appearing
before a Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge to defend
yourself in a Suspension and Revocation Hearing.
These statements selected from the text of the accident
report summarize the scope of the Coast Guard’s
investigation:
● The Master had traveled this route multiple times before
the accident.
● He lined up the tow as he has always done.
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● This time it didn’t work out for him.
● Given that his evasive maneuver and the emergency action
took place but were not effective, nothing could have
prevented the allision unless the Master had noticed the
misalignment and tried to turn earlier.
The investigation presented little in the way of analysis,
but indicated (on p.37) that the “Company possibly made a
bad choice of sending a tow consisting of 25 barges south
with the river conditions the way they were.”
This brings to mind the power that some dispatchers have
to build a tow. Many if not most have no knowledge of
towing in general nor are they required to have any. Also,
they may not understand the actual river conditions that
licensed mariners face during their trips. In many cases,
dispatchers are allowed to overrule licensed officers and do
so. The dispatchers rarely face disciplinary action while the
licensed officers can rarely avoid it.
What, exactly, were the river conditions? Remarkably, the
accident report fails to even mention the gage readings at the time
of the accident. The river stage is posted just upriver of the

bridge and is illuminated for easy reference. The accident report
(CG-2692) shows the vessel’s speed at 13 miles per hour at the
time of the accident. This was a very high energy impact under
high water conditions and speaks well to the strength of the
bridge and its ability to withstand an allision. Yet this apparently
was NOT a head-on frontal assault. There were five strings of
barges where (according to the tow diagram) #2 and #3 barges in
the left string sank from the impact.
Aside from the damage to 16 barges and the loss of their
cargo, there is no significant narrative by the Coast Guard’s
investigating officer in the final report.
However, there is mention in the company’s accident
report that, “The Bunge grain elevator conveyor system
suffered heavy damage from the dolphins to the shoreline.”
Whether this figure was included in the damage estimate of
this less-than-stellar accident report remains a mystery.

THE RISE AND FALL OF THE COAST GUARD’S
MARINE SAFETY PROGRAM
By V.J. Gianelloni, III

navigation and commerce and in collecting import tariffs.
Boiler explosions, largely on the Western Rivers, led to the
licensing of the Pilots and Engineers and the inspection of the
hulls and boilers of steam vessels. Initially, this function was
assigned to the local Collector of Customs, then to the Steam
Boat Inspection Service, followed by the Bureau of Marine
Inspection and Navigation (BMIN). During World War II the
BMIN was "temporarily" transferred to the U.S. Coast Guard.
This transfer was made permanent in 1946.
Most, if not all, of the former civilian employees of the
BMIN were offered positions with the Coast Guard in the
"Marine Safety Program." Some accepted Coast Guard
commissions, while others received a "special series" Coast
Guard commissions limiting their duty to marine safety
functions. Still others retained their civil service civilian
status. During the latter 1940s and 1950s, these people were
the cadre of the pool of marine inspectors, along with the
former merchant marine officers who were commissioned
under the P.L. 219 program.
By 1964, when I was directly commissioned into the Coast
Guard as an Ensign on the day I graduated from the U.S.
Merchant Marine Academy at Kings Point, these experienced
former BMIN and P.L. 219 officers were becoming scarce but
there were some still around. Rear Admiral Murphy, the Chief of
the Marine Safety Program (M) was a BMIN man. Seventeen of
us were commissioned on that day in June 1964 to get more
"merchant trained young officers into the Coast Guard Marine
Safety Program". At that time, our deep sea merchant fleet was
99.9% steam-powered and the Coast Guard had very few steam
vessels and was building their diesel/gas turbine High Endurance
Cutters. Consequently, the Coast Guard needed inspectors that
had experience or at least training on steam power plants and who
had a merchant marine background.
As a result, seventeen Kings Point and several graduates of
New York Maritime (SUNY) were the forerunners of what is
was called the "MarGrad” officer commissioning program.
“But the times, they were a changing!” SOLAS ‘60 was
going into effect, the Viet Nam war was heating up, concern for
the environment and pollution was rising, electronic navigation
and instantaneous worldwide communication were becoming
common.
Small passenger vessels were brought under

[About the author: V. J. Gianelloni, III is one of the founders
and Directors of the Gulf Coast Mariners Association – now
the National Mariners Association.
He retired as a
Commander in the U.S. Coast Guard Reserve, holds a Chief
Engineer of Steam, Motor and Gas Turbine Powered Vessels
of Any Horsepower, Issue #11. He is also a maritime
educator, author of several textbooks, and former
Congressional staff member.]
Our form of national government under the U.S.
Constitution owes its existence to disputes between Maryland
and Virginia over issues of navigation on Chesapeake Bay.
These two states met to resolve these disputes and reached an
agreement. They also decided to issue a call to the other
States to hold a convention to discuss changes to the Articles
of Confederation under which the United States was then
organized. Twelve of the states (except Rhode Island) sent
delegates to Philadelphia in 1787 where the delegates drafted
a new form of national governmental structure. Twelve states
ratified their work and the new Constitution went into effect in
1789. "Rhode Island and Providence Plantations" did not
ratify until 1791.
Under the new Constitution, federal jurisdiction over the
merchant marine industry resides in:
● the "Commerce Clause" of Article 1, section 8,
● the "Admiralty and Maritime Jurisdiction Clause" of Article
3, section 2, and
● treaties covering maritime matters such as SOLAS,
MARPOL, etc. which fall under the "Supremacy Clause" of
Article 4, section 2.
With the exception of an Income Tax imposed during the
War for Southern Independence, until the 20th. Century most Federal revenue was raised through import tariffs. The
Constitution specifically prohibits export taxes.
Until the advent of steam propulsion, Federal maritime
jurisdiction was exercised mainly in overseeing maritime

[NMA Comment: We recommend to Congress that the
Coast Guard’s maritime accident investigation mission be
placed in the hands of trained professionals.]
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inspection in 1958. Drilling for oil and gas in up to 300 feet of
water and up to 100 miles offshore was taking place on the
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). American flag "mineral and oil”
vessels were working in the North Sea and around the world.
The Coast Guard was changing too. The engineering
license exam I took was a combination of essay questions on
General Subjects, Boilers, Steam Engines, Diesel Engines,
with multiple choice questions on Electricity, Refrigeration
and Engineering Safety.
There were also additional
requirements for engineers including:
● 10% of the General and the Electricity exam was required to
be math problems.
● A satisfactory sketch was required of Assistant Engineers.
Chief Engineers had to produce an engineering drawing to scale.
● Also to pass the exam and receive a license an average of 75%
was required, with no exam module below 70%. Scores
between 60 to 69% could be raised to 70% upon additional oral
examination by the engineering license examiner, but the
average of all the exams had to be 75% or higher.
Several years later the entire exam was changed to
multiple choice and the math and mechanical drawing and/or
sketching requirements were dropped.
The consistent
scuttlebutt was that the Coast Guard lacked the personnel to
competently grade essay exams.
Harking back to the 1960s, after graduation and
commissioning I sailed on my Third Assistant Engineer
license, was called to Active Duty and went to Officer
Indoctrination School, then to the Marine Inspection Office
(MIO) in Baltimore for three months before attending Marine
Safety School in Yorktown, VA. I was transferred to the New
Orleans Marine Inspection Office (MIO) in July 1965.
In the Marine Safety School in Yorktown, there were
approximately 24 in that Marine Safety class. About half of
the class were junior officers (senior LTJGs and junior LTs)
who had graduated from the U.S. Coast Guard Academy at
New London, CT. There were only three (3) merchant marine
graduates from Kings Point – the remainder were Coast Guard
Warrant Officers with over 15 years of service.
The scuttlebutt, during breaks and out of class, we were told
that the New London boys were the first group of "Academy"
graduates to be assigned to Marine Safety duty. They considered
that this assignment was a "dead end" to their careers.
In September, 1967 I was starting my third year of Law
School at night, had two children born at Public Health
Service Hospital, New Orleans and considered "integrating"
into the regular Coast Guard. I called the officer assignment
desk at Coast Guard Headquarters to request another year in
New Orleans to finish Law School in 1969. He informed me
that the program I was commissioned under had scheduled me
for assignment to an Icebreaker. My first and only thought
was, "Not this good old Southern boy, you’re not."
Consequently, I extended for an additional six months and
was released to inactive duty in May 1968. During my 3½
years of active duty in the Coast Guard I had:
● 8 months of schools and on-the-job training
● 9 months in new construction (3&6) at Avondale Shipyard
● 9 months as an Engineering License Examiner (3&6)
● 12 months in the Inspection "Bull Pen"
● 4 months in Vessel Documentation, a task the Coast Guard
acquired from Customs when the new Department of
Transportation was organized in 1967.
That Summer, the Coast Guard direct commissioned four
Law School graduates as Lieutenants (O-3) and gave them four

years longevity credit. Other officers were also sent to post
graduate training for Law degrees. However, the Coast Guard
could not spare me for another year of marine safety duty and
obtain a merchant marine officer with a Law Degree at no cost to
the Coast Guard. I had used Veterans Administration education
benefits to pay for tuition costs. Three other Kings Point direct
commissioned officers were also in night school, two seeking
Law Degrees and the other a MBA degree. None of us chose to
make the Coast Guard our career.
Meanwhile Congress passed new environmental laws and
later the International Maritime Organization (IMO) began
was cranking out new "conventions" like STCW’78, that
increased the number of Coast Guard missions and their
complexity. Briefly, during the 1970s and 1980s, it became a
"career enhancing" move for career Coast Guard officers to
"punch their ticket” in Marine Safety (M) and/or
Environmental Protection (W)". This lead to such ridiculous
results, for example, when a senior Coast Guard Aviator
holding the rank of Captain (O-6) was assigned to be the
Officer in Charge Marine Inspection (OCMI) in Corpus
Christi for his very first "M" tour of duty. Under the existing
statutes this officer was given the authority to interpret,
enforce, waive, or modify Marine Safety laws and regulations
that he probably never read nor even knew existed before his
assignment to marine safety duty.
The Coast Guard’s Ocean Station Vessel program had
ended and the number of floating billets were decreasing. The
nation’s growing drug addiction problem helped solve this
employment problem for Coast Guard officers, along with
enforcing the 200-mile Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) for
fisheries. These new law enforcement duties came to the
Coast Guard’s rescue!
I would be off track discussing the changing missions and
organizational structure of the Coast Guard, if I did not mention
its transfer from the Treasury Department to the Transportation
Department (1967) and now to the Department of Homeland
Security (2003). When coupled with the failure of Congress to
provide sufficient human and financial resources to satisfactorily
accomplish all of these missions, the old Treasury Department
mentality that remained in the Coast Guard kicked in. The
"We’ll make do with what we got” mentality simply won’t do the
job in these times with the new missions.
Neither will the "Gotcha" mentality of hard-line law
enforcement types produce a successful Marine Safety
program. I note the recent change of the "Staff Symbol" for
what used to be called the Marine Safety Program from "M"
to "P” for prevention.
That reminds me of a tactic I often used before 9/11 to
explain my view of maritime safety, by asking the question,
"What nation has the world’s best marine safety record?"
Nobody gave me the answer I was looking for. It was
Afghanistan because they don’t have any marine vessels!”
The point is that whenever you operate marine equipment, you
will have accidents. The objective of a marine safety program
is to reduce these occurrences to an absolute minimum.
The Coast Guard "Marine Safety Program" has lost the
understanding it had of a successful civilian regulatory policy
and practice. The senior former BMIN inspectors I served
under in the 1960s always preached, "We can’t do the job
alone.” They knew the crucial importance of keeping the
faith and good will of the vessel’s crews. They know if there
were any problems with the vessel, they would ask the
officers what they needed fixed and gave them a Form CG-
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835 to get it done. The former BMIN inspectors treated
merchant marine officers with respect as professionals.
These inspectors made a merchant marine officer’s job easier
and helped them ensure marine safety. That was the old way
– and it worked well.
The military structure with its "up or out" promotion
system, scheduled changes of location and duty, and neverending changes of senior leaderships simply is not compatible
with civilian regulatory responsibilities.
If the “military” provides such an ideal structure, why
hasn’t Congress given civilian aviation regulatory
authority to the U. S. Air Force.
The change of the location of the Merchant Marine
Personnel functions from Coast Guard Headquarters in
Washington, DC, then to Oklahoma City, next to Arlington,
VA – with the creation of the National Maritime Center, and
now to Martinsburg, WV has been traumatic to its personnel.
The in-progress centralization of evaluation of all mariner
document applications in West Virginia will keep the
licensing and documentation of mariners in complete
turmoil for years, even without the overburden of the TWIC
and Medical NVIC issues.
The lack of respect for professional mariners appears most
profoundly in the Coast Guard Regional Exam Centers that issue
mariner licenses and documents. For years, it has been is nearly
impossible to speak by telephone to a live person at most RECs,
unless you are one of the chosen few that have inside information
on the extension numbers of the REC personnel. Even before
Hurricane Katrina, the backlog of license application approvals at
HISTORY IN THE MAKING: A SUMMARY OF
RECENT REMARKABLE EVENTS
In the United States, our founding fathers were careful to
maintain the nation's military organizations under civilian
control. George Washington was commissioned by the
Continental Congress and, although he became a military hero
and our first President, he always acknowledged that his
authority came from Congress. During the Civil War,
Abraham Lincoln repeatedly replaced military commanders
who did not perform as expected until he found in General
Ulysses S. Grant a military commander that did. In the last
century, President Harry Truman replaced General Douglas A.
MacArthur for perceived insubordination. Closely following
our Constitution as drafted by our founding fathers and
carefully amended over the years has spared our nation from a
military dictatorship.
In 1942, in the early dark days of World War II, as a
wartime measure the President as Commander-in-Chief
temporarily placed the U.S. Coast Guard in control of the U.S.
Merchant Marine. At the end of the war, Congress made the
Coast Guard control permanent. Consequently, the United
States is only one of four nations in the world where a military
organization has control over the nation’s merchant marine.
This control was never seriously challenged until the summer
of 2007. Here is a rough outline for our mariners:
●In December 2005, the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee formally requested the Department
of Homeland Security’s Inspector General to look into the
broad subject of Coast Guard Investigations. The report due
out June 30, 2005 is yet to be released.

some of the 17 offices was as much as four months. When the
files that could be recovered from the flooded New Orleans
REC were spread out to 10 other RECs the importance of
“local knowledge” became evident and presented as many
new problems as the staggering backlog.
Recent events, highlighted by 9/11, focused the nation and the
Coast Guard on security. However, our economic well being
and energy supply is also a security issue. The vast majority of
our foreign trade and most of our energy imports are waterborne.
A large portion of our exports use our inland waterways to float
our agricultural, chemical and industrial products to our sea ports
for overseas shipment. This vast marine infrastructure must be
maintained and the marine transport system and its manpower
pool advocated and promoted.
The Coast Guard’s present Congressionally delegated
missions and military structure are akin to a person with a
split personality. The best way I know to explain my point is
to draw an analogy. Today’s placement of the Coast Guard
with its Marine Safety functions placed in the Department of
Homeland Security makes as much sense as a city placing
both its police and economic development functions under the
same administrative governmental department. What should
the Coast Guard’s job be in today’s world – national security
or promotion of marine safety and commerce?
At a minimum the present maritime personnel functions
including issuing and renewing licenses and merchant mariner
documents, suspension, revocation as well as maritime casualty
investigation should be removed from the Coast Guard and
placed in the Department of Transportation.
●In January 2007, Inspector General Report #OIG-07-23,
Acquisition of the National Security Cutter, shows that the
Coast Guard’s faulty oversight of construction of their
largest new cutters wasted an astounding hundreds of
millions of dollars in their “Deepwater” program and
resulted in an inferior product that taxpayers would be
burdened with for years to come. [Our report #R-401-C]
●In February 2007, Inspector General Report #OIG-07-27 (our
report #R401F) describes shortcomings in the 110’/123’
Maritime Patrol Boat Modernization Project. The detailed
report exposed waste and corruption in the Coast Guard’s
attempt to refurbish its existing 110-foot cutters. A number of
these cutters had to be scrapped as a result of these
“improvements.” Both reports question the agency’s ability
to monitor and inspect its own equipment and opened the
flood gates for industry to question the Coast Guard ability to
continue to inspect their merchant vessels – including vessels
like offshore supply vessels, small passenger vessels and
towing vessels manned by our mariners.
●Congress notes that approximately 90 Coast Guard
“rulemaking” projects affecting merchant mariners and the
marine industry have stalled in Coast Guard Headquarters –
some, (such as the revision of 33 CFR Subchapter N) for
more than a decade.
●A well publicized article in the Baltimore Sun exposed
serious irregularities by certain Coast Guard Administrative
Law Judges (ALJ) and the system they operate under. The
United States Attorney advises the Commandant and his
Chief ALJ not to attend the hearing because both were
named in a lawsuit by three merchant mariners.
●The Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee
of the House of Representatives holds hearings on the ALJ
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system on July 31, 2007. Congress considers removing the
ALJ system from under Coast Guard control and placing it
under the National Transportation Safety Board. Nevertheless,
Commandant Allen re-appoints his Chief Administrative Law
Judge to another term in October 2007. [Our Reports #R-429-J
and #429-K]
●Aug. 2, 2007. The same Subcommittee holds hearings on
the Coast Guard’s “Marine Safety” mission. Testimony by
industry and labor at this hearing indicate that serious
problems exist in the conduct of marine inspections and in
closely related areas. Industry representatives cite Coast
Guard shortcomings and preoccupation with its “security”
mission at the expense of its “marine safety” mission.
●Nov. 8, 2007. The M/V Cosco Busan strikes tower of San

Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge spills 58,000 gallons of BunkerC into San Francisco Bay and focuses Congressional attention
on the Coast Guard’s role in spill prevention – another
“mission” that has taken a back seat to “security.”
●Nov. 16, 2007 Retired Coast Guard Vice-Admiral James
Card releases a report requested by Commandant Allen that
finds much of industry’s criticism of the Coast Guard’s poor
performance in its “marine safety” mission is well founded.
However, he suggests that the Coast Guard can clean up the
mess that it made. The report is a real “eye-opener.” [Our
Report #R-401-E]
●Feb. 29, 2008. Commandant Allen e-mails an apology of
sorts to industry as the Coast Guard’s National Maritime
Center continues to screw our mariners.

MARINE SAFETY:
WHERE THE COAST GUARD WENT WRONG.

Inland Mariners Association (AIM), since Admiral Card’s
retirement, the Coast Guard’s credibility has gone downhill at an
alarming rate.
Admiral Card, who in preparing his report met with many
segments of the marine industry’s management, shows how
far the Coast Guard has fallen and what he believes the Coast
Guard must do to regain the support of the marine industry
that it lost since the beginning of the 21st century and
especially since 9/11. While we, as observers to what has
happened, agree with the vast majority of Admiral Card’s
observations, the fairy tale of Humpty-Dumpty comes to
mind: “All the king’s soldiers and all the king’s men, cannot
put Humpty-Dumpty together again.”
While the National Mariners Association agrees
that the Coast Guard must change its direction,
we also believe that the Coast Guard alienated
(and continues to alienate) far too many of our
mariners in too many ways to simply allow for
a “course correction.” For us, the “good old
days” when the Coast Guard’s Marine Safety
System was in its heyday really represent the end
of a period when our Association, with the support of
four major maritime labor unions, tried to bring the deplorable
conditions under which we worked to the Coast Guard’s
attention.
Our Report #R-201, Mariners Speak Out on Violation of the
12-Hour Work Day, issued in June 2000 was sidetracked by
Admiral Card’s successors – specifically RADM Paul Pluta.
This report, and the way that the Coast Guard and the marine
industry handled our mariners’ complaints, marked the beginning
of the end for Coast Guard credibility with our mariners.
Our Association finds it virtually impossible to work with
today’s Coast Guard. Consequently, when the Coast Guard
fails to act on our legitimate complaints, as they have on
numerous occasions, we have few choices other than approach
Congress and at least inform them of the specifics of our
grievances. We summarized this in our Report #R-350, Rev.
3, Mariners Seek Help from Congress on Safety, Health, and
work-Related Problems in our appearance before the House
Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee on
Aug. 2, 2007. We believe that, at this stage, only Congress
can straighten out the mess that Admiral Card accurately
describes in his report. Our mariners have tolerated enough
abuse at the hands of the military organization that the Coast
Guard apparently aspires to become.
s/Richard A. Block, Secretary, NMA

Introduction
On Aug. 2, 2007, Congressman Elijah Cummings chaired
a hearing on the Coast Guard’s marine safety program. In this
hearing, the Coast Guard did not come out “smelling like a
rose.” Especially noteworthy were comments by a consultant
for the Passenger Vessel Association who was also a retired
Coast Guard Captain.
In an attempt to answer these and an increasing chorus of
negative comments, on Nov. 16, 2007 Vice Admiral James C.
Card (USCG, Retired) (a former Coast Guard
Vice-Commandant) released a report he
prepared titled Coast Guard Marine Safety
Analysis: An Independent Assessment and
Suggestions for Improvement. Admiral Card
prepared this report at the request of the current
Coast Guard Commandant, Admiral Thad Allen,
that looks into the growing industry dissatisfaction
with the Coast Guard’s handling of its “Marine
Safety” mission. If Admiral Card ever got the message that
mariners were dissatisfied with the Coast Guard, it is not
reflected in his report. Although Admiral Card spoke to a large
number of people preparing his report, there is no evidence that
he spoke with any of our “limited tonnage” mariners.
We reprinted Admiral Card’s report in its entirety in our
Report #R-401-E that is on our website. To that report, we
added the following comments as a cover to his report.
Our Added Comments
With the exception of this introductory page, NMA Report
#R-401-E consists of a full reprint of an extraordinary paper
prepared by former Coast Guard Vice Commandant James C.
Card (USCG, Retired) dated 16 Nov. 2007 and titled “Coast
Guard Marine Safety Analysis: An Independent Assessment
and Suggestions for Improvement.”
Neither the National Mariners Association nor its predecessor
GCMA ever was asked to contribute to this report in any way,
shape, or form. Consequently, our mariners, although we make
up the majority of all merchant mariners, are merely observers.
This report shows just how far the Coast Guard strayed away
from the Marine Safety agenda they followed up until the end of
the 1990s – essentially up until Admiral Card retired from the
Coast Guard. While Admiral Card certainly had our respect and
the respect of one of our predecessor organizations, the American
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SEAFARING LABOR SAYS
USCG ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDG E PROGRAM
SHOULD BE TRANSFERRED TO NTSB
[Source: MM&P Wheelhouse Weekly, Feb. 12, 2008.
Emphasis is ours.]
America’s mariners would have greater assurance of being
treated with impartiality if the U.S. Coast Guard’s
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) program were transferred to
the National Safety Transportation Board (NTSB). So say
America’s seafaring unions in a recent letter to Congressman
Elijah Cummings, chairman of the House Subcommittee on
Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation, and Congressman
Steve LaTourette, ranking member.
“We are convinced that the transfer of the Coast Guard’s
ALJ functions will better guarantee the independence and
impartiality of the ALJs and provide American mariners with
a greater assurance that they will receive a fair and unbiased
hearing,” the unions wrote.
The Jan. 31 letter cited testimony given before the
subcommittee this summer in a hearing that brought to light
numerous, serious issues regarding the ALJ program.
“Our main concern with the present system is that the
Coast Guard ALJs are appointed by the Coast Guard and the
Chief Administrative Law Judge reports directly to the Coast
Guard Commandant,” the unions wrote.
“Therefore,
suspension and revocation actions are initiated by Coast
TULANE LAW SCHOOL STUDENTS
TO DEFEND MERCHANT MARINERS
AT SOME COAST GUARD ALJ HEARINGS
[Source: April 4, 2008 E-mail from Hon. Bruce T. Smith,
Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge, New Orleans.]
Dear Mr. Block,
I am very happy to report on our first experience with the
Tulane Legal Clinic who appeaed in an S&R case yesterday
on behalf of the mariner, Mr. William S. Matt. Tulane came
armed with a team of SIX professionals! Two supervisory
attorneys and four (third year) students…all of whom took an
active role in defending Mr. Matt. May I suggest that you
make contact with the mariner, through his counsel, and get
his perspectives on the experience.
Also, I am most pleased to relate that Tulane has now
formally entered on behalf of a second mariner, Mr. Martin
CAPT. JOE DADY REPORTS ON MERPAC-TSAC
MEDICAL WORKGROUP DISCUSSIONS
Edited by Richard A. Block
Introduction
Captain Joe Dady is a member of the Association’s Board of
Directors and founder of United Mariner in New York. Joe
works in New York Harbor and is a member of Local 333.
Captain Dady applied for and was appointed as the Labor
representative on the Towing Safety Advisory Committee
(TSAC). As such, he represents all mariners who work on the
nation’s 5,200 towing vessels.

Guard officers, prosecuted by Coast Guard officers and
adjudicated by a Coast Guard-appointed ALJ. Following
the decision by the ALJ, the mariner is allowed to appeal to
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, who is unlikely to look
critically at appeals, regardless of the merits, because all
aspects of the suspension and revocation process have taken
place within his own chain of command.”
The unions said that although they had no desire to
disparage the integrity of the vast majority of USCG
investigators, supervisors and judges, “the important ethic of
loyalty that operates within the context of a military
organization may very naturally cause some participants to
place obedience to or compliance with the Coast Guard’s
prosecutorial interests above the rights of mariners. Sound
public policy should seek the removal of such a temptation
from the suspension and revocation system,” the unions wrote.
MM&P International President Tim Brown, and the
presidents of the American Maritime Officers, Marine
Engineers’ Beneficial Association, Sailors’ Union of the
Pacific, Marine Firemen’s Union and Seafarers International
Union signed the letter.
[NMA Comment: Our Association regularly attends ALJ
hearings. We attended and reported on the July 31
Congressional hearing in Washington, DC and fully agree
with this article. We direct our mariners to the entire
series of #R-429 Research Reports that highlights abuses
of the Administrative Law system.]
Johnson. His case will be heard on April 23, location to be
decided. I hope you can be in attendance.
I can’t tell you how pleased I am at the energy, spirit, and
professionalism displayed by the clinic attorneys and their students.
I hope that after we’ve completed these first cases with the
Tulane people, you will consider helping “getting the word
out” about this avenue for mariners who may not have the
financial resources to obtain counsel.
Obviously, Tulane will be limited in the number of clients
they can take…and we are somewhat constrained by the
academic year…but with these limitations in mind, I am
confident we are all taking positive steps here.
Finally, I am beginning to search out other law school clinics,
particularly in the Houston area, so that we can establish this
program throughout the Gulf. Sincerely, B. Smith.
[NMA Comment: With the support of NMA Counsel
Mark L. Ross, Esq. we support , encourage, and
congratulate Judge Smith on his initiative.]
Joe explained that he will always cast his vote in the
committee in favor of what he believes expresses the will of
the majority of mariners over his own personal opinion.
However, Joe needs to receive more “input” from working
mariners on all mariner issues.
Three federal advisory committees, TSAC, MERPAC and
NOSAC are reviewing the proposed new “medical NVIC” that
threatens to be disaster for many of our working mariners.
Captain Dady made two reports that we summarize below. Chief
Engineer Glenn Pigott is attending the MERPAC meeting in
Dania, FL, that also will discuss the medical NVIC.
[NMA Comment: The entire “medical NVIC” issue is an
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outcome of the Staten Island Ferry accident that killed 11
people. A number of individuals including a mariner and a
doctor broke the law and were punished appropriately for
their actions. The Coast Guard allowed the entire Medical
NVIC to be blown out of proportion. The Coast Guard’s
“lack of effective control” of the maritime industry highlights
many mistaken policies adopted over the years by Coast
Guard officers who paid little or no attention to the 208,000
merchant mariners Congress entrusted them to superintend.]
Medical NVIC Conference Call, Feb. 20, 2008
● CG-719K revision draft review (i.e., the physical
examination form used for renewals). Dr. Bourgeois, a
physician from Morgan City, LA, will e-mail the new CG
719 K and new draft of the medical NVIC. Spring 2008 is
the deadline for the new CG 719-K form and the new
medical NVIC. Enclosure 3 of the NVIC (i.e., “potentially
disqualifying medical conditions”) will remain open.
● Color vision testing for credential renewal was discussed
by LCDR D’Orazio. Should color vision testing be part of a
license renewal requirement? Should wording be included
in the new NVIC to cover near-vision? The National
Maritime Center (NMC) wants to include a requirement that
non-prescription glasses, if required, be in a mariner’s
possession? I do not support this!. A mariner’s vision is
already tested for renewal and that eye exam should be
enough to cover this concern
● Color Vision. Speaker Jim Cratty from the NMC stated
that: “Color vision can change over a persons lifetime.
Causes of color blindness can be accidental or physical, one
example being diabetes. TSAC participants did not have an
issue with color vision testing for renewal purposes. MSC
may come out before the Medical NVIC anyway which
would make the topic a moot point.
[NMA Comment: The NTSB determined the probable
cause of a 1997 train accident that killed two engineers
and one passenger, and injured 158 others in New Jersey
was failure of the train engineer to perceive correctly the
red stop signal because of diabetic eye disease and color
vision deficiency.]
● Hearing standards. TSAC and MERPAC agreed that
monaural (i.e., hearing in one ear only) should not be a
disqualifying condition and parameters should remain
between 500 and 3000 Hz..
● Protected health information (PHI) release form. The
committee questioned if the current form meets the Privacy
ACT standards? TSAC and MERPAC participants agreed
to leave it up to the Coast Guard.
● Voluntary reporting by mariners process. TSAC and
MERPAC did not want to comment on this issue feeling it
was not appropriate to do so. It is my opinion that this is a
legal issue and does not belong in the Coast Guard’s
Medical NVIC. Industry should not be required to report
to the National Maritime Center on medical conditions of
their employees
[NMA Comment: Mariners should understand that
unscrupulous employers can use the threat of reporting
medical conditions to the Coast Guard bureaucracy as a
way to keep their mariners in line. We don’t need this
type of coercion.]

● Industry’s responsibility is now covered by their own
internal operations and safety system that determines a
mariner’s fitness for duty.
It should remain the
responsibility of the mariner to report changes in fitness or
disqualifying conditions to the National Maritime Center.
This should be a key point for our Association and our
individual mariners for obvious reasons.
● Substance abuse-dependence required periods of
abstinence. CAPT. (Dr.) Arthur French, the Coast Guard’s
doctor, continues to push for a ten year period. TSAC and
MERPAC members support a maximum five year period.
● Drug education toolkit (Dr. Alleman). Dr. Alleman will
have an outline prepared for the March meeting. More to
come on this subject.
● Physical ability standardized functional capacity
evaluation. This concerns wording in enclosure 2 of the
NVIC. (e.g., a mariner’s ability to climb a 16-foot ladder as
apposed to the current STCW wording.).
Captain Dady noted that both TSAC and MERPAC have
concerns that the new NVIC will be perceived as threatening
rather then mariner-friendly. He shared that view and has
done so from the first time he read it.
Apprenticeship and Licensing Issues
Captain Dady cites the historical absence of any formal
apprenticeship program for wheelhouse training before 2001 and
argues that the towing licensing regulations that went into effect
in May 2001 hindered hawsepipe advancement. These new
regulations unfairly hurt some of our mariners who did not
receive their grandfathered towing endorsements and believes
that the recently proposed rule change will degrade towing officer
licenses and their working environment.
Industry, after
examining the 2001 rules, also has concerns that these licensing
rules unfairly restrict their ability to man their vessels.
Joint MERPAC-TSAC Medical Work Group
Conference Held at the National Maritime Center
Martinsburg, WV March 18-19, 2008
Captain Dady submitted a twelve page report that covered
eight topic areas that continued the discussion summarized
above. The entire report as well as the entire draft medical
NVIC – as of April 8, 2008 – will be placed on our website as
Report #R-440-A. However, here are some of the points that
Joe wanted to make:
● The responsibility placed on the mariner to list every
medication is problematic for the mariner as well as the
industry as the Coast Guard wants to include herbal
supplements and over-the-counter medications.
● The new medical exam form 719K does not afford the
mariner any protection.
Several committee members
believed that the Coast Guard’s Legal Department placed
language in this document aimed at assisting the Coast
Guard to prosecute mariners involved in an incident.
●The following information was included in the Coast
Guard’s Privacy Statement: “This information may be used
by the United States Coast Guard and an Administrative
Law Judge in determining causation of marine casualties
and appropriate suspension and revocation action.”
● A considerable amount of this new legal language adds to
five additional pages in the new draft physical exam form.
Originally, the reason given for TSAC to draft a new form
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was to make it “user friendly” – a goal the resulting project
does not attain.
● The Working Group(WG) pointed out the intimidating nature
of the document in that false statements would be subject to
criminal prosecution under 18 U.S. Code §1001. Concerns
were raised that the Coast Guard never acted on the committee
request for an impact study and other analysis at the beginning
of the task in 2006. The Coast Guard told the committee that
it would go forward with the recommendation with or without
a committee recommendation. A committee member pointed
out that the committee does not have to be pressured into
supporting the new policy which would be voted on at the April
TSAC and MERPAC meetings.
● The committee worked to shorten the long list of 106
“disqualifying conditions” present in the draft document.
The Working Group (WG) suggested that the word
“disqualifying” be replaced with language is less
intimidating to the mariner although it will mean the same.
● The WG recommended that the Coast Guard look into
acceptable alternative standards that would apply to the two
“Physical Ability Standards” that appear in enclosure (2) of the
NVIC. The two categories would divide sea service standards
from inland standards. The inland towing industry has a real
problem with the medical standards for blue-water mariners.
● The NVIC contains requirements that an (obese) mariner with
a Body Mass Index (BMI) of over 40 be required to
demonstrate his/her physical abilities as outlined in enclosure
(2) of the NVIC. The WG sought to give the mariner an
opportunity to demonstrate his “fitness” with a letter from a
company officer attesting to his physical ability rather than
receiving certification through medical practitioners.
● The WG recommended removing references to specific
dimensions and distances as far as possible from the
demonstrations of physical ability.
● The Coast Guard made the point that the NVIC is already
being used by the medical review board and the committee
can recommend anything it likes. The Coast Guard is not

obligated to accept or deny any recommendation.
● An applicant with normal hearing should not have to
complete a separate hearing test. Hearing aids were
discussed since hearing through a hearing aid can be more
difficult as a result of background noise.
● The Coast Guard bypassed privacy protections provided for
ordinary workers in other industries. They made the point
that a mariner regulated by the Coast Guard is not
afforded the same protections to privacy as an ordinary
citizen. You do not have to disclose personal medical
information to the Coast Guard, and they do not have to
issue you a credential!
● The full WG was opposed to the Coast Guard proposed
“voluntary” reporting process. This asked the mariner to
anonymously report a perceived medical condition regarding
another mariner to the Coast Guard. Captain Dady found
this to be disrespectful and insulting to mariners and a
compelling demonstration of how far this Agency is willing
to go in its quest for absolute and unconditional control over
our mariners. The WG recommended in the strongest terms
that it be removed.
● Substance abuse. The Coast Guard wanted a 10-year “lookback” period while the WG wanted only a five-year period.
The terms “abuse” and “dependence” were defined carefully.
Dependence requires a period of abstinence and continued
monitoring. The Coast Guard apparently agreed with the fiveyear period for “abuse.” The WG recommended a five-year
period for abstinence and monitoring while the Coast Guard
plans to push for the ten-year period.

THEY DO IT BECAUSE THEY CAN!

currently being processed are missing information necessary to
complete the evaluation. Letters have gone out to mariners
asking them to submit the documentation, the agency said.

The Coast Guard doesn’t need your permission to change its
procedures and they do it whenever they want without giving a
warning or explanation. They have done it to our mariners for
years at Regional Exam Centers and at the National Maritime
Center They do it because they are the Coast Guard, have gotten
away with it before, and will do it again just because they can!
New Licensing Procedures Limit Response Time
For Submitting Missing Information
The National Maritime Center (NMC) announced it would
implement new procedures on April 7 to require mariners
applying for merchant mariner credentials to respond to an
agency request for additional information within 90 days – or
risk having their application withdrawn.
Applicants now have a year to respond to such "awaiting
information requests," NMC said in a March 12 statement. The
time frame was set by internal policy, although "it is a common
misconception that this one-year period was driven by
regulation, "NMC states.
NMC said that 33% percent of the 25,949 applications

The WG also considered a Bill that was introduced in the
U.S. Senate (S. 2699) by Senators Lautenberg and Boxer that,
among other things, would add a new §7115 to Title 46 U.S.
Code to establish a “Merchant Mariner Medical Program.” A
Bill is not a law, and it may never become a law. However, we
suggest that our mariners read §7115 to see what else the future
may hold for you. We will include this in our Report #R-440-A.

Send Us Your Old License
REC Miami is sending out a letter stating, in part,: “You
must surrender your current Master License Serial
#XXXXXX to this office within fourteen business days.
Cancelled documents will be returned to you upon your
request. If you fail to return this license, your (new) Master
license will be null and voided. Thank You.”
We questioned the policy, especially the threat to cancel a
license that a mariner bought and paid for. We asked a simple
question: Cite the authority you have for making this
threatening statement. The Coast Guard’s reply was “46
CFR.” We immediately responded by Fax with a note asking
LTJG D. Montoya at the REC to cite the specific regulation in
Title 46 in the Code of Federal Regulations because we were
not aware of any such rule for licenses although we are
familiar with such a requirement for Merchant Mariner
Documents. We received no further reply. We can only
assume they “Do it because they can” and that there’s not
much we can do about it.
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When the Coast Guard Locks Your File
Captain William A. “Bill” West is probably one of our
most thoroughly abused mariners. He has 500-ton Inland
Master’s license that he worked hard to obtain. Bill is a
longstanding member of our Association, and native of
tidewater Virginia. Like many of our mariners, Bill grew up
on the water.
Several years ago, Bill addressed TSAC for five brief but
unforgettable minutes in a meeting at Coast Guard
Headquarters. He used to be a commercial
diver, worked in the North Sea and is an
experienced source of information on small
towing vessel operations – especially those that
relate to construction and dredging projects.
His appearance at the TSAC meeting was a
rarity since the larger towing companies
traditionally dominate TSAC. Although he was
concerned about being “blacklisted” by local
towing, dredging, and construction interests for his
revealing testimony, he came forward to attend and offer his
observations at the very first TSAC meeting he ever attended.
He cited numerous instances in the Chesapeake Bay area
and on rivers tributary to the Chesapeake where tugs and other
“workboats” engaged in towing operations functioned without
licensed operators literally within sight of Coast Guard
Headquarters.
Bill reported that many of these “boat drivers” had no
maritime background, not even a basic knowledge of the rules
of the road, and operated these small tugs and workboats in
the same aggressive manner as if they were operating a
bulldozer or other piece of heavy construction equipment. He
stated that many of these small vessels (including vessels
over 26-feet in length) were not properly equipped or
maintained safely and were the source of oil spills from
leaking and un-repaired hydraulic systems (i.e., steering). He
pointed out that these vessels often caused injuries that were
never logged and possibly were not reported to the Coast
Guard as required.
Bill ran into a licensing problem at the Boston REC after
he relied upon license assistance from a former Coast Guard
officer that previously was employed at REC Boston. He lost
patience with the runaround that the REC gave him over a
towing endorsement for his license. The REC simply decided
to screw him and that has dragged on for a number of years
and moved on the National Maritime Center.
On behalf of Captain West, we sought a response from the
Deputy Director of the National Maritime Center in
September and October 2007 and from the new Commanding
Officer of the National Maritime Center in December 2007
but received no reply. Finally, in disgust with their poor
service, we contacted the Commandant directly and finally
obtained an answer from a Mr. George J. Carich, J.D., LLM
Acceptable Justification?
We were not happy with Captain West’s treatment either
at the hands of REC Boston or by the National Maritime
Center. We immediately replied to Mr. Carich as follows:
First, we are pleased that Captain West’s file has been
unearthed. He reported making several inquiries both to the
REC in Boston and to the National Maritime Center when it
was in Arlington and was told that his file could not be
located – and was then just left hanging and had his career
put on “hold.” You are invited to contact Captain West to

determine the specifics of his conversations beyond the
summary mentioned in [Enclosure #1] to my letter to
Admiral Allen.
“Second, Mr. West indeed was concerned that his file was
“locked.” “File locking” may well be a valuable tool for the
Coast Guard to use, but we believe this “tool” is being abused.
However, in this case it was used to not only intimidate one of
our mariners but was also used to deny him access to a raise in
grade that would have opened the door to him to seek a better
job on a larger vessel at a higher daily wage. Over the
considerable period of time that this “file locking”
took place, the day rate for Masters of towing
vessels (over 100 GRT) is running at as much as
$500.00 per day. Over a period of months,
this amounts to denying any mariner
(including Captain West) a considerable
sum of money. We are distressed that the
Coast Guard pays insufficient attention to
how some of its policies, like this one, impact our
mariners. Employers are concerned about how these and
other administrative measures adversely impact the retention
of mariners in the industry.
You will note that this “file locking” took place quite some
time before I contacted Mr. Don Kerlin, then the Deputy
Director of the National Maritime Center on September 25,
2007 when Captain West had exhausted the few options open
to him. Unfortunately, Mr. Kerlin did not have the courtesy to
respond to our letter, a copy of which we sent to Admiral
Allen as [Enclosure #1]. As a direct result, two months later,
we made further inquiries of your current Commanding
Officer, Captain David Stalfort. While Captain Stalfort was
remiss in responding to our letter of December 4, 2007
[Enclosure #2], I am encouraged that Admiral Allen, who I
met at the Congressional Hearing last August 2nd , attended to
the fax I sent him.
I am afraid that I do not understand your statement that
“…it appears that Mr. West’s record was “locked” in order to
alert other REC personnel that Mr. West has been through an
appeal and denial process.” I have held a Coast Guard license
for 53 years and have been associated with “licensing” since
June 1970. I cannot recall ever seeing any memorandum or
policy that fully and completely explains the policy of
“locking” a file. I am sure there must be an established,
approved written policy that pre-dates this occurrence that I
ask that you show me. The following are general questions
that I request an answer to:
● Specifically, at what level, and upon whose authority – can a
file be “locked?
● Specifically, at what level, and upon whose authority – can a
file be “opened” after it is locked?
● What procedure can a mariner follow to appeal a decision
that has resulted in a “locked” file?”
Consequently, as indicated in my letter to Captain Stalfort
[Enclosure #2], we request a copy of the dated written policy
regarding “file locking” that instigated the action the Coast Guard
took against Captain West. If a Freedom of Information Act
request is necessary to obtain this information under the
Administrative Procedures Act, please consider this letter as such
a request. I plan to publicize this policy to our mariners.
[NMA Comment: Our Association received no such
undertaking from anyone in authority. It appears that
individuals the Coast Guard refuses to name “locked” Bill
West’s file because they could without clearly defined
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regulation or policy.]
I would also seek to determine why a file must be “locked”
“…in order to alert other REC personnel that Mr. West’s has
been through an appeal and denial process.” In effect, this
means that ANY mariner who files an appeal can be singled
out and tagged because he appealed, or do you limited it to
persons whose appeal is denied? This action does not appear
to be included as part of the appeal process I am familiar with
in 46 CFR Subpart 1.03 (Right of Appeal). Frankly, such a
policy would discourage any mariner from filing an appeal
for any reason. As such, it is a bald-face abuse of power.
I can tell you that this has been an extremely frustrating
experience for Captain Bill West. I speak with Captain West
quite often and it has seriously impacted him over a considerable
period of time. Captain West grew up on the water and has years
of valuable experience that will be lost to the maritime industry if
he gives up and leaves the industry. I doubt whether you or any
of the Coast Guard officers and employees who have made life
miserable for him is capable of taking his place.
As asked in [Enclosure #2], We want to know the name
of the person (or persons) responsible for locking Captain
West’s file. In your letter you state: “In this instance, WE
have determined that this was an acceptable justification for
locking a mariner’s record.” Who, besides YOU participated
in this WE decision and what are your specific reasons for
making this decision?
I note in your penultimate paragraph that the Coast Guard
has noted once and for all that the pending investigation on
Captain West from May 2006 is cancelled. The “threat” to
turn investigators loose on Captain West by a Coast Guard
Commander in Boston marked the point where Captain Bill
West was sufficiently intimidated that he was no longer able
to deal with the Coast Guard on a verbal basis on what he
and I both believe was an unfair call by REC Boston. This is
when Captain West asked us to assist him. Consequently, we
maintain a full, written record on this case.
A written response is requested.
Written response from the NMC’s
Commanding Officer
We receive this reply quoted in part, from Captain David
Stalfort, Commanding Officer of the National Maritime
Center:
“Locking a file is an administrative action that simply
flags the mariner's record. It is an administrative procedure
that prompts the viewer to closely examine the transaction(s)
being processed. It can be unlocked by the same person or
Coast Guard unit that had the file locked originally. Its
purpose is manifold; a file can be locked while an
interpretation of a regulation is being made and a decision
arrived at. A file can be locked while awaiting further
information from the mariner; it can be locked for nonpayment of fees; it can be locked for a pending U. S. Coast
Guard investigating officer investigation; it can be locked for
other reasons. Upon resolving the discrepancy, the file is
unlocked and an appropriate remark is entered into the record
explaining the reason why the file was locked and the reason
for unlocking it.”
It looks like just about anyone along the Coast Guard’s
“chain of command” can screw over any mariner at any time

he or she chooses. It took over nine months for Capt Bill
West to even determine what had happened to him. He went
through his Congressman, a United States Senator, called the
National Maritime Center on several occasions. However, it
was only through many letters that we were able to:
● Find his license file, that reportedly is still at REC Boston.
● Determine what steps he must take to “unlock” his file.
All Without Written Regulation
We commented further to Captain Stalfort, Commanding
Officer of the National Maritime Center on March 17, 2008:
“While your reply tells me that “locking” a file is an
“administrative action,” it appears to be an activity that has no
clear basis in either regulation or policy. Your reply indicates
that a wide variety of individuals within the Coast Guard have
access to this “administrative action” to both intimidate and
harass our mariners whenever it suits them. This is why I
specifically requested a copy of “an established, approved
written policy that pre-dates this occurrence” with Captain
West. I note that your reply is devoid of any such
documentation. I reiterate my request for a copy of this
regulation or policy as contained in my letter to your Mr.
Carich of February 29th.
“The fact that his file was “locked” (and “lost” and
inaccessible for a considerable period) caused Captain West
considerable mental anguish. It also was burdensome to a
number of Congressional staffers that he contacted. If the
National Maritime Center and individual RECs routinely “lock”
mariner files without recourse to a regulation or even a written
policy available to the public, it illustrates a serious abuse of
power over our mariners. This does not seem to be in accord
with the “Commandant’s Expectations for Interaction With
Maritime Industry” message of Feb. 29, 2008.”
Further Problems Finding
A Designated Examiner
Your letter indicates that Captain West must provide a
completed Towing Officers Assessment Record. Our records
indicate that he has had difficulty in finding a “Designated
Examiner” in his area. On October 5, 2006, we requested a copy
of your complete list of Designated Examiners. [Enclosure #1].
Part of the reason for this request was to assist Captain West and
other mariners who worked for a number of small towing
companies to identify Designated Examiners to complete the
regulatory licensing requirements. Our FOIA request was denied
in a letter dated November 26, 2006. [Enclosure #2].
Without the ability to identify a Designated Examiner,
many individuals like Captain West cannot become properly
licensed towing vessel officers. The Coast Guard’s failure to
provide this information is prima facie evidence that the
program is inaccessible to many mariners.
It plainly
discriminates against the smaller companies. At the time of
our letter, only one company, located over 1,000 miles from
Captain West, offered a training course (as an alternative)
which was limited to its own employees. Our Association
publicly complained about this in TSAC meetings and in
letters to the National Maritime Center on several occasions.
However, your office simply ignored us and failed to
satisfactorily address the issue. We identify this as a serious
shortcoming of the towing officer licensing program. It is
time to address this problem rather than to deny that it exists.
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ABANDONING MARINERS WITHOUT
TRANSPORTATION HOME
By Richard A. Block
Our Association received a number of calls from
distressed mariners who, for various reasons, were abandoned
by their employers and told to furnish their own transportation
home.
Since the Coast Guard “superintends” our merchant
mariners, we informed them of a “typical” case in a letter
dated Dec. 18, 2007 to the attention of the Eighth District
Commander through our Coast Guard Liaison Officer, CDR
Jim Stewart.
The Situation
Captain ¢ related to me that his former employer told to
get out of his truck miles away from home as a result of a
disagreement. Captain ¢ reportedly notified the boat’s
charterer (Kirby) and they sent a vehicle to pick him up and
charged the vessel’s operating company $185.00 for doing so.
The charterer reportedly then billed the boat owner for the
$185.00 transportation charge.
The boat owner, in turn, deducted $185.00 from Captain
¢’s wages.
Unfortunately, other towing companies simply ditch
unwanted crewmembers “in the middle of nowhere.” In fact,
this practice has become quite common. In two recent cases,
Versatility Marine (now out of business) put two seriously ill
mariners off their towboat in Texas and told to find their own
way home to Mississippi and Florida respectively – as
reported in Newsletter #53 on pages 9-12.
We asked the Coast Guard to comment on this story and to
provide guidance for our mariners. We asked that the Coast
Guard give us their “position” on grievances involving
abandonment without travel funds remembering that the
mariners we represent are, for the most part, not members of a
labor union that have grievance procedures established under
a collective bargaining agreement.
Coast Guard Response
Dear Mr. Block:
I am writing in response to your letter dated December 18,
2007 in which you described several instances where mariners
were reportedly discharged in remote locations by their
REFORM MOVEMENT WINS IN
LOCAL 333 EAST COAST ELECTION
The National Mariners Association website has a link to
“Harbor Herald,” the new electronic newsletter of ILA Local
333. We encourage our mariners to visit their website.
We followed the pre-election publicity on the “Harbor
Herald” website with a great deal of interest. Captain Joel
Milton, who writes a column in WorkBoat magazine each
month was responsible for putting their website together.
National Mariners Association, which was previously called
the Gulf Coast Mariners Association (GCMA) was established by
four national maritime unions. We never were and, our corporate
charter does not allow us to be a labor union. We cannot take
sides in union elections. However, thanks to the excellent

employers and left to make their way home at their own expense.
Since this is inherently a labor issue, and thus outside the
purview of our authority, the Coast Guard does not have an
opinion about the practice of discharging mariners in remote
locations without arranged transportation or travel
reimbursement. As you are aware, there are many factors that
influence how and where a mariner is discharged from a
vessel. Company policy, contractual agreements, and the
circumstances surrounding the mariner's discharge (i.e.
completed their hitch, quit, terminated, illness, etc.) may all
factor into whether the mariner is provided transportation or
travel reimbursement.
Although it would be inappropriate for the Coast Guard to
take a position or directly assist a mariner with a grievance
relating to a labor issue, I can offer the following suggestions.
● Mariners are encouraged to know the rights and protections
afforded them under Federal and State labor laws.
Individuals interested in researching labor related issues may
consult the U.S. Department of Labor's employment law
assistance (elaws) website at http://www.dol.gov/elaws/.
● Additionally, mariners should have a thorough knowledge of
all company policy and contractual agreements relating to
transportation or travel reimbursement following their
discharge from the vessel.
In those instances where pre-existing policy or contractual
agreements do not exist, mariners are encouraged to consult with
their employers and establish a clear understanding regarding
whether they will be provided transportation or travel
reimbursement prior to joining the vessel.
If you have any additional questions regarding this issue,
please contact Commander Jim Stewart at (504) 671-2164.
Sincerely,
T.D. HOOPER
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard
Chief, Prevention Division
By Direction of the Commander
Eighth Coast Guard District
[NMA Comment: We urge mariners to join a labor union
in order to establish a contractual relationship to
effectively address this and other related issues. Until you
do this, plan to carry enough cash and a working cell
phone so you can get home or summon help. You are on
your own! Don’t expect the Coast Guard to help you!]
training and TLC by these our founders and by the AFL-CIO, we
understand how labor unions are supposed to work. We believe
that every mariner has the right and should be afforded an
opportunity to join a labor union if he or she wishes to do so.
Labor unions negotiate contracts on behalf of their
membership – something that can be of tremendous value in
an industry that is dominated by “at will” employment where
mariner “rights” are whatever your employer happens to
decide to give you. There are good employers and there are
some that simply are not so good. The latter belong on our
“Brown List” of employers to shun.
However, many mariner issues that cry for attention go far
beyond the local maritime industry in New York, Boston,
Baltimore or New Orleans. Our Association understands that
the marine industry is regulated by the Coast Guard, part of
the Department of Homeland Security, and ultimately by
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several Congressional committees. Our mariners have been
struggling for years just to get a seat at the table to discuss our
issues. While we used to hear the phrase “Honor the
Mariner,” very few mariners see that their years of experience
and expertise are honored in any way. Admiral Allen’s recent
“apology” for Coast Guard arrogance and incompetence was
directed to the Captains of industry and not to any of our
Captains, Mates, Pilots or working mariners. All we see is
more repression in the form of TWICs, NVICS, and saber
rattling by boarding parties.
HOUSE PANEL REVIEWS TWIC PROGRESS,
QUESTIONS ENROLLMENT DELAYS
[Source: Wheelhouse Weekly, Jan 28, 2008]
The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee's
Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee held
a hearing Jan. 23 to review the Transportation Worker
Identification Credential (TWIC) program.
Witnesses included representatives of the Coast Guard, the
Transportation Security Administration (TSA), Lockheed
Martin and the Maryland Department of Transportation.
During the course of the hearing, Subcommittee Chair Elijah
Cummings (D-Md.), expressed concerns over how the TWIC
program will be managed going forward.
Congressman Cummings asked Coast Guard Rear Adm.
Brian Salerno why the agency had not set a deadline for ports to
begin using the credential or detailed exactly which vessels will
be required to install readers. "When the government is imposing
new procedures on business, "he said, "it must ensure that these
requirements are accompanied by a clear date of implementation
and a reasonable timeline for compliance. The Coast Guard must
separate from its long history of delays in the promulgation of
rules so that mariners and businesses affected by TWIC are able
to plan accordingly."
[NMA Comment: There are approximately 90 Coast
Guard rulemaking projects stalled in mid-stream. One of
them, an important revision of 33 CFR Subchapter N that
PROPOSED RULE CHANGE SETS LOW STANDARD
THAT MAY LEAD TO MORE SPILLS
[Source: By Erik N. Nelson, The Oakland Tribune. Contact
Erik N. Nelson at enelson@bayareanewsgroup.com.
Emphasis is ours.]
With 15 years as a tugboat master, Dave Gore is in charge
of 18 times the amount of bunker oil that spilled into San
Francisco Bay from the wayward COSCO BUSAN in
November. At the helm of ROYAL MELBOURNE, he
routinely pushes the 21,500-barrel Pebble Beach oil barge to a
fuel terminal in Richmond, CA, and delivers that fuel to ships
up and down the Bay.
But the Alameda-based Gore and many of his fellow
captains who spend most of their time pushing or pulling
barges are worried that a virtually unknown process deep in
the bureaucracy of Washington, D.C., could further befoul
Bay waters while hurting their business and reputations.
The rule change being written by Coast Guard regulators

Our Association tries to stay on top of all maritime labor
issues. We congratulate President Bill Harrigan and his
reform slate of union officials who won the union election at
Local 333 in New York on April 1, 2008. We look forward to
having an opportunity to assist in any way possible and hope
that our experience, background, and track record will save reinventing the wheel on the issues we, and predecessor mariner
organizations concerned with “lower-level, limited tonnage”
mariners, tackled over the years.
Pick up the ball and run with it!
would improve safety in the offshore oil industry. This
project has languished for almost a decade.]
Congressman Cummings said workers "have a right to
expect reliable, efficient services, with little to no interruption to
their schedule. "He pointed to reports of severe deficiencies in
customer services, ranging from dysfunctional computers and
loss of work data to delays of up to five hours in wait time. One
center that was expected to serve over 30,000 people was
staffed with only one employee, while another station closed for
the day when its printer ran out of toner.
[NMA Comment: The Coast Guard has taken a “hard
line” on setting a firm deadline of Sept. 28, 2008 for all
mariners to obtain a TWIC. We have seen threats that the
Coast Guard will move to suspend or revoke credentials of
mariners who do not meet this deadline.]
Judith Marks, president of Lockheed Martin Transportation
and Security Solutions, said population shifts have accounted for
more applicants in some areas than originally planned and that
corrective measures are being taken to cut down on delays.
TWIC Program Director Maurine Fanguy was asked about
waiver requests. She said TSA has sent out about 900 letters
to applicants asking for additional information, but that only
eight waiver requests had so far been received. She said that
only 1% of applicants so far had been disqualified, and not all
of them had contacted the government to find out what
additional information might be required for approval.
seeks to bolster the ranks of aging barge-towing captains and
mates by slashing from 30 months to 30 days the experience
needed to qualify for a federal barge towing endorsement on a
master's license. Mariners have organized opposition to the
change, but so far, few outside of the towing industry have
paid attention.
"If they do this, you can expect a lot more of those kinds
of accidents," said Joe Dady, a New York Harbor tug captain
who's been towing barges for 32 years. "You can't learn how
to do it in 30 days."
The rule sets requirements for standing watch aboard
larger vessels, up to 200 tons (based on cargo capacity).
Meeting those requirements would yield a towing
endorsement on a master's license, similar to a motorcycle
endorsement on a driver's license.
The rulemaking process was so little noticed that many
mariners who captain towing tugs were unaware of it, said
Joel Milton, a New York-area towing tug captain who writes
a column for the trade magazine WorkBoat. He is one of the
few people who pays close attention to tug operator rules,
"and I barely got my comment in on time."
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From across the nation, only 14 people commented on the
change, most of them supportive letters from towing
companies and industry groups, while a few working towboat
captains such as Milton registered their opposition.
Coast Guard regulators appear ready to go ahead with
writing the new regulation after a 90-day comment period that
ended in December.
It's unclear whether it will be
significantly changed, however, and a Coast Guard official
involved in the process said the agency is prohibited from
commenting between receiving comments and the release of
the new rule.
"We looked at every one of them and we took their
suggestions," said Gerald Miante, assistant executive director
in the Coast Guard's Office of Operational and Environmental
Standards. "We often change the proposed rules if they make
a good case."
But Dady, who serves on the Coast Guard Towing Safety
Advisory Committee that vetted the proposed rule, said the
16-member panel routinely dismisses the concerns of its two
mariner representatives.
The committee is weighted with industry representatives,
seven from the barge owners and several others representing
allied sectors such as shippers and suppliers to the offshore oil
industry.
"Most of the people on the committee have never steered a
boat," Dady said. "They work in an office (and) their main
concern is manning their boats."
Tug captains say the change is symptomatic of a
regulatory system that bends to the will of the industry unless
a recent major towing accident has diverted the public
spotlight in their direction.
Milton points to the Coast Guard's failure to impose sleep
requirements on mates and masters who control the towboats
nine years after the National Transportation Safety Board
urged such regulation.
The rationale for changing licensing requirements is also
industry-generated. The change would help the towboat
industry combat a shortage of qualified mariners to pull their
barges through coastal waters or push them through inland
waters like the Bay or Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.
Some blame the shortage on a boom in the oil industry's
activity in the Gulf of Mexico, and in fact, a Louisiana tugboat
captain, Eric Verdin, proposed the rule change.
A mariner with 24 years of experience on various types of
vessels, Verdin explained that he petitioned for the change to
enable experienced mariners to switch from another type of
similar-sized vessel to a towing tug operation.
Under the current system, a veteran wheelhouse officer
would "virtually have to go work as a deck hand on a towing
vessel and work his way from there," Verdin said. "He would
have to take a pay cut."
That progression is codified in current Coast Guard
regulations. The agency requires an apprentice mate to spend
a total of 30 months on the water, pass a battery of written
tests and demonstrate proficiency under various conditions
including high winds and strong tidal currents.
Those requirements haven't been around for long,
however. As recently as the early 1990s, steering a tug
towing barge could be done without common navigational
aids, let alone sophisticated training for a lowly mate.

In 1993, an inexperienced mate, navigating through a fog
while his captain slept (as is still the practice with 12-hour
shifts), struck a bridge in a bayou near Mobile, Ala. Moments
later, Amtrak's Sunset Limited derailed into the waterway,
killing 47 passengers in the worst accident in the national
railroad's history. That led to new requirements that those
who stood watch in towboat wheelhouses be certified to read
radar – something the ill-fated mate had trouble with.
Subsequent towboat accidents, such as one that killed 14
when it collapsed an Interstate 40 bridge in Oklahoma in
2002, led to tightening of training and experience
requirements.
"We would like to see things left alone for a while, let
things settle out a bit," said Jordan May of the three-year-old
Master of Towing Vessels Association. The group sent a
letter to the Coast Guard and the Congressional
subcommittees that govern the agency, expressing concern
that there could be a regulatory backlash if an unqualified
mate caused another major accident.
"These USCG regulations were not written just to be
changed when the industry is short by a few people and ready
to lobby," the letter says. "There are between 10,000 and
12,000 towing endorsements currently in the U.S., only a
small percentage of which are being utilized."
Proponents argue that the rule change would maintain the
testing and proficiency requirements, documented on the
Coast Guard's Towing Officer's Assessment Record. The
American Waterways Operators, the industry group that
spearheaded the change, cites this as one of several safeguards
against barges being towed by unqualified mates. And the
proposal would also require mariners entering the alternate
approval process to be masters with three years' of experience,
rather than simply an apprentice mate as is currently required,
said Jennifer Carpenter, AWO vice president. Carpenter
served on the towing advisory committee with Dady until her
term ended recently.
A more significant incentive to keep experience levels
high, she added, is the threat of crushing liability that comes
with a major oil spill or fatal accident.
Mariners critical of the rule change seem to agree that
while most companies operating towboats are responsible and
take pains to make sure their mates know their job, they worry
that some might take advantage of the eased requirements.
"The expedient route is they're going to tell the captain,
'Here's your new mate,' and the captain's going to say, 'He
doesn't know anything,' and they're going to say, 'Too bad,'"
Milton said.
And just because someone has a master's license to operate
vessels up to 100 tons, the mariners argue, doesn't mean they
are ready for the much more complicated towing operations
involving barges that can carry 80,000 barrels, or 3.3 million
gallons.
Chatting over the galley counter aboard the ROYAL
MELBOURNE, tied up at Alameda, Gore compares towboat
operation to flying aircraft: Both involve a high degree of risk
if the person piloting isn't experienced. Living in the Seattle
area when he's not working on the Bay, Gore said he thinks
about this when he commutes by air: "If the FAA issued
pilots' licenses the way the Coast Guard issues masters'
licenses, I would drive."
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ILLEGAL SMALL PASSENGER VESSEL
OPERATION HIGHLIGHTS MORE
COAST GUARD UNFINISHED BUSINESS
The U.S. Coast Guard disrupted an illegal river tour business
operating on the Withlacoochee River in Dunnellon, FL on
February 4. A Coast Guard investigation determined that Singing
River Tours, that conducts boat tours of the Rainbow and
Withlacoochee Rivers, operated their 24-foot pontoon vessel on
two different tours while carrying ten passengers in excess
allowed by law. Although the vessel was operated by Captain ¢,
39, a resident of Dunnellon, the vessel was not certificated for
passenger service.
The Coast Guard is issuing Singing River Tours a citation and
is seeking to suspend Captain ¢’s U.S. Coast Guard Captain's
license for operating a passenger vessel without a valid Coast
Guard Certificate of Inspection (COI). Coast Guard regulations
require each vessel carrying more than six passengers to have a
valid Certificate of Inspection onboard. The COI is a document
issued to owners and operators of vessels following a satisfactory
safety inspection by a Coast Guard marine inspector. The COI
NTSB MOST WANTED:
MANDATORY CEMS COMPLIANCE
[Source: By Dave McCallum, Technical Writer and Editor,
U.S. Coast Guard, Crew Endurance Management Newsletter,
Volume V, Issue 1, Dec. 2008. Emphasis is ours.]
When it comes to training and teaching vessel crews the best
way to reduce accidents and incidents caused by human fatigue,
the Coast Guard has been using a voluntary program known as
the Crew Endurance Management System, or CEMS.
On Nov. 8, (2007) the National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB), in an annual meeting to review transportation
safety improvement issues found on its “Most Wanted List,”
reiterated its desire for the Coast Guard to make the program
mandatory for all types of vessel crews.
Dr. Jana Price, an NTSB transportation research analyst,
recommended to the five-member panel led by NTSB
Chairman Mark Rosenker that the Coast Guard establish a
scientifically-based hours of service (HOS) regulation to set
limits on hours of service, provide predictable work and rest
schedules, and consider circadian rhythms and human sleep
and rest requirements.
“We have been following up with the Coast Guard for a
long time with their voluntary program, and although it has
some merits, we don’t feel that the voluntary program alone will
do what it takes to take care of this problem (hours of service),”
she said. “We would like to see (the Coast Guard) do what the
recommendation asks for, which is, to change the regulation.”
In Section 409(c) of the Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation Act of 2004, signed by President Bush on Aug.
9, 2004, “the Secretary [of Homeland Security] may
prescribe by regulation requirements for maximum hours of
service (including recording and recordkeeping of that
service) of individuals engaged on a towing vessel that is at
least 26 feet in length measured from end to end over the deck
(excluding the sheer).”

documents the vessel's compliance with established structural
standards, stability, lifesaving, firefighting and navigation
equipment, as well as conditions of operating and demonstrated
crew competency procedures.
The Coast Guard, in concert with state and local partners,
actively investigates all reports of illegal passenger vessel
operations, imposing civil or criminal penalties when
required. In this case, an illegal and unsafe passenger vessel
operation was stopped and lives protected. If you are thinking
of operating a vessel carrying more than six passengers,
including at least one for hire, or you are a passenger, you
should ensure the vessel has satisfactorily passed a Coast
Guard inspection before the voyage. To verify compliance,
simply observe a COI and a Coast Guard Inspection Sticker
"posted" in a conspicuous location onboard the vessel.
[NMA Comment: We ask, when if ever, will the Coast
Guard correct its inspection mistakes theat led to the lose of
the pontoon vessel Lady D. Five passengers drowned when
this improperly inspected pontoon boat overturned
Baltimore Harbor. Refer to our Report #R-432 and the
Coast Guard’s ongoing “inspection” fiasco.]
[NMA Comment: Our first petition directed to the Coast
Guard in 1999 was to establish uniform logbook standards
to record our mariners’ hours of service. When the Coast
Guard claimed it did not have the authority to do this, we
petitioned Congress. Refer to Report #R-332, Rev. 3 and
Report #R-370-D, Rev 5.]
In making her recommendation, which the panel
unanimously approved, Price also asked that the issue be
downgraded from yellow to red. The panel also unanimously
approved the change in classification. [The NTSB colorcodes items on its “Most Wanted List” as red (unacceptable),
yellow (acceptable, but progressing slowly), or green
(acceptable and progressing in a timely manner), depending
on how an agency is progressing with the issue in question.]
Price stated that she and the rest of the NTSB staff were
concerned that because CEMS is a voluntary program, it would
be impossible for the program to be adopted or practiced by
companies in the maritime industry. She pointed out that
approximately half of the companies that participated in the
Coast Guard’s demonstration project in 2005 reverted to the 6on, 6-off watch standard they had used before participating in
the project. “Under these circumstances (6-on, 6-off), it would
never be possible for crews to maintain the eight hours of
uninterrupted sleep that is necessary to maintain alertness levels
during working periods,” Price said.
Dr. John Spencer, director of the NTSB’s Office of Marine
Safety, said he and his staff were concerned with vessel crews
that use the 6-on, 6-off watch standard. Most of those crews,
he said, operated on the U.S. inland waterways. Spencer
added that he anticipates adding more marine issues to next
year’s watch list.
[NMA Comment: The NTSB can only recommend. The
Coast Guard has the power to “enforce.” Since the Coast
Guard is unwilling to protect our mariners, we urge
Congress to remove the power to superintend the
merchant marine from the Coast Guard and reassign it to
the Department of Transportation.]
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MARINERS RIGHTS: CRIMINIALIZATION
[Source: By Mike Rodriguez, Executive Assistant to the
President, International Organization of Masters, Mates and
Pilots. Jan/Feb The Master, Mate and Pilot. Emphasis is ours.]
In the November-December issue of The Master, Mate &
Pilot, I reported on MM&P's testimony at an Oct. 17 hearing
before the House Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation. The subject
of the hearing was maritime
training and the workforce.
Our testimony covered a
number of issues, including
the Coast Guard's medical
policy and fatigue, but the
issue that received the most
attention from the members
of the subcommittee was the
criminalization
of
the
unintentional
acts
of
mariners. In this issue of the
magazine, I thought it would be beneficial to talk a little about
the International Maritime Organizations (IMO) work on
criminalization. I will also present some guidance on
mariners' rights during an investigation.
Let me be clear. MM&P does not seek protection of
anyone who willfully commits an act that is clearly criminal.
An individual who willfully discharges oil into the water or
operates outside the customary standards of care should be
held fully accountable. But the rights of individuals and the
fair treatment of mariners during casualty investigations are
just as important as discovering the cause of an accident or
prosecuting a person who is guilty of a criminal offense.
Some Historical Context
For decades, a number of international conventions have
required flag states to conduct investigations into marine
casualties. Since 1948, the Safety of Life at Sea Convention
(SOLAS), the most important treaty regulating the safety of
merchant ships, has required IMO member states to conduct
accident investigations.
Over the years, the multinational character of shipping has
led to conflicts between flag states, port states, and coastal
states with respect to accident investigations and the fair
treatment of mariners. These conflicts arise from flag states'
responsibility to regulate and monitor the operation of the
vessels on their registers, port states' authority to monitor and
enforce compliance with international and national laws, and
coastal states' rights to investigate accidents within their
territorial waters. Mariners aboard ships in international trade
may therefore be subjected to multiple conflicting legal
systems following accidents.
Recently, the international maritime community, alarmed
by the criminalization and imprisonment of mariners after
accidents and concerned over the effect this was having on the
recruitment and retention of officers, has sought to implement
a uniform standard for the fair treatment of seafarers. The
IMO has recognized that fair treatment of mariners begins
with the procedures used during an accident investigation and
that since mariners are subject to conflicting legal systems,
they require special protections.

In response to the increasing frequency with which
criminal action is being taken against seafarers following
maritime accidents, the IMO and the International Labor
Organization (ILO), the United Nations organization
responsible for international labor standards, convened a joint
IMO/II.O Ad Hoc Expert Working Group on the Fair
Treatment of Seafarers in the Event of a Maritime Accident.
The guidelines the group developed were adopted by
resolution of the IMO Assembly and the ILO Governing
Body, with an effective date of July 1, 2006.
The IMO/ILO guidelines will become mandatory upon being
incorporated into an international convention. The IMO
approved the Code of the International Standards and
Recommended Practices for a Safety Investigation into a Marine
Casualty or Marine Incident (the code) at the 83rd session of the
Maritime Safety Committee (MSC 83) held in October 2007.
This code will become part of SOLAS, and therefore mandatory,
when MSC meets again in May of this year.
U.S. Opposition to the Code
The U.S. delegation to the IMO, headed by the Coast
Guard, opposed the code at MSC 83, apparently under
pressure from the Department of Justice. As the reason for its
opposition, the United States advanced the contention that the
code would create individual legal rights and legal process
requirements that were contrary to U.S. law. Chapter 12.2 of
the code provides:
"A Seafarer from whom evidence is sought shall be
informed, and allowed access to legal advice, regarding:
(a) any potential risk that they may incriminate
themselves in any proceedings subsequent to the Marine
Safety Investigation;
(b) any right not to self-incriminate or to remain silent;
(c) any protections afforded to the Seafarer to prevent the
evidence being used against them if they provide the
evidence to the Marine Safety Investigation."
Despite the U.S. delegation's stated reasons for opposition to
the Code, U.S. law does provide mariners with the right to be
represented by counsel during an investigation (46 U.S. Code
§6303, Rights of Parties in Interest). The problem is that
mariners are generally unaware of this, while Coast Guard
investigators often take the position that U.S. law does not oblige
them to inform mariners of their rights before an investigation
begins. In fact, the provision in the code that the seafarer " ...
shall be informed, and allowed access to legal advice ....”is a
major point of contention between the U.S. delegation to the IMO
and the international maritime community.
The Nature of Investigations
The code provides that:
"All Seafarers from whom evidence is sought must be informed of
the nature and basis of the Marine Safety Investigation."
Unfortunately, the U.S. law that authorizes USCG
investigations (46 U.S. Code §6301, Investigation of Marine
Casualties) makes no distinction between a safety
investigation and a criminal investigation. For this reason,
without the benefit of a Miranda-type warning, what begins as
a safety investigation aimed at determining the cause of an
accident can quickly become a criminal investigation that
subjects the mariner to fines or imprisonment.
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Furthermore, §6301 is punitive in nature and presupposes
misconduct or criminal conduct by mariners involved in an
accident. The law encourages Coast Guard investigators to be
biased and prosecutorial. In the United States, for this reason,
marine safety investigations are not conducted in the same
way that they are in other nations. In the United States, the
information given during an accident investigation is not
insulated from a criminal proceeding. This is why, at the time
of this writing, the crew of the Cosco Busan refuses to talk to
National Transportation Safety Board investigators about the
causes of the Nov. 7 accident in San Francisco.
The code addresses this problem. It expresses the
generally held international view that the purpose of a marine
safety investigation is the prevention of future accidents
through lessons learned. Accident investigations should be
separate from, and independent of, any other investigation.
Chapter 16 of the code emphasizes these principles:
“... a Marine Safety investigation should have functional
independence from
(a) the parties involved in the Marine Casualty or Marine
Incident;
(b) anyone who may make a decision to take administrative or
disciplinary action against an individual or organization
involved in a Marine Casualty or Marine Incident; and
(c)judicial proceedings."
The U.S. delegation to IMO contends that investigations
would be impeded if the investigators were required to reveal the
nature of the investigation they were carrying out. This position
was overwhelmingly rejected by the member nations of the IMO.
Under international law, the contracting parties to conventions
have a treaty obligation to conform their national laws to the
international standards set forth in the convention.
So the U.S. delegation had it backwards in that it demanded
that international standards be instead aligned with U.S. laws.
MM&P's Proposals
MM&P has proposed that Congress give consideration to:
● amending U.S. law to provide that parties in interest in
marine accident investigations must be informed of their
right to counsel prior to being interrogated;
● separating marine safety investigation functions from
administrative and disciplinary functions, as well as from
criminal prosecutions. Alternatively, consideration should
be given to a statutory requirement that mariners be
informed of the nature of the marine casualty investigation
and the fact that their testimony may be used against them.
Guidance for Mariners
CRIMINALIZATION OF ACCIDENTS
HAS "CHILLING EFFECT" ON
SAFETY INVESTIGATIONS
[Source: IOMM&P Wheelhouse Weekly, Apr. 7, 2008.]
The MM&P Vice President for Pilotage told reporters and
maritime industry representatives at an April 1 conference at the
National Press Club that the growing trend among governmental
authorities to pursue criminal charges in accident pollution cases
is having a "chilling effect" on the cooperation of ships' crew with

Subject to Investigation
Certainly, the consequences of a maritime casualty can be
grave and far-reaching. Besides the potential for lost and
damaged careers, there may be serious environmental damage,
serious injuries, and loss of life. Since mariners involved in an
accident may be emotionally vulnerable, they may not evaluate
the situation and its possible consequences in a rational way.
The first concern following an accident is to make certain
that passengers, crew, and the vessel are safe from further
harm. The company should provide instructions on what
actions to take at this point. However mariners should also
always keep in mind the following.
● Right to an attorney: Mariners always have the right to legal
counsel and to decline to answer questions no matter how
aggressive or threatening an official may be. An individual
mariner may not in fact have all the information relevant to
the accident. What happened aboard the other ship? Did
equipment malfunction? Was a buoy off station?
● Identify officials: The Coast Guard may not be the only
agency investigating an accident. For example, officials
from other federal agencies, and state or local offices, may
board the vessel. Mariners have the right to ask each person
who comes aboard to identify themselves. Mariners should
keep a record of names and affiliations.
● Keep detailed notes: Officials may ask questions or search the
ship. Mariners have the right to take detailed notes, record
questions and answers, and videotape searches if possible.
The blame culture that drives the United States and other
governments to criminalize mariners is detrimental to our
industry and to safety. Seasoned officers, in the driver's seat due
to worldwide shortages, are declining assignments to ships
trading to the United States. The dissemination throughout the
industry of lessons learned from marine casualties is
compromised by the fact that crews rightly fear prosecution if
they cooperate with safety investigators. Talented people are
giving up their careers, while others decline promotions.
The United States needs to get on board with the
international maritime community and abandon the notion that
stepping on the rights of mariners during investigations will
improve maritime safety. The effect is quite the opposite.
The IMO's Code of the International Standards and
Recommended Practices for a Safety Investigation into a
Marine Casualty or Marine Incident, 46 U.S. Code §6301,
Marine Casualty Investigations, and 46 U.S. Code §6303,
Rights of Parties in Interest, are available on the MM&P web
site: wwwbridgedeck.org.
For more information about this article, please contact
Mike Rodriguez, Executive Assistant to the International
President,
at
(410)
850-8700
ext.
23
or
mrodriguez@bridgedeck.org.
safety investigations and discouraging young people and others
from pursuing maritime careers.
The conference, which was sponsored by Fairplay magazine,
was aimed at informing members of the press about issues of
concern to the maritime industry. Other speakers at the event
included MARAD Administrator Sean Connaughton, Joe Cox,
president and CEO of the Chamber of Shipping of America and
Adm. Brian Salerno, U.S. Coast Guard assistant commandant for
safety, security and stewardship.
In his presentation, the MM&P Vice President noted that
the high profile nature of maritime accidents has generated
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political pressure to "play the blame game," driving
prosecutors to look for a "villain to lynch" in every case. As
part of this process, prosecutors are turning to antiquated laws
with low standards for conviction – laws that were never
meant to be applied to maritime accidents in the first place.
The threat of criminal prosecution is undermining
cooperative and effective oil spill prevention efforts, since
mariners are becoming understandably reluctant to give
information to authorities in the course of accident
investigations. An educational campaign launched by a
worldwide coalition of maritime labor and management
groups advises mariners to ask to speak to a lawyer before
answering questions or making statements to investigators
after an accident. "It is unfortunate that such adversarial

advice is necessary, "the MM&P Vice President said, "as it
does not set the stage for a cooperative effort between ships'
crews and authorities to uncover the causes of accidents."
The advice is based on guidelines on the fair treatment of
seafarers adopted in 2006 by the International Maritime
Organization's (IMO) Legal Committee. The guidelines form
the basis for a code which is on track to become an
international requirement for how mariners are to be treated
during marine casualty investigations. The Casualty Code
mandates that mariners be informed of the nature and basis of
the investigation and be allowed access to legal advice.
The MM&P Vice President called attempts to prosecute
mariners without informing them of their rights "akin to
shooting migratory birds in a barrel."

NEW AND REVISED REPORTS

● Report #R-444-A, Rev. 1. Coast Guard Environmental
Crime Disclosure Policy.

● Reports #R-306, #R-314, #R-391, #R-394, #423, and #R-449
are Cancelled
● R-401-E. Refer to our introduction “Marine Safety: Where the
Coast Guard went wrong” in this Newsletter. The article
introduces a report by retired Vice Admiral James Card that
appears in its entirety in our report #R-401E.
● Report #R-444-A, Coast Guard Environmental Crimes
Disclosure Policy
● Report # R-340, Rev.9. Feb. 20, 2008. NMA Report to
Congress: Safety Problems With Oversize and Overloaded
Tows. This is a major review, revision, and update citing a
dozen accidents as “examples” in a report we have been
working on for a number of years.
● Report #R-429-L. The Coast Guard Hates Whistleblowers: The Eric Shine Story. This report adds further
information to our Newsletter 51 article titled Coast Guard’s
ALJ System Dumps on Another Mariner. This is an “active”
case that we will continue to report upon as it progresses. Mr.
Shine has brought his case to the attention of the media. We
have asked that Congress take notice of this case that has
serious implications for all mariners.
NEW SALES POLICY ON RESEARCH REPORTS
Our Association’s very first full length report that took the
pulse of the industry was our Report #R-201, Mariners Speak
Out on Violation of the 12-Hour Work Day published at the end
of May 2000. This report was directed at the Coast Guard and
specifically toward the Commander of the Eighth Coast Guard
District in New Orleans. The book was the product of over 70
mariners who told their story of conditions they had to live with
in the offshore oil and towing sectors of the marine industry.
The Coast Guard’s reaction was to go out of its way to
ignore the book, “marginalize” our mariners, and act as if
nothing was wrong. As the years passed and it became crystal
clear that the Coast Guard intended to shut “lower-level” (i.e.,
“limited tonnage”) mariner’s expertise out of their
consideration, we began to direct more and more of our effort
to informing Members of Congress about the problems the

● Report R-439, Rev. 1. TWIC Issuance Ports.
● R-401-L. U.S. Coast Guard 110’/123’ Maritime Patrol Boat
Modernization Project. We placed this reprint of the Inspector
General’s report #OIG-07-27 in our “Historical Documents”
section. The report illustrates Coast Guard incompetence within
their own organization, incompetence that led to the scrapping of
a number of 110-foot Island Class patrol boats. Their attempt to
convert and upgrade these vessels consumed millions of dollars
in taxpayer money that probably never will be recovered.
Attempts to cover up these misdeeds remains ongoing and active
in the highest levels of the Coast Guard.
● R-438, Rev. 1. Mar. 12, 2008. Criminalization of Mariners.
The criminalization of the unintentional acts of mariners means
is a serious deterrent for mariners to enter the merchant marine.
This revision refocuses our attention with an excellent article by
Mike Rodriguez, Executive Assistant to the President of
IOMM&P. We continue to present the case of Captain
Wolfgang Schroeder including the letter to U.S. District Judge
Callie Granade by Father Sinclair Oubre, a member of NMA,
MERPAC, and who serves as the President of the Apostleship
of the Sea. The topic of criminalization is very active and
increasingly threatens our lower-level mariners as a recent spill
reported in this issue illustrates.
Coast Guard chose to cover up. To date, our Association has
directed nineteen (19) reports to the principal Congressional
Committees that oversee Coast Guard activities.
In August 2007, we summarized the problems our mariners
face for Congress in Report #R-350, Revision 3 and offered
verbal testimony citing areas of concern on August 2, 2007.
Our Newsletter, now in its 54th issue, covers a variety of
different topics and subject areas. As we develop a number of
more important topics in greater detail, we compile and edit
them into a Report and, perhaps into a Series of reports. We
always posted a list of these reports on our website. Up to this
point, we made them available to the public free of charge.
Our Association Needs Mariners’ Financial Support
It takes time and money to prepare these reports. While
copies of our reports are always available to mariners who
support us with their annual membership dues and donations, it is
only fair to spread the burden to cover our expenses by charging
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those who do not support us financially for copies. We urge all
“limited tonnage” mariners to join our Association for $36.00 per
year and become part of the solution by reading these reports,
contributing information to them, and thereby help us all
understand more about the problems that affect your career and
your future. Without your financial support, you cannot draw
upon the information in these reports and become part of the
problem not part of its solution.

The approximate number of pages and the price follow the
title of the report as follows: 4p. $0.80. The cost reflects a $0.20
per page price including color pages. We will work out the
details of providing either e-mail or printed copies (as requested)
for both our members and non-members. For the time being,
leave your requests on our answering machine at 985-851-2134
day or night or with Captain David Miller at 563-514-1711.
Please speak loudly and clearly when leaving a message.

Price List
The list of research reports that always has been available on
our website now has become a Price List unless you are a
regular dues-paying member. Money collected from the reports
will be used to help pay travel expenses for our mariners to attend
important Advisory Committee and other meetings and to lobby
members of Congress on issues important to all “limited
tonnage” mariners both licensed and unlicensed.

Newsletters
To stop hemorrhaging cash for printing and postage, we
will move away from delivering printed copies of our
Newsletters to delivering them by e-mail to your computer.
To do this quickly and efficiently, we need your e-mail
address. However, if you do not have a reliable internet
connection, we will still deliver a printed copy to our duespaying members only.

POSSIBLE CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR NOT
REPORTING BENZENE

important legal victories,” said Tom Smith, vice president of
human resources. “We stand by these fine employees and
believe that they and the company will ultimately also be
exonerated of this remaining charge.”
-----------According to an Associated Press report, the U.S.
attorney's office alleged that the barge began leaking June 16,
2005, on the Mississippi River after leaving Wood River, IL.,
near St. Louis, and heading toward Cairo, IL.
Prosecutors also said that the defendants concealed the
leak, patched it and passed the barge to the other barge
company for transit on the river without letting the company
know about the leak.

[Source: Waterways Journal, Mar. 21, 2008 & Associated Press]
[NMA Comment. We requested further information on
the specifics of this incident from the Coast Guard under
the Freedom of Information Act and in addition ask for
any further information our mariners may have.]
A federal jury in Owensboro, KY acquitted Canal Barge
Co. and three of its employees March 21 of charges of
pollution under the Clean Water Act, and conspiracy to
commit a crime, but upheld a third charge: failure to timely
notify the nearest Coast Guard Marine Safety Office of an
alleged hazardous condition.
“The third count makes no allegation of wrongdoing by
any employee,” said Tommy Lind, General Counsel for Canal
Barge. “It will be the subject of motions to the court.”
It was widely reported elsewhere that the parties were
found guilty of all charges.
The charges stem from an alleged benzene leak from a
Canal Barge Company barge on the Ohio River near
Henderson, KY during the summer of 2005. The indictment
said the leak was patched, concealed and not reported. Days
later, while in another tow, the barge leaked again, causing
crewmen on the vessel to seek medical attention.
The defendants are …a Port Captain and two Captains.
If convicted of not reporting the spill, the maximum
penalties for the individuals is six years in prison, a $250,000
fine and supervised release for three years. The company
faces a maximum fine of $500,000.
[NMA Comment: Two articles on Criminalization of
mariners appear in this Newsletter. Also refer to our
Report #R-438, Rev. 1]
“The company is gratified with the acquittals on these two
serious charges, and views these findings of the jury as

[NMA Comment: When we reported that the Master of
an inspected oilfield liftboat conspired with its owner to
conceal a hole in its bottom plating with a “Red Hand”
patch, the Master received a “Letter of Warning” and no
action was taken against the company. Not even the
Commandant would provide a copy of the Letter of
Warning. This demonstrates a glaring lack of consistency
in punishment within the Coast Guard and a disturbing
trend.]
On June 20, 2005, the patch gave way, causing another
leak and prompting people on the second company's vessel to
notify authorities and stop on the Ohio River at Mount
Vernon, Ind., for assistance, the prosecutor's office said.
Three crewmembers sought medical attention, according to a
statement from the U.S. attorney.
[NMA Comment: We note that neither report commented
further on the medical condition of the affected
crewmembers.]
[NMA Comment: We want to caution all mariners,
especially those on towboats pushing oil barges, that
Benzene is a known carcinogen (i.e., cancer causing agent)
and is closely regulated by the Coast Guard in 46 CFR
Part 197, Subpart C.]
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LOCAL NOTICE TO MARINERS
BROADCAST NOTICE TO MARINERS
As a licensed merchant marine officer, you are
expected to consult the Local Notice to Mariners
(LNM) as part of your job. The government
invested a great deal of time and money in providing
important navigation information for mariners.
Since you have a Coast Guard license, you are
required to use this information that is available in
Local Notices to Mariners (LNM) issued weekly
and/or in the Broadcast Notice to Mariners
(BNM)announced on Channel 16 VHF and then
broadcast in its entirety over Channel 22A.
If you have an accident and failed to use this
up-to-date information, you may be guilty of “negligence.”
46 CFR §5.29 defines negligence as “…the commission of
an act which a reasonable and prudent person of the same
COAST GUARD STUDY PROVES EXISTENCE OF A
NEW CHEMICAL ELEMENT
Science lesson for today for our mariners.
Coast Guard studies of recent hurricane and pollution
issues have proven beyond a doubt the existence of a new
chemical element.
After ponderous tax-supported research, the Commandant
recently announced the discovery of the heaviest and most
chemically burdensome element yet known to science.
The new element has been named "Governmentium” with
the symbol (Gv) and takes its place at the bottom of the
Periodic Table.
"Governmentium (Gv) has one neutron, 25 assistant
neutrons, 88 deputy neutrons, and 198 assistant deputy
neutrons, giving it an atomic mass of 312.
These 312 particles are held together by forces called
morons, which are surrounded by vast quantities of lepton-like
particles called peons.
Although Governmentium (Gv) is an inert solid, it emits
COAST GUARD 2009 BUDGET HEARING
Statement of The Honorable Elijah Cummings, Hearing
On “Coast Guard Budget and Authorization for Fiscal
Year 2009” – February 26, 2008
[Emphasis is ours.]
Today, the Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation convenes to examine the fiscal year 2009
budgets of the United States Coast Guard and the United
States Maritime Administration. The President has requested
$8.8 billion to fund the Coast Guard in fiscal year 2009 – an
increase of approximately $459 million over the fiscal year
2008 enacted budget. Included in that overall budget request
is a request of $1.2 billion for the Coast Guard’s capital
account – of which just over $990 million is requested to
continue the Deepwater acquisitions program.
Admiral Allen, the Commandant of the Coast Guard, is
not able to be with us today. We are joined instead by Vice
Admiral Robert J. Papp, the Chief of Staff of the Coast Guard.

station, under the same circumstances, would not commit, or
the failure to perform an act which a reasonable and prudent
person of the same station, under the same circumstances,
would not fail to perform.
[NMA Comment: The latest up-to-date poop
comes in the Broadcast Notice to Mariners. If
you don’t listen, you won’t get the information.
It is “High Water” time on the Western Rivers
so keep tuned to the BNM and alert to the local
BS and keep safe!]
In the past, the Coast Guard used to print and
mailed copies of the LNM but now only distribute
it electronically over the internet. This should not
be a problem today since most towing vessels
have internet connections and computers. However, if this is
not the case, you must ask your company to furnish you with
this information.
significant amounts of toxic vapor and generates vast quantities
of hot air. However, it can be detected, because it impedes every
reaction with which it comes into contact. A minute amount of
Governmentium can cause a reaction that would normally take
less than a second, to take over four days to complete.
Governmentium has a normal half-life of four years; it
does not decay but instead undergoes a reorganization in
which a portion of the assistant neutrons and deputy neutrons
rapidly exchange places. In fact, Governmentium's mass
actually increases over time, since each reorganization causes
more morons to become neutrons, forming isodopes.
This characteristic of moron promotion leads some scientists to
believe that Governmentium is formed whenever morons reach a
critical concentration. This was recently proven experimentally at
the National Maritime Center recently purged of its experienced
elements and recharged with a staff of raw morons. This
hypothetical quantity is referred to as a Critical Morass.
When catalyzed with money, Governmentium becomes
Administratium (Am) – an element which radiates just as
much energy as Governmentium since it has half as many
peons but twice as many morons.
We are also honored to be joined by Master Chief Charles W.
Bowen, the Master Chief Petty Officer of the Coast Guard.
Last year, the Coast Guard achieved many notable
accomplishments. In August, the Coast Guard celebrated the
saving of a million lives through actions taken both by the
service and by the precursor agencies that were folded into the
modern Coast Guard. In 2007, the Coast Guard also removed
355,755 pounds of cocaine with an estimated street value of
more than $4.7 billion from circulation – either by directly
seizing the drugs or by causing those who were attempting to
smuggle the drugs to the United States to destroy them before
the Coast Guard could seize them. This was an achievement
that I marked by hosting a press conference attended by Vice
Admiral Papp in my district in Baltimore, a city that knows
first-hand the harm caused by illegal drugs.
While we commend the Coast Guard for these
achievements, the service must always be striving forward to
meet emerging challenges, and the post-9/11 world has
certainly brought significant challenges. Commandant Allen
has often said that he is a transition Commandant and he noted
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in his 2008 “State of the Coast Guard Address” that the
service is at an “inflection point.” Before I speak in more
detail about the specific elements of the Coast Guard’s
transition, let me note that I firmly believe that the transition
must include growing the Coast Guard from an active-duty
force of just under 42,000 individuals, and it must include
modernizing the assets which the Coast Guard utilizes to
conduct its missions.
The Coast Guard is undertaking a critical new effort to
improve its ability to manage major acquisitions. A new
acquisitions directorate has been created under the leadership
of Rear Admiral Gary Blore. The President’s fiscal year 2009
budget requests $9 million for 65 new acquisitions positions
to increase the professional staff in that directorate.
I support this request and believe that the establishment of
the acquisitions directorate was a significant step
toward creating within the Coast Guard the
systems that can ensure both that taxpayer
money for Coast Guard acquisitions is
spent effectively and efficiently and that
the Coast Guard can be held – and can
hold its contractors – fully accountable
for the use of these funds.
That said, I continue to
believe that the head of the
acquisitions function should be a civilian
with long professional experience in acquisitions
management, as called for in the Integrated
Coast Guard Reform Act, H.R. 2722, which
passed the House by a vote of 426 to 0.
The Subcommittee also continues to be deeply
concerned about the achievement of balance between the
Coast Guard’s critical new homeland security missions and its
traditional missions as it enters this new era. As security
responsibilities are implemented, safety responsibilities must
also be fully met.
The Coast Guard indicates that it has requested 276 new
billets for marine inspectors and investigators in the marine
safety program. These positions are to be funded with an
increase of $20 million in operating funding. The budget also
requests $2.6 million to pay for support to be obtained on a
contractual basis to help the Coast Guard complete nearly 100
pending rulemakings.
Obviously, completing the regulatory backlog is a top
priority for the Subcommittee. Of particular and personal
concern to me is the completion of the rulemaking, pending
since 2005, that will increase weight standards used to
calculate stability on small passenger vessels – a proposal that
grew out of the tragic capsizing of the LADY D in Baltimore
harbor in March 2004 that killed five passengers and seriously
injured four more. [NMA Editorial Note: Refer to our Report
#R-432. Coast Guard Inspection SNAFU Leaves Four Dead
and Many Injured and Hundreds of Boat Owners Affected.]
The addition of billets to marine safety is long overdue,
and the Subcommittee is eager to understand how these billets
will be filled, whether by civilians, uniformed military
personnel, or some combination of these two, and how
individuals filling these billets will be trained to the required
standards for an investigator or an inspector position. In light
of the recent report on marine safety issued by Admiral James
C. Card, we are also eager to understand what steps the Coast

Guard will take to ensure that all inspectors and investigators
meet the highest professional standards, and to ensure that
marine safety is not treated as a stepchild to operations or
other Coast Guard missions. [NMA Editorial Note: Refer to
our Report #R-401-E. “Coast Guard Marine Safety Analysis:
An Independent Assessment and Suggestions for Improvement.
[This is a reprint of a report by VADM James C. Card
(USCG, Retired) dated 16 Nov. 2007 with NMA commentary.]
We will also hear today from the United States Maritime
Administration regarding its fiscal year 2009 budget request.
The Administration is represented by Administrator Sean
Connaughton. The President has requested just over $313
million
for MARAD’s fiscal year 2009 budget, which
is a
slight decrease of just $21,000 below the
enacted fiscal year 2008 budget.
MARAD is responsible for
promoting the U.S. maritime
industry. In fulfillment of that
charge, I note with particular
interest that MARAD has
been taking significant steps
to promote the development
of short sea shipping, which is a
priority for this Subcommittee.
The Energy Independence and
Security Act, which passed Congress last
year, included a critical new Short Sea
Shipping Initiative which makes vessels
built under the Jones Act in the United
States eligible for assistance from the
Capital Construction Fund administered
by MARAD.
I look forward to hearing from the
Administrator what MARAD is doing to implement this
program. It is critical that our nation takes every possible step
to make water a mode competitive with roads and rails by
supporting the development of short sea shipping. To that
end, I strongly believe we should exempt these voyages from
the Harbor Maintenance Tax, as would be accomplished by
H.R. 1499. I look forward to continuing to work with
Congressman Rangel, Chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, to advance this legislation.
As we examined in a Subcommittee hearing last year,
MARAD is also studying the extent of shortages in the maritime
labor force and we look forward to working with MARAD this
year to develop a legislative initiative to promote maritime
education and training programs. MARAD has recently
developed innovative programs with shipping lines to provide
training opportunities for American maritime academy cadets onboard both their U.S. and international vessels. I applaud
MARAD for its many creative new initiatives to fulfill its charge
of promoting the U.S. maritime industry.
Finally, the Subcommittee had planned to examine the
fiscal year 2009 budget request for the Federal Maritime
Commission (FMC) today.
At this time, the FMC
Chairperson’s position is vacant and the four current
Commissioners are collectively exercising executive authority
and managing the Commission’s business. Due to the illness
of a Commissioner, we have postponed that part of today’s
hearing until March. However, as the Subcommittee begins
the work of reauthorizing the FMC, we eagerly look forward
to examining the Commission’s recent work.
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CURRENT NMA “BROWN-LIST”
This list has not changed in the past several months since
Newsletter #51. Some of the industry’s least desirable employers
continue to receive unfavorable mention in this issue of the
Newsletter in their plunge to the bottom of the tank.
Brown Listed Companies:
● Abdon Callais Offshore.
● American River Transportation Co. (ARTCO)
● American Commercial Barge Lines (ACBL)
● BJ Services, Inc.
● Chet Morrison Contractors, Inc.
● Coastal Towing, LLC & TLC Marine Svc.
● Delta Towing.

● ENSCO.
● Five Bs Towing Inc.
● Frazier Towing
● Global Industries Offshore
● Gulf Pride Marine Service, Inc.
● Guidry Brothers/Harvey Gulf Marine
— Hornbeck Offshore Services
● L&M Botruc Rentals
● Maryland Marine
— Martin Gas Marine
● Stapp Towing
●Steel City Marine Transportation, Inc.
● Tidewater Marine
● Trico
— Versatility Marine
● Western Kentucky Navigation Company.

%

IMPORTANT ANNOUNC EMENT TO NMA MEMBERS
In order to control our printing and mailing expenses, the National Mariners Association will no longer print and
mail future issues of the NMA Newsletter. However, we will continue to post the newsletter on our website. In
addition, we will e-mail future editions of the Newsletter directly to your computer if you confirm your e-mail
address in the space below. The only exceptions will be for our dues-paying members who have no computer or
Internet connections. Please let us know your plans by completing this coupon and returning it to us.
Name: ________________________________ ________________________________ ____________________
Address: ________________________________ ________________________________ __________________
City, State & Zip Code: ________________________________ ________________________________ _____
£ Please e-mail the newsletter to me at: ________________________________________________________
£ I will download the newsletter from the NMA Website.
£ I am a dues-paying NMA member but I do not have a computer or access to the Internet please mail me
the newsletter.
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Lafourche Merchant Marine
Training Services, Inc.
Offers you the courses you need!

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

CALL US AND ENROLL NOW.

LAFOURCHE MERCHANT MARINE TRAINING SERVICES, INC.
4290 Hwy 1
GCMA members get a 10%
Raceland, LA 70394
discount on courses under $500 &

PHONE: (985) 537-1222 20% discount on courses $500+
FAX: (985) 537-1225

NATIONAL MARINERS ASSOCIATION
P. O. BOX 3589
HOUMA, LA 70361-3589
PHONE: 985-851-2134
Email: info@nationalmariners.org
Website: www.nationalmariners.org

ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED
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