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Captain J. David Miller, retired heavy-tow pilot and NMA Webmaster, poses in the
chart room of the SS AMERICAN QUEEN while the vessel docked in his hometown
of Davenport, Iowa. David has provided continuous and commendable service to our
Association as Webmaster and by attending important meetings at Coast Guard
Headquarters and at Eighth District Headquarters in New Orleans.
MARINERS WIN TWO IMPORTANT ELECTIONS
IN TWO DAYS
November 3rd and 4th provided two significant election victories for our “lower-level,”
“limited tonnage” mariners – victories in the General Election on November 4th and in the
final confirmation of an important regional election on the preceding day.
The National Mariners’ Association is NOT a “political” organization as far as
being either “Republican” or “Democrat.” To be “political” means that any such
decision could anger or disturb many of our mariners and would tend to divide rather
than unify our mariners on those important national issues of direct importance to
our mariners. Looking at the national electorate in general in the last election, we
find it divided approximately 52% to 46%. Our mariners need to call upon
politicians from both sides of the aisle if we are ever to accomplish any part of our
agenda. Consequently, we will look at election results rather than the election itself.
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The National Election
As a mariner Association, we do our best to keep up with
union positions as expressed in their publications. In the recent
national election, every major national maritime labor union
endorsed Senator Barack Obama for President. While union
leaders urged their members to support their candidate for
President, it is important to note that maritime labor unions
supported a number of Congressional candidates from the
opposite political party because of their past support for issues
that were important to mariners.
In reviewing these issues, one major union listed the
following general areas they considered important to their
membership. This was echoed by the other maritime unions.
● Better health care. (i.e., including health care for the uninsured.)
● The Jones Act (i.e., protect domestic shipping and shipbuilding
and American maritime jobs)
● The freedom to form a union. (i.e., Employee Free Choice Act)
● The Maritime Security Program (i.e., support the U.S.-flag
maritime security fleet)
● Cargo preference laws. (i.e., American vessels to carry
government-financed cargoes).
Labor unions are supposed to reflect the views of their
membership and “go to bat” for their members’ interests both on
the national level politically as well as in contract negotiations
with contracted employers. In contrast, our Association is not
tasked with dealing with any “contracted employers” because we
don’t have any!
Of the five areas listed above, the first three most directly affect
our “lower-level” mariners while the last two more often apply to
“upper-level” mariners serving on vessels greater than 1,600 gross
register tons. In addition, our Association pointed out to Congress
in our Report #R-350, Rev. 3, Mariners Seek Help From Congress
on Safety, Health, and Work-Related Problems, a plethora of
problems our “lower-level” mariners face. Because of bi-partisan
support in Congress, we saw that a vast majority of the House of
Representatives (e.g., 395 to 7) voted for H.R. 2830 that contained
a number of provisions our Association actively supported. Still,
H.R. 2830 date “has gone nowhere” since it was held captive by
the Senate. Its “marine safety” proposals – the result of two years’
hard work by the House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee – may have to be reintroduced in the 111th Congress.
As an Association, our “platform” is contained in our Report
#R-350, Rev. 3. Our “platform” reflects our mariners’ positions on
issues as best we can determine them. We urge our readers to
review these issues by pulling the report from our internet website
or requesting a printed copy if you have computer problems.
The national election affected the Executive and Legislative
branches of government only since Federal judges are appointed
and not elected. The Presidential portion of the election brought
us a new Chief Executive. Among very many other things,
President Obama will be responsible for appointing leaders to
manage the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the
U.S. Coast Guard which is part of that agency. Within the Coast
Guard, the “marine safety” mission is only one of about ten
major “missions” – but is one that Congress strongly believes
must be set on an entirely new course. Rep. James Oberstar (D.
MN.), Rep. Elijah Cummings (D. MD.), and Rep. Steven
Latourette (R. OH.) outlined necessary changes in course in the
“marine safety” mission they expected the Coast Guard to follow
in H.R 2830 now stalled in the Senate. The only people who
resisted the necessary Congressional changes were Coast Guard
leaders who just received a new Commander in Chief. For the
past seven years, our mariners had to endure the full impact of the
massive blunders in the Coast Guard’s “marine safety” program
brought to light by former Vice Commandant Card earlier this
year. Those in the Coast Guard who were slow to read the
handwriting on the wall and were responsible for the failures in
the “marine safety” mission need to pack up and ship out and
make way for others who are more in tune with Congress and

more willing to improve the situation. The fact that a political
sea-change has taken place, regardless of which voting levers any
individual mariner pulled, brought forth a “win” for the average
limited-tonnage mariner.
Local 333 Regional Election
On Nov. 3, 2008 William Harrigan and Mike Brandon were
confirmed as President and Secretary/Treasurer of the United
Marine Division, ILA, Local 333 in Staten Island, NY. These
men were “reform” candidates elected earlier this year whose
parent union forced them to run for re-election and whose fate
was determined overwhelmingly by secret ballot opened on Nov.
3rd. We congratulate these mariners and their Executive Board on
their election victory.
The National Mariners’ Association is NOT a “political”
organization and does not take a position in union elections.
However, in reporting back to our mariners after the fact, it is
clear that all of our “limited tonnage” mariners won a great
victory in this election confirmation. Here is why….
At present, most “lower-level” mariners do not belong to any
labor union and could not belong to a labor union even if they
wanted to. The Employee Free Choice Act, if passed by the next
Congress, would make union membership more readily available
to those individuals who wish to have union representation at
their place of employment. Along the East Coast, several
thousand mariners already are represented by Local 333, an
established labor union. The “reform” officers were elected on a
platform that made them more responsive to the needs of their
membership. These officers support the positions taken by the
National Mariners Association.
In the past, Local 333 members rarely appeared at Federal
advisory committee meetings such as TSAC and MERPAC
where important decisions were made that affected their role in
the maritime industry. The notable exception is Captain Joe
Dady, a member of Local 333, who was appointed as a member
of TSAC several years ago and is a long-time member on the
National Mariners Association’s Board of Directors.
Last month, William Harrigan and Capt. Mike Brandon, both
members of our Association, attended the Congressional hearing
on the oil spill and related “marine safety” issues and later met with
Congressional staff.
Both men actively represented the
membership of Local 333 at the Towing Safety Advisory
Committee meeting at MITAGS the following two days. Most
important of all was their commitment to attend future advisory
committee meetings and put forward the views of the working
mariners they represent. Washington is the place where important
government decisions are made that impact all of our “limited
tonnage” mariners. Bill and Mike have many years of practical
deck and engine experience that they can put on the line while
representing the views of their mariners. The fact that they were
willing to commit to spending their future time and effort to
keeping a watch on dozens of mariner issues will greatly assist our
Association to refine our platform for future action to improve the
position of our mariners. In the past few months, Local 333
brought to our attention a number of regional problems that we will
follow from this time forward. One of those problems is the Coast
Guard’s failure to recognize the importance of licensed and
trained engineers on the vessels our mariners serve on.
Even maintaining an occasional presence in Washington has
been a problem for our Association because of the travel, food,
and lodging expenses involved. However, Local 333 is the
United Marine Division of the International Longshoremen’s
Association. The ILA has a permanent presence in Washington.
However, while mariners are mariners and longshoremen are
longshoremen, we hope that our Association’s emphasis upon
limited tonnage mariner issues and our closer relationship with
Local 333 will bring greater attention to these issues.
On the west coast, we encourage the Master of Towing
Vessel Association to present their point of view on key issues.
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UNION LEADER TESTIFIES ON INLAND
WATERWAY SAFETY
[Source: Seafarers Log, Oct. 2008, p.4. Emphasis is ours.]
Seafarers International Union Executive Vice President
Augie Tellez testified Sept. 16 at the hearing conducted by a
U.S. House of Representatives subcommittee that focused on
inland waterway safety in general and on the July 23 accident
and oil spill in New Orleans in particular.
Tellez's panel also included representatives from the
National Mariners Association (formerly Gulf Coast Mariners
Association), American Commercial Lines, Northeast
Maritime Institute and American Waterways Operators. The
other panel consisted of Rear Adm. James Watson of the U.S.
Coast Guard and David Westerholm of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration.
The hearing was conducted in Washington, D.C., by the
Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation,
which is part of the House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee.
Much of the testimony focused on details of the oil spill – a
widely publicized disaster involving a nonunion tugboat
which pushed a barge into the path of a Liberian-flag tanker.
The tugboat Mel Oliver didn't have a captain aboard when the
incident occurred; it was illegal for the steersman apprentice
at the helm to operate the boat without the captain's
presence in the wheelhouse.
The spill that resulted from the barge splitting in half
dumped more than 282,000 gallons of oil into the Mississippi
River near New Orleans.
Tellez urged the subcommittee to push for inland
documentation for all crewmembers (a position the union has
advocated for many years). He also said it is past time to
sensibly regulate the entire inland industry, rather than just
segments of it.
"In a perfect world, the self-policing culture prevalent in
the tug and barge industry on the inland waterways may have
some value," Tellez said. "Unfortunately, in the real and
imperfect world, there are companies that will choose shortterm commercial expedience and financial gain above marine
safety and protection of the environment, to the detriment of
responsible carriers who make the effort to provide safe
marine transportation on the rivers of the United States.
"While the investigation into the Mel Oliver incident is
ongoing and not all penalties have been assessed, what are the
immediate consequences to the company stemming from the
self-policing culture of the towing industry? The company's
membership in a private association which acts as the de facto
regulator of the towing industry has been revoked because of
its failure to pass a third-party safety audit and failure to
submit a letter agreeing to mandatory annual audits.
However, despite this action, the company can still operate in
the inland marine environment along with hundreds of other
operators that do not participate in the program."
The SIU official pointed out that while the Coast Guard is
responsible for promoting marine safety and protecting the

environment on the inland waterways, the agency "has been
unable to adequately regulate the towing industry, due to
lack of sufficient resources."
He said that manpower shortages in the inland sector have
led some companies to skirt the rules (such as in the case of
the Mel Oliver) and cut back on training. "The result can be
seen in an inexperienced steersman operating a vessel that
runs right down the Mississippi River through New Orleans
and causes a catastrophe."
In an aside, he mentioned that the SIU-affiliated Paul Hall
Center for Maritime Training and Education offers
comprehensive training for inland boatmen. Tellez also
credited SIU-contracted inland companies for consistently
promoting high levels of personal shipboard safety and
environmental standards.
Finally, he pointed out that the Coast Guards own five-year
"Marine Safety Performance Plan" categorizes the towing
industry under the heading "Significant Residual Risks." He
said the designation "makes it abundantly clear that the U.S.
Coast Guard must regulate all aspects of the tug and barge
industry. Their marine safety program for towing vessels
must include on-site towing vessel inspections, documentation
for all crewmembers, setting of manning levels, establishing
training requirements and standards, etc. The Coast Guard
should work with the tug and barge industry in a mutual
cooperative effort to enhance safety on the inland waterways.
But under no circumstances should the towing and barge
industry be permitted to practice self-policing in crucial
areas."
Subcommittee Chairman U.S. Rep. Elijah Cummings (DMd.) in his opening statement noted that DRD Towing, the
Mel Oliver operator, "has a history of operating vessels
without properly licensed personnel. Less than two weeks
before the accident involving the Mel Oliver, DRD was
apparently illegally operating the towing vessel Ruby E with a
person holding only the apprentice mate's license when the
vessel sank. DRD Towing has also been cited by the Coast
Guard for operating towing vessels without properly licensed
personnel on several previous occasions." The company also
failed its American Waterways Operators safety audit in May,
he added.
He further charged that American Commercial Lines, the
tugboat's owner, chartered the vessel to DRD not to generate
revenues but instead to apparently allow "ACL to operate its
vessel at the cheapest possible costs, by shifting maintenance
responsibilities and, more importantly, the hiring of crew
members onto DRD, a firm that was obviously ill-prepared to
meet these responsibilities but with which ACL had nonetheless done business for a decade."
U.S. Rep. James Oberstar (D-Minn.), who chairs the full
committee, said, "The Coast Guard has 100 Notices of
Proposed Rulemakings that are backlogged, and the
rulemaking that will create an inspection process for towing
vessels is amongst those that have been overdue for over four
years.... When laws are not created based on lessons learned
from the past, it allows accidents like these to continue to
happen where they may have been prevented if the law was in
place."
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IGNORANCE OF STABILITY SINKS
TUG VALOUR WITH LOSS OF 3 LIVES
[Source: Misle Activity #2569550, Misle Case #272695; FOIA
06-0606; NMA File #M-619. The Coast Guard brought this
case to the attention of the Towing Safety Advisory Committee
in its meeting on Sept. 18, 2008 that a number of our mariners
attended]
[Editorial note: In preparing this article, we converted UTC
(“Zulu” time) to local time. We highly recommend the article
titled Fatal Sinking of Tugboat Results in Call for Reexamination of Stability Policies by Dom Yanchunas,
Professional Mariner #120, Dec.2008-Jan. 2009, Issue #120,
pgs. 44-49.]
Incident Brief
On Jan. 17, 2006, the uninspected towing vessel, VALOUR,
en route from Delaware Bay to Corpus Christi, TX was on a
course of 220 degrees true at a speed made good of 3 knots and
towing 1,500 feet astern the fully loaded cargo barge M-192 in
transit approximately 40 miles off the coast of Wilmington, NC.
The wind was blowing approximately 40 to 50 knots gusting up
to 70 knots from 180 degrees true. The seas were 15 to 20 feet
and the water temperature was 64 degrees Fahrenheit.
At approximately 0430, the Master sounded the general
alarm as a result of a significant port list brought on by the
filling of the #18 port ballast tank and subsequent unanticipated
hydrostatic balancing of the #4 and #5 fuel tanks and the wash
water tanks.
At approximately the same time, the Chief Mate, en route to
the engineroom, fell down the ladder leading from the
pilothouse to the 01 deck (referred to as Stack Deck)
passageway and probably broke both of his legs in the fall. He
later went into cardiac arrest, died, and went down with the
vessel.
At approximately 0438, while trying to assist the Chief
Mate get out on deck for medical evacuation, one of the ablebodied seaman fell overboard. After calling the Coast Guard
and during a subsequent man-overboard rescue attempt, the
Master turned his wallowing tug toward the east which brought
the wind and seas off the starboard beam. This aggravated the
situation by increasing the vessel's roll.
On Jan. 18, 2006, at approximately 0509, barge M-192 was
released after it threatened to overtake the VALOUR on the
port side, and presented a hazardous tripping situation. Coast
Guard Helicopter 6553 arrived on scene at 0550, located the
man overboard, and hoisted him onboard the helicopter at 0606.
Shortly after 0700, the tug JUSTINE FOSS arrived on scene to
provide assistance and positioned itself approximately 50 yards
away from the VALOUR. The helicopter dropped a 20 person
liferaft in the vicinity of the VALOUR and departed at 0740 to
refuel.
At approximately 0745, after the Master determined that
they could not save the VALOUR from sinking, he mustered all
the crew on the bow. During this time the port list increased
considerably and fuel escaped from the port fuel tank vents. At
approximately 0825, the stern submerged and the bow of the
VALOUR went straight up in the air. The Chief Engineer and
the remaining able-bodied seaman fell from the bow landing on
the superstructure and then went into the sea. The able-bodied
seaman was located by the JUSTINE FOSS, but could not be
rescued and was lost at sea. The Chief Engineer was the last

crewmember to be rescued by the JUSTINE FOSS. He died
onboard the JUSTINE FOSS from shock brought on by
hypothermia. Three more of the crewmembers were
individually thrown into the sea and later rescued by the
JUSTINE FOSS. The Master, the Assistant Engineer, and the
Cook were the only crew still left on the VALOUR. They all
went into the water together and were rescued together. While
in transit to Wilmington, NC, the Assistant Engineer had to be
medically evacuated by Coast Guard helicopter . The crew of
the VALOUR was transferred to another vessel and brought
into Wilmington.
The JUSTINE FOSS recovered barge M-192 and safely
towed it back to Wilmington.
General Observations
The Coast Guard report was the result of a formal
investigation conducted by LCDR Charles Barbee of MSU
Savannah who has since transferred to Coast Guard
Headquarters.
Although the towing vessel was over 30 years old and not
subject to formal Coast Guard inspection, the report does not
appear to indicate that the vessel suffered from any serious and
unresolved maintenance problems.
Judging by the crew’s years at sea as outlined in the report,
the crewmembers all appeared to be quite experienced.
Although the Coast Guard redacted their names from the report,
the nine crewmembers reported working the following “years in
the industry”: 30; 38; 10; 13; 30; 35; 27; 38; 34. Equally
impressive were their years of service with their employer,
Maritrans – an employer with a good reputation in the industry.
These men were not novices. The size of the crew was
adequate for the job at hand, and the report indicated no
“fatigue” problems. Nor was any drug or alcohol use indicated.
Potential Stability Problem
The Coast Guard investigation pointed out that the
VALOUR:
●Was not equipped with tank level indicators of any kind, so there
was no way of knowing how much liquid ballast or fuel was
present in any of the tanks without taking manual soundings out
on deck – impossible to do in the middle of a gale.
● As a standard practice, pumped water into a ballast tank for a
certain amount of time. However, the Master was not aware
of either the pump capacity or of any of the tank capacities.
● Had developed a natural, permanent list to starboard that
should have been corrected by mounting permanent ballast.
However, the list could be corrected easily by filling #18 port
ballast tank to 8% of its capacity (approx. 1,300 gallons) or
by pumping approximately 5 minutes of ballast water with the
vessel’s 275 gpm ballast pump. However, this procedure
added considerable “free surface effect” to the water in that
tank and created instability.
●Tank capacity tables were grossly incorrect for the #17 fuel
tanks and the #18 ballast tanks. There were no sounding
tables for any of the ballast tanks as discovered in an internal
ISM audit. When this error was “corrected”, the #18 ballast
tanks were not included. The tank capacity plans were taken
from the tug HONOUR, a vessel that was incorrectly
assumed to have “sister-vessel” status.
●There was no company or vessel policy regarding on-board
ballast transfers. The vessel’s Master allowed his mates and
engineers to correct very minor lists on their own and without
specific permission or follow-up. The lack of effective
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oversight by the Master led to the catastrophe.
● The Master was unfamiliar with the relevant characteristics of
the VALOUR in violation of 46 CFR §15.405. Specifically,
he was not familiar with the vessel’s Stability Letter and
loading characteristics and was unaware of his vessel’s
natural starboard list.
46 CFR §15.405. Familiarity with vessel characteristics.
Each licensed, registered, or certificated individual must become
familiar with the relevant characteristics of the vessel on which
engaged prior to assuming his or her duties. As appropriate, these
include but are not limited to: general arrangement of the vessel;
maneuvering characteristics; proper operation of the installed
navigation equipment; firefighting and lifesaving equipment; stability
and loading characteristics; emergency duties; and main propulsion
and auxiliary machinery, including steering gear systems and controls.

● All the licensed officers were in violation of the VALOUR’s
Stability Letter in that they ballasted the vessel without
determining the source of the vessel’s list and they operated
the vessel with cross-connected fuel tanks. The #5 fuel tanks
and wash water tanks were cross-connected when the tug
came out of the notch in preparation for expected
deteriorating forecast weather conditions. This allowed fuel
to flow freely from tank to tank. The flow increased in the
direction in which the vessel listed.
The Stability Crisis Developed Through
Ignorance and Lack of Attention
At 0315, the Master called the Chief Engineer to confirm
that #18 starboard ballast tank was empty. At that point, he
ordered the Chief Engineer to pump 15 minutes of ballast
water into #18 port ballast tank to eliminate a slight starboard
list. By pumping an unknown quantity of water into an empty
tank in heavy weather he introduced the unwelcome presence of
“free surface effect” inside that ballast tank.
The vessel carried two licensed mates. The Second Mate
referred to himself as a “rookie” and in this case did not feel
comfortable by himself in the wheelhouse under certain
conditions. The Second Mate, although he later reported 30
years of service in the maritime industry, had only about 1½
years on the first issue of his license. Consequently, on this
occasion, the Master remained in the pilothouse lying on the
settee located starboard of the helm as the impending crisis
began to develop.
At 0330, the vessel still had a slight starboard list.
At 0345, the Chief Engineer called and asked the Second
Mate, who was then on watch, how the boat looked and felt
with regard to its list. The Second Mate reported later that the
Chief Engineer told him that he had been pumping ballast water
into #18 ballast tank for 45 (not 15) minutes. The Second
Mate told the Chief Engineer that, in spite of the additional
ballast he was pumping, the boat still was not level. However,
the Second Mate never shared that vital conversation with
the Master who was nearby on the settee. (Note that the
Master had only ordered 15 minutes of pumping ballast into
#18 port tank!)
At 0430 the Second Mate was aware that the Chief Engineer
was pumping ballast for a longer time that the Master ordered.
At that point, the Master sent the Second Mate down to the
engineroom to determine what was causing what he now
determined to be a developing stability crisis. The Second

Mate still had not reported the additional ballasting operations
to the Master!
What Happened Minute by Minute
It was later estimated that at about 0401 the VALOUR
stopped listing, but at 0402 it began listing to port. Hydrostatic
balancing began unknown to anyone. It was unwanted, and
initiated the final loss of the vessel. At 0415, the Second
Engineer, while on his way to relieve the Chief Engineer,
stopped in the galley and noted the slight port list and
increasingly heavy rolling to port in the heavy seas. At 0418,
the Master called his Chief Engineer and asked him what he
was doing, and said: “You are starting to scare me!” The
Master then ordered him to pump out #18 port ballast tank –
which he started to do.
At 0420, the Master took over control of the vessel from the
Second Mate and sent him to the engineroom to investigate. At
the same time, he sounded the General Alarm, shifted from
autopilot to hand steering, and slowed the vessel. He
announced that there was an emergency in the engineroom and
ordered the crew to muster with their lifejackets.
The Chief Engineer then ordered his Second Engineer to
secure the watertight hatches in the upper engineroom – which he
did. While doing so, the Second Engineer was alarmed at the
amount of water coming over the stern of the vessel as he did so.
At 0427, the Master sent the Second Engineer back to the
engineroom for a better explanation of what was going on. He
reported back that there appeared to be some water in the bilges
but the Chief Engineer said everything was “OK.” At about
that time, one of the able seamen heard the Chief Engineer say
that things were under control and they were removing ballast
water from #18 port ballast tank.
At about that time, the Master, contacted the tug
INDEPENDENCE and stated that they may have an emergency
and that they had “a little too much water in the
boat….engineers working on it.”
Following that, because of the strong likelihood that the
cross-connect valves between the #5 port and starboard fuel
tanks as well as the wash water tanks were open, the heel
caused by the #18 port ballast tank being filled, and the
additional wind and seas on the starboard side, caused the
hydrostatic balancing and the vessel’s list to become worse.
At 0434, the Master put out a VHF Mayday call to the Coast
Guard stating “We are going down; we need assistance.”
The First Crew Casualty
The Chief Mate, in an attempt to assist with the excessive
list situation, left the lower pilothouse en route to the
engineroom, fell down the ladder and apparently broke both his
legs. Later, while lying on the deck, he suffered chest pains and
went into cardiac arrest. Because of his size (i.e., 379 lbs.),
other crewmembers were unable to move him from the
passageway and he later went down with the vessel. While the
Second Mate attended to him, at 0445 the Chief Mate stopped
breathing and had no pulse. The Second Mate then proceeded
to administer CPR.
At 0445, with the Master’s approval, the Chief Engineer
instructed the Second Engineer to stop emptying #18 port
ballast tank and start filling #18 starboard ballast tank. If the
port ballast tank was not empty, pumping water into the
starboard ballast tank would have introduced additional “free
surface effect” as well as additional weight into a second large
ballast tank. About an hour later, an able seaman recalled the
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Chief Engineer asking his Second Engineer: “We did
everything we could, didn’t we? What the hell happened?’
Apparently, at the time, this conversation indicates that
neither of the vessel’s engineers had a clue as to why their
vessel was sinking. Neither did the vessel’s Master as well. It
is reasonable to ask, WHY?
Stability Problems Are “Invisible” but Real
It is essential to point out that, for the most part, stability
problems are invisible to most mariners who have not had
formal training to understand them. In fact, formal training is
the key to understanding stability. Most maritime academy
graduates, whether “deck” or “engine”, receive basic training in
vessel stability.
Without knowing more about each of the vessel’s officers
than the report we received from the Coast Guard makes public,
it is hard to know whether any of these obviously experienced
mariners ever received any formal stability training. Our call
on Nov. 6th to Commander Barbee to seek this specific
information was not returned.
While the Coast Guard report correctly points out the
vessel’s “stability” problems, it tells us very little about the
backgrounds of these experienced mariners. Consequently, we
must make some “assumption.” And, in doing so, move beyond
what this report tells us.
We believe that formal stability training is absolutely
essential for all mariners, even for those serving on uninspected
towing vessels that not only work offshore but on inland waters
as well. The Coast Guard investigators put their finger on
stability problems in this case – as a part of their investigation –
but we will have much more to say.
Stability problems are nothing new to our Association. We
previously reported on stability problems in a number of our
newsletters, specifically in the following articles:
● Newsletter #57 in “Proposed Rule on Passenger Weight and
Vessel Stability Requirements.”
● Newsletter #45 in “The ETHAN ALLEN Accident Contains a
Stability Lesson for All Mariners.”
● Newsletter #45 in “Vessel Capsizing Focuses on Practical
Stability Issues.”
● Newsletter #38 in “Insufficient Stability Caused Passenger
Vessel to Capsize; M/V Lady D accident.”
● Newsletter #24 in “Stability problems cause towboat (M/V
Faith) to capsize in Bayou Sorrel Locks.”
● Newsletter #24 in “Another Towing Vessel Capsize – M/V
Harbor Master.”
● Newsletter #20 in “Applying Stability Lessons Learned from a
Canadian Accident – M/V Cap Rouge accident, Victoria, BC.
Stability problems certainly are nothing new for the Coast
Guard. For example, the commercial fishing industry was
plagued with stability problems for years that caused dozens of
commercial fishing vessels to capsize, sink or founder.
Congress became involved with the sinking of the notorious
“A-boats” in Alaska in the late 1980s. While the Coast Guard
has been part of the solution by bringing attention of stability
issues to the commercial fishing industry, it appears that they
need to be “pro-active” in the commercial towing and small
passenger vessel industry.
We ask: Were any of the ship’s officers trained in
stability? The Coast Guard investigation of the accident,
although thorough in many respects, leaves this question
hanging in the air. Although the report we received was over

200 pages long, there was other evidence we did not see.
Budget considerations limit what we ask for because, beyond
the basics, information furnished under the Freedom of
Information Act is not always “free”.
The vessel’s accident report (CG-2692) indicates that the
vessel, built in 1975 was 195 gross tons. Like most towing
vessels built for coastwise service, it was purpose-built to
admeasure at less than 200 gross tons in order to operate
without licensed engineers and with officers that hold only
Master or Mate of Towing Vessels licenses (in domestic
service). In this case, the barge the VALOUR was towing was
482-feet long, 9,800 gross tons(1) drew 29 feet of water and
carried approximately five million gallons of oil – about onehalf of the amount carried by the infamous EXXON VALDEZ.
[(1) 46 CFR §15.812(b)(3) allows a Master or Mate to serve as
Pilot on tank barges of not more than 10,000 gross tons.],
At the time of the accident, stability never was a required
subject on the old OUTV or new Master of Towing Vessel
examinations. Consequently, depending on their licenses, the
ship’s officers may not have had formal stability training. To
their credit, but after the incident, the company provided this
training to their officers according to an article in Professional
Mariner magazine. However, today, most companies that
operate Articulated Tug-Barge (ATB) vessels, prefer to hire
Masters and Mates with 500/1,600 ocean or near coastal
licenses where Stability is a subject tested in depth.
In any event, the Coast Guard did not find the Master of the
VALOUR was adequately informed about the stability of his
vessel. He apparently left stability issues up to his mates and
engineers. One Coast Guard comment critical of the Master
stated that he: “…had an easy-going laid-back attitude that
allowed his crew to engage in potentially dangerous activities
involving vessel operations.”
What about his two engineers? The fact that the VALOUR
was only 195 gross tons meant that the vessel did not fall under
the Officers Competency Certificates Convention (1936) or the
(U.S.) Officers Competency Act (1938) that would require them
to hold engineer licenses. Consequently, they may not even
have held licenses – a fact that might explain why they might
not have had any formal stability training. On the other hand,
they might have been academy or union school graduates. In
any event, their knowledge of vessel stability clearly was
lacking in this deadly accident.
This Accident Highlights the Lack of Formal Engineer
Training for Towing Vessel Engineers
Before we point fingers at two experienced engineers, let’s
go back to 1972 when, in the closing days of the Age of Steam,
that the towing industry, and specifically the American
Waterways Operators (AWO), a towing industry trade
association convinced Congress that it was no longer necessary
to carry licensed engineers on towing vessels. For further
information, refer to our Report # R-401, Rev. 1, Crew
Endurance and the Towing Vessel Engineer – A Direct Appeal
to Congress. Within this report, we brought forward from 1973
“A Report to Congress Concerning the Need for Engineers on
Uninspected Towing Vessels.” This report, pushed by the
towing industry, turned Congress against requiring licensed
engineers on uninspected towing vessels
Over the years, the Coast Guard fell in line and ignored the
nation’s 5,200+ towing vessels because Congress never
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required them to inspect those vessels.
At the same time, the Coast Guard totally ignored the need
to train any engineers on vessels of less than 200 gross tons in
any segment of the marine industry. As a result, 35 years later,
we encounter demonstrations of ignorance and incompetence
where we should expect more from mariners working in the
engineroom. Rather than blame the “experienced” mariners on
the tug VALOUR, we need to question the investments in
training made by non-union towing companies and the blissful
ignorance of the Coast Guard for the past 35 years. After all, if
there is a problem, the Coast Guard should report it to
Congress. For many years, there has been a serious problem
of the almost total lack of engineer training involving
thousands of “lower-level” mariners. We brought this to the
attention of MERPAC as well as Congress in our Report #R428, Rev.1. Report to Congress: The Forgotten Mariners.
Maritime Education & Training for Entry-Level Deck and
Engine Personnel.
Additional Crew Casualties
Lest we forget that this entire incident was taking place in
wild January weather. At 0437, one of the boat’s two able
seamen, wearing only his work clothes and a life jacket, fell
overboard and remained in the water for about 1½ hours until
rescued later by a Coast Guard helicopter.
On learning of the man overboard, the Master ordered his
other able seaman to go to the emergency locker and get some
“marker lights”, thinking the Master wanted signal flares, he
could not find any. In the meantime, nobody thought to throw a
ring life buoy or waterlight into the water to help mark the spot
where the man went overboard.
Nor did the Master immediately give orders to release his
tow. Such an order would have permitted him to conduct proper
man overboard maneuvers to pick up the man in the water.
[NMA Comment: Current towing vessel regulations at 46
CFR §27.209 do not require “man overboard” or “abandon
ship” drills – only fire drills. The Coast Guard needs to
quickly correct this glaring oversight in its new towing
vessel inspection regulations.]
The able seaman, who was later rescued, noted considerable
fuel in the water. Eventually, of the 101,000 gallons the
VALOUR carried, an estimated 15,000 gallons entered the water.
At 0449, the Master ordered the Second Mate to release the
brake holding the tow because the barge they were towing
appeared to be coming alongside the tug, threatening to smash
into it while at the same time appeared to be pulling the tug
over. The Second Mate was not familiar with how to release
the tow wire, but the remaining able seaman explained it to him.
Although he released the hand brake and the air brake, to let all
the tow wire out, the tow did not release. The end of the towing
wire hung up on a connecting U-bolt and did not release.
Finally, the Master called the Second Engineer. At
approximately 0509, the Second Engineer, by operating the
winch controls on the after engineroom bulkhead on the main
deck finally succeeded in releasing the barge. By this time, the
entire after deck was under water.
A minute later, the Master seized the opportunity to back the
VALOUR toward the able seaman in the water while the
Second Engineer and the ordinary seaman threw him a ring life
buoy which he was able to grab. However, the crewmembers
were unable to get the seaman back on board the tug.

An hour later (0610-0640), a Coast Guard helicopter arrived
on scene and lowered a liferaft into the water. Because of the
rough seas, the crew on the VALOUR could not grab the
liferaft painter. However, the Master managed to maneuver the
VALOUR to the liferaft and gave the crew the option of
abandoning ship (to swim to the liferaft or to the approaching
tug JUSTINE FOSS or stay on board the VALOUR. He did not
order them to abandon ship after the crew told the Master they
would rather stay on the VALOUR.
During this time, as the heel and rolling to port grew severe,
downflooding started through the port engineroom vents, which
were never closed. This worsened the situation and was one of
the final events that led to the vessel’s sinking.
At 0626, the Master advised the Coast Guard they were
beginning to roll over and would start to abandon ship into the
liferaft dropped by the Coast Guard helicopter. However, the
Master never gave the order to abandon ship. Shortly
thereafter, the VALOUR’s own liferaft located on the port side
floated free of the vessel. Unfortunately, it never opened, and
its painter somehow detached from the vessel. The Coast
Guard report cited this as a “catastrophic failure” of the
hydrostatic release unit and the liferaft’s painter that should
have automatically inflated the liferaft. The Coast Guard does
not state whether they ever recovered and examined this liferaft.
[NMA Comment: Current regulations do not require
inflatable liferafts or periodic inspection of any inflatable
liferafts or inflatable buoyant apparatus voluntarily
carried aboard uninspected towing vessels.
Our
Association insists that adequate lifesaving equipment
regulations must be promulgated as part of the new
towing vessel inspection regulations.]
[NMA Comment: Knowledgeable mariners advise our
Association that a lifesaving equipment scandal will soon
rock the Coast Guard.]
At 0645, the Master ordered all of the crew out on deck and
forward. He took the engines out of gear, set left rudder, and
remained at the wheel until the crew were out on deck. He left
the wheelhouse and instructed the crew to go to the bow as the
tug continued to sink by the port side and stern. At that time,
the tug JUSTINE FOSS was within 5 miles of the VALOUR
and proceeding in their direction.
At 0705, the Second Mate, Second Engineer, and ordinary
seaman were physically located on the very end of the bow
while the Chief Engineer and remaining able seaman were
standing on the VALOUR’s H-bitts. At about the same time,
the Coast Guard helicopter was dropping off the rescued able
seaman at Myrtle Beach, SC. At 0725, the VALOUR quickly
sank by the stern. As it sank, its bow went straight up in the air
causing the Chief Engineer and remaining able seaman to fall
from the bow and slam into the vessel’s superstructure. The fall
broke the Chief’s jaw, left arm, left leg, left ankle and several
ribs. The able seaman remained conscious for several minutes
but lost consciousness and turned face down in the water and
was lost – the second fatality in this completely preventable
tragedy. While a Coast Guard C-130 circled and told the
JUSTINE FOSS how to maneuver, the tug rescued the Master,
Second Engineer, Second Mate and the ordinary seaman.
At 0831, the Chief Engineer was brought on board the
JUSTINE FOSS and was administered first aid. His condition
steadily worsened. He stopped breathing, was given CPR and
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treated with heart defibrillator equipment on the vessel but went
into cardiac arrest – the vessel’s third fatality. The Chief
Engineer had been in 64°F water for about 30 minutes without
any thermal protection other than his work clothes and a
lifejacket. This, and his other injuries, led to shock brought on
by hypothermia and exposure – and would bring up the
question of exposure suits.
The tug JUSTINE FOSS was tasked with retrieving the barge
M-192 and safely brought it into the port of Wilmington, NC.
Later in the day, the Second Engineer had to be medevaced from
the tug JUSTINE FOSS by Coast Guard helicopter to Elizabeth
City, NC because of his physical condition.

requires “man overboard” drills on towing vessels in spite
of the fact that drowning is the major cause of death on
these vessels. This is a glaring shortcoming our Association
pointed out to the Coast Guard years ago.]

Coast Guard Recommendations
The Coast Guard investigator made a number of
recommendations that were approved by Rear Admiral James
Watson including:
● (#6656:03) Address future safety regulations to require
immersion suits in cold water operations.
● (#6670: 01) Issue a safety advisory to emphasize the
importance of strict adherence to stability requirements.

[NMA Comment: A great deal of work went into this
investigation and report. This was obvious during the oral
presentation at TSAC. However, in its present form, the
report is a good candidate for the waste basket. Competent
journalists should turn this pile of paper into a hard-hitting,
meaningful presentation emphasizing “lessons learned.”]

[NMA Comment: That won’t mean much to mariners who
are not trained in how to read and understand a stability
letter.]
● (#6671: 02) Issue a safety advisory to all Coast Guard
Prevention Departments emphasizing the importance of strict
adherence to stability requirements for the towing industry.
● (#6672: 04) Revise the Coast Guard’s stability letter
requirements to ensure that matters which describe a vessel’s
natural list and similar factors be included within the text of
the stability letter. The use of liquid ballast is generally not
the preferred means to correct a permanent list. Installation of
fixed, solid ballast to correct such a condition is the norm.
● (#6674: 06) That OSG-Maritrans initiate policy regarding
ballast operations on all their towing vessels.
● (#6675:07) That OSC-Maritrans initiate policy and an
education program regarding strict adherence to their vessels’
stability letters.
● (#6676: 08) That OSG-Maritrans install adequate remote tank
level indicators for each of the fuel and ballast tanks on their
towing vessels that can be monitored by the engineroom
and/or wheelhouse.
● (#6676: 09) That OSG-Maritrans install a valve position
indicator for each of the fuel valves on their towing vessels
that allow visual confirmation of the valve’s position.
● (#6678: 10) That OSG-Maritrans conduct an internal review
to ensure that all of their vessels’ plans are accurate and upto-date.
● (#6679: 11) That OSG-Maritrans revise their crew changeout
checklist to ensure that each crewmember has a survival suit
that fits him/her in a logical location such as in their
stateroom, workplace, or emergency gear locker.
● (#6680: 12) That OSG-Maritrans revise their “getting
underway” checklist to include documenting tank levels,
particularly ballast tank levels.
● (#6681: 13) That OSG-Maritrans develop procedures and
train for a “man overboard” scenario involving a tug with a
stern tow.
[NMA Comment: No Coast Guard regulation currently

● (#6682: 14 & 6683: 15) Send copies of this report to each
USCG Sector Prevention Department, Marine Safety Unit,
Detachment, and other Coast Guard units exercising OCMI
authority. Send a copy to the National Transportation Safety
Board. Provide copies of this report to the Towing Safety
Advisory Committee and to the American Waterways
Operators for their review and action as appropriate.

Additional NMA Comments
While we agree with the Coast Guard recommendations for
the most part, we believe there are other equally important
considerations that must be addressed. Unfortunately, “safety
advisories” are just more “paper” and probably will be ignored.
It certainly will be ignored if dumped on our doorstep in the
typical format of a Coast Guard investigation report. For
example, we had to read well over 225 pages just to write this
brief summary. The fact that Admiral Watson concurred with
the report’s findings shows that the Coast Guard may finally be
getting their act together.
In 1973, the Coast Guard, after urging by U.S. Senator
Russell B. Long (D., La) sent Captain C.T. Newman, a senior
officer from Headquarters, to Louisiana to look into the mineral
and oil industry. The “Newman Report”(1) highlighted a
number of serious educational deficiencies both in the region’s
population in general and in “lower-level” mariners in
particular. In other words, the report recognized officially that
many of our “lower-level” mariners have significant “gaps” in
their formal education. [(1)Refer to Report #R-428-A. The
Newman Report on our internet website. This is a complete
reprint of the 1973 official Coast Guard Report on the status of
maritime education and training in the Gulf Coast area that
they “lost” in 1980 and that led to major mariner licensing
changes in the mineral and oil industry.]
While some grade school General Science classes may
briefly explore Archimedes Principal, the subject of vessel
stability, if covered at all, may be touched upon only in high
school Physics classes at the 12th grade level. While many
“lower-level” mariners are high school graduates, relatively few
of those students took Physics which is often an optional
advanced senior-year course.
This Coast Guard investigation report points to a great
need for our “lower-level” merchant marine officers to absorb
and understand the basic principles of stability including a
genuine working knowledge of those documents the Coast
Guard and Naval Architects provide for most commercial
vessels such as Stability Letters and Stability Books.
Unfortunately, the subject is very complex and requires
formal instruction. However, this instruction must be
conducted at a very basic level to be successful.
Some in the Coast Guard know how difficult “stability” is
through exhaustive work done over the years with fishermen
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and reported in past issues of Proceedings. To do this, there is a
need to develop working models of different but familiar small
craft, prepare visual aids, and prepare a program of instruction
that emphasizes the most fundamental principles of stability –
often detached from its mathematical roots that often present
insurmountable barriers caused by gaps in many of our “lowerlevel” mariners’ educational background. It takes imagination
to teach a subject that is all but invisible to the naked eye.
Once the classroom discussion becomes complex and
academic, many practical and experienced mariners tend to drift
off. It is clear that teaching stability involves much more than
rote memorization of formulas and passing a few multiple
choice test questions. Vessel stability is a living and breathing
subject, but one size does not fit all. For example, towing
vessels unlike OSVs and fishing vessels do not carry “cargo.”
We must meet the need to train all mariners in basic stability
but do it in a meaningful way that does not intimidate our
mariners. This is worth serious attention by the Coast Guard
and professional educators, not simply plugging time worn
generic stability questions into the existing license exam
Unfortunately, not only “stability” but also all subjects that
deal with the engine room were ignored for far too long by an
industry that places safety far behind profit and a regulatory
agency that finds it easier not to rock the boat.
Over the past 35 years, thousands of our “lower-level”

mariners were deprived of meaningful practical training as
vessel engineers and denied a meaningful path for
advancement. This happened while the vessels they serve on
became more technologically advanced year by year. This
equipment needs conscientious and intelligent maintenance by
on-board personnel who have the training and accept
responsibility for their work – and who are well paid for it.
The high-ranking Coast Guard officials who allowed this to
happen are out there collecting their pensions. We do not
intend to allow this situation to continue. “New occasions teach
new duties…”. As a mariner Association, we pledge to
redouble our efforts to change this course. We insist that:
● every mariner assigned to engineroom duty receives adequate
safety training before setting foot in the engineroom.
● that “unlicensed engineers” and “deckineers” receive
adequate vocational training in their duties.
● that “lower-level” licenses be required on certain vessels of
less than 200 GRT in domestic service including those on
river, inland, and coastwise routes. Once we decide which
vessels deserve “licensed” engineers, we will communicate
our thoughts directly to Congress.

NMA PETITIONS COAST GUARD ON 100-TON
TOWING LICENSES AND ENDORSEMENTS

industry in introducing future towing vessel inspection
regulations now being developed at Coast Guard
Headquarters. For those mariners who used the 100-ton
license to operate small towing vessels, preparing for their
exam pointed out stark differences between “inspected” Tboats and “uninspected” towing vessels and pointed out safety
considerations inherent in “inspected” vessels carrying
passengers for hire. These differences remain today.
Many mariners who sat for the 100-ton test also took an
“assistance towing” module of ten questions – derived from
exactly the same database that commercial towing exam
questions are drawn from.
The “down side” of the 100-ton Master’s license compared
to the existing Operator of Uninspected Towing Vessels
(OUTV) license was that a mariner could obtain the 100-to
license with one less year sea service than the OUTV/Master
of Towing Vessel license required. That difference was
recognized and reflected in the lower 100-ton tonnage limit
placed on the face of the license. That limitation usually
meant that mariners holding this license who chose to work on
towing vessels would start in their career path by working on
“smaller” towing vessels. For those entering the field, and for
members of the TSAC working group assembled to prepare
for the new licensing regulations promulgated in May 2001
that appeared to be a perfectly reasonable consideration.
In retrospect, many “lower-level” mariners opted to take a
“100-ton” course because it was “standard” course offering,
and was readily available at maritime training schools. The
100-ton “approved” courses were comprehensive in the scope
of knowledge they conveyed for each of the routes the license
covered and were generally affordable for mariners.
Consequently, many mariners initially entered the towing
sector of the maritime industry by operating “smaller” towing
vessels while retaining the ability to also work on passengercarrying vessels.
License population: As of Dec. 31, 2004(1), 26, 627

October 21, 2008
Executive Secretary
Marine Safety & Security Council (G-LRA)
United States Coast Guard Headquarters
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20593-0001
Subject: Petition for Rulemaking to relax restrictions on
100-ton Towing Officer Licenses and endorsements.
References: 33 CFR §1.05-20; 46 CFR Table 10.910-2.
Dear Sir or Madam,
During the forty-year period from 1958 through 1989, the
100-ton Master’s license became a “standard” initial license
for thousands of “lower-level” mariners, as well as a steppingstone for higher licenses. A 1989 rulemaking expanded the
scope of this license so that it became possible for mariners to
obtain a 100-ton Master’s license and to use that license (with
its tonnage limitation of 100 gross tons) to operate
commercial towing vessels up to that tonnage.
The 100-ton license originally was designed to license
operators on small passenger vessels (i.e., “T-boats” inspected
under 46 CFR Subchapter T). By definition, a small
passenger vessel cannot exceed 100 gross tons – hence the
100-ton limitation.
One advantage of preparing for the 100-ton license was
that it introduced mariners to Coast Guard inspection
procedures that had been in place for 30 years and emphasized
important safety requirements for license holders who carried
passengers for hire. We opine that this may be helpful to the

[Reference: Read our report #R-428-H.
Maritime
Education and Training: Lower-Level Engineering
Programs. 23p]
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passenger carrying licenses (of up to 100 GRT) with near-coastal
routes and 7,451 licenses with inland routes (total 34,078)
existed. This compares to OUTV/Master-of Towing Vessel
13,336 licenses, 185 Second Class /Mate-Pilot of Towing Vessel
licenses, and 84 Apprentice mate/steersman “learners’ permits)
(total 13,605) that restricted the holder’s service to “uninspected”
towing vessels. This was a reasonable restriction because OUTV
license holders were never tested and are not tested today on
provisions of 46 CFR Subchapter T that govern inspected small
passenger vessels. [(1)Proceedings, Summer 2005]
TSAC Working Group Meetings, 2000-2001. During the
winter of 2000-2001, our Association participated in a working
group of the Towing Safety Advisory Committee (TSAC) that
worked with the Coast Guard officials (namely Captain Ernest
Fink and LCDR Luke Harden) on developing new towing vessel
licensing regulations. The resulting new regulations in Docket
#USCG-1999-6224 were phased in during a five-year period and
came into full effect on May 21, 2006.
The TSAC working group took note of the original oneyear sea time difference between the 100-ton Master and the
OUTV/proposed Master of Towing Vessels license and
agreed to let this tonnage limitation stand for towing licenses.
However, at the time, there existed a clear career path from a
100-ton to a 200-ton Master license. It was assumed that this
path would allow advancement from the 100-ton limit to at
least a 200-ton limit for towing vessel officers in the future.
The importance of the 200-ton threshold for towing
vessels. Through the mid-1990s, most uninspected towing
vessels in coastwise domestic service were purpose-built to
admeasure less than 200 gross tons to conform to the Officers
Competency Certificates Convention (1936) and the Officers
Competency Act (1938). Since the industry understood that
towing vessels greater than 200 gross tons had to be manned
by licensed officers, the simple expedient was to build these
vessels to admeasure under the 200-ton threshold. Exceptions
included a few converted ex-Navy tugs – but these exceptions
were relatively rare.
In 1972, the Pilothouse Licensing Act required most
towing vessels (except those in oilfield service) to be manned
with licensed “operators” (i.e., OUTV). The “operator”
licensing requirements were accepted and complied with
starting in 1973. The point is that in the coastwise towing
industry, the figure of 200 tons was the traditional key
tonnage limit whereas with small passenger vessels, the
comparable tonnage figure always was 100 gross tons.
There would have been no problem if there had remained a
clear path to move between 100 ton and 200 ton licenses.
Unfortunately, the Coast Guard eliminated this path sometime
between 2001 and 2006 – a fact our Association brought to
the Coast Guard’s attention in July 2004, attempted to resolve
at the September 2006 TSAC meeting in St. Louis, and finally
brought to the attention of TSAC and Congress in September
2008(1). Although the path to raise a 100-ton to a 200-ton
license was somewhat complicated and did involve some
additional testing, the path did exist but was eliminated for some
reason. When the 200-ton step vanished, the next career
advancement step for a mariner to upgrade from a 100-ton license
was to test for a 500/1,600-ton license. [(1) NMA Report #R-417A, Rev. 1, item #26A attached as [Enclosure 1]]
Unfortunately, the Coast Guard failed to consider that the
degree of difficulty of the step from 100-tons to 500/1600tons would bring significant educational challenges for

lower-level mariners when the 500/1600-ton license was
elevated to the equivalent of an “upper-level” third or
second mate license. This level of license is attained by
graduates of a four-year college-level maritime academy.
Unfortunately, except for academy graduates, most “lowerlevel” mariners’ academic preparation ranges from the 9-12th
grade High School and seldom reaches the college level.
Most Coast Guard officials involved with mariner
licensing failed to give this meaningful consideration when
they unilaterally raised the academic bar and eliminated the
200-ton license step for towing vessel officers. We submit
that senior Coast Guard officers failed to consider important
historical documents such as the Coast Guard’s own Newman
Report(1) and made baseless academic assumptions rather than
conducting studies that ignored the educational attainment
status of the “lower-level” mariners they were dealing with.
We believe that the demand for 500/1600-ton licenses with
towing endorsements will far exceed the supply of licensed
officers both because of the educational gaps that must be
bridged as well as training costs. However, the 500/1600-ton
licenses will be required for international service. [(1) NMA
Report # R-428-A. Maritime Education & Training for
Lower-Level Mariners. The Newman Report. This report
includes complete reprint of 1973 Government Report on the
status of maritime education and training in the Gulf Coast
area that led to major licensing changes.]
As a result, many mariners who served on towing vessels
obtained a 100-ton passenger-carrying license with a 100-ton
towing endorsement that no longer meets their needs as
mariners and effectively prevents them from advancing in the
marine industry. We believe that the 100-ton barrier had a
purpose when it was discussed in TSAC in 2000-2001 but that
subsequently this has become an artificial barrier that needs
to be removed. This barrier exists on all routes.
We recommend:
1. That mariners who have a 100-ton passenger carrying
license preserve that license so they can work in the
passenger-carrying portion of the marine industry.
2. That mariners who have experience in the towing sector and
are currently restricted by a 100-ton towing limitation on their
licenses be allowed to remove that limitation after providing
proof to the satisfaction of the Coast Guard that they have the
total years of experience serving on towing vessels of any size
that would make them eligible for either a Mate/Pilot or a
Master of Towing Vessel license since these licenses contain
no tonnage restriction. This sea service would make up for
the sea service deficiencies noted by TSAC in 2000-2001 as
mentioned above. It would allow individuals experienced in
towing to fill officer vacancies aboard any towing vessel
without regard to the tonnage of the vessel. We suggest that
this simplification would apply to mariners in domestic
coastwise service as well as inland and river service. We
believe these individuals have been penalized far too long and
that this step may encourage many of them to remain in and
advance within the towing industry.
Additional testing and issuance. The subject areas for
both the 100-ton Master’s license and the test given for
Apprentice Mate/Steersman (i.e., the only test given to towing
vessel officers) are outlined in 46 CFR Table 10.910-2 that
has remained unchanged for years. Column 7 contains
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subjects for the Master 100 ton/200-ton Mate Oceans/Near
Coastal Routes license while Column 10 contains comparable
Apprentice Mate Towing subjects. Columns 11 & 12 contain
reasonable and expected adjustments for the subject matter
covering Great Lakes/Inland and Rivers routes. Comparing
the two columns (i.e., #7 & 10), it is clear that the 100-ton test
examines candidates in more subject areas than the towing
exam. However, as indicated by the number “7” found in
Column 7, the exam for 200-ton Mate does contain a few
more sub-topics than does the exam for 100-ton Master alone.
[Enclosure #2] contains a breakdown of the subject matter
tested. While some very limited testing might be called for,
requiring mariners to pass overly-broad “Deck General” or
“Deck Safety” modules requiring months of unnecessary
study and preparation must be avoided.
The towing industry is suffering a significant shortage of
personnel. The purpose of this petition is to more effectively
utilize those experienced towing vessel personnel whose
advancement in their chosen career may have been thwarted by
THE 30-DAY TRAINING
WONDER
By Captain Joel Milton
For mariners who work on tugs and
towboats, here's more bad news. The
dangerous environment you work in
everyday has just become more hairy.
Despite input from experienced
towing vessel mariners, the U.S. Coast
Guard has decided to expand a
dangerous loophole that is part of the
current licensing system created in
2001. The so-called "30-day wonder"
loophole has become a regulatory
reality and could result in thousands of
under-qualified
licensed
100-ton
masters ending up in the wheelhouses
of towing vessels.
The loophole, which originally
included any master or mate with a
license over 200 tons, has now been

an artificial barrier that prevented them from operating towing
vessels of between 100 and 200 GRT in domestic coastwise
service and, more broadly, towing vessels greater than 100 GRT
in inland, Great Lakes and Rivers service. We have seen cases
where mariners were prosecuted for exceeding their tonnage
limitation and know of cases where mariners have been
prevented from operating towing vessels of more than 100 GRT
when they were perfectly capable of operating those vessels. We
simply ask that these mariners be granted a license commensurate
with the sea service represented by the “towing time” they
already have accrued on any size commercial towing vessel
greater than 8 meters (26-feet) in length.
We ask that this petition be brought to the attention of the
Towing Safety Advisory Committee, the National Maritime
Center, and that it be considered for rulemaking.
Very truly yours,
Richard A. Block
Master #1186377, Issue #9
Secretary, National Mariners Association

extended to 100-ton masters with three
years of experience who pass the
Apprentice Mate exam, complete a
Towing Officers Assessment Record
(TOAR), and have only 30 eight-hour
days of "training and observation" aboard
towing vessels on oceans, near coastal,
Great Lakes, and inland routes. This will
permit them to serve as a mate of towing
vessels in a two-watch system.
Here's the scary part: It doesn't
matter where the "experience" was
accumulated. It could be on a charter
fishing boat, dinner cruise vessel,
sightseeing vessel, or a water taxi. This
"experience" will be considered
equivalent to time spent on an offshore
supply vessel, utility boat, crewboat, or
even a towing vessel. The ignorance
shown in this decision is astounding
and sad, but not unexpected.
The key issue here is that the Coast
Guard has decided that actual hands-on

NEW YORK CITY SETTLES STATEN ISLAND
FERRY
WRONGFUL DEATH SUIT
[Source: Master, Mate & Pilot, Sept.- Oct. 2008, p.12.
Emphasis is ours.]
New York City will pay $8,750,000 to the family of John P.
Healy, one of 11 people who died when the M/V ANDREW J.
BARBERI allided with a maintenance pier in October 2003.
In their pleadings before the court, lawyers for the
plaintiffs outlined findings of the National Transportation
Safety Board (NTSB). The lawyers allege that:
4 Assistant Captain Richard Smith, alone in the wheelhouse
at the time of the crash, "had lapsed into a diminished state
of consciousness due to a combination of his own fatigue
and taking medications that caused drowsiness and
disorientation" (Smith pleaded guilty to eleven counts of

experience aboard towing vessels is not
important. Sea time is sea time, and
where you get it doesn't matter to the
Coast Guard. This decision comes
from an agency whose people are
neither licensed to engage in, nor have
any direct experience with, commercial
towing operations.
The assertion that this loophole was
only intended for experienced offshore
mariners so they could transition
between different types of vessels
within their company fleets is not true.
It's right there in the documents. The
barn door has now been thrown wide
open for anyone who feels like
gambling with people's safety in order
to make a quick buck.
To view the original petition,
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Final
Rule and the public comments, go to
www.mtvassociation.com and click on
the "30-Day Wonder" tab.

manslaughter under the Seaman's Manslaughter Statute
and one count of giving a false statement to a government
officer. He has since served an 18-month sentence.)
4 Smith's physician, William Tursi, had omitted medications
he prescribed from the USCG license renewal form he
filled out. He received probation, six months of home
confinement and 300 hours of community service. His
license to practice medicine was suspended.
4 The Staten Island Ferry system did not enforce its own
"two-pilot" rule, which requires that the captain and
assistant captain be present in the pilothouse while the
vessel is underway.
The lawyers quote the NTSB report, which found that "the
New York City Department of Transportation failed to
implement and oversee safe and effective operating procedures
for its ferries.” The NTSB report concluded that Captain Michael
Gansas not being present in the pilothouse was accepted
procedure on the ferry. The investigators found that at no
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time during the voyage was Captain Gansas in the pilothouse.
City employee Patrick Ryan, a director of ferry operations
who was in charge of the Staten Island Ferry from shore,
pleaded guilty in 2005 to violating the federal maritime
manslaughter statute for failing to enforce the rule that
required the captain and assistant captain to be together in the
pilot house while the ferry was underway. Lawyers for the
plaintiffs charged that Ryan admitted that he "knowingly and
willfully" failed to enforce the "two-pilot" rule. They said his
plea "established the willful misbehavior of an individual of a
sufficiently high level to bind the shipowner with legal
knowledge and privity of culpable conduct"; Ryan served a
year and a day at Allenwood Federal Correctional Complex.
The port captain for Staten Island Ferries, John Mauldin,
reported to Ryan and was also his brother-in-law. His
responsibilities included overseeing the daily operational
functions of the ferry, such as scheduling, fueling and informing
the crews of changes in Coast Guard regulations. Captain Gansas
and Assistant Captain Smith both reported to Mauldin.
In 2005, Mauldin pleaded guilty to making a materially
false statement to the Coast Guard when he claimed that the
standard practice followed by the ferry's captains and assistant
captains at the time of the allision was to be together in the
operating pilothouse while the vessel was underway. The
attorneys for the Healy family allege he subsequently admitted
that this was not the procedure and that he knew that it was
not followed.
An investigation conducted by the Global Maritime and
Transportation School (GMATS) at the United States
Merchant Marine Academy concluded that the ferry operation
was characterized by cronyism and nepotism and that a
change in management was necessary to change the culture.
The City of New York responded by appointing a new chief
operating officer and introducing new regulations mandating
more staffing on the boats, background checks, a strict drug
and alcohol policy, more stringent medical exams for

employees and surveillance cameras on board, as well as the
presence of two people in the wheelhouse.
At oral argument, Judge Robert D. Sack compared the
failure of the ferry to require two pilots with passenger
expectations when flying on board an airplane, saying "You
have a 777 flying. You expect both pilots to be in the cockpit
when it lands. You don't expect one to be in the back cleaning
dishes." The court found in March of this year that the City
could not limit its responsibility. It also held that the City was
negligent and that each victim was entitled to a trial on the

COAST GUARD TO INSPECT
TOWING VESSELS CREW CREDENTIALS

promotes awareness of the Coast Guard's regulatory authorities
and encourages owners and operators of towing vessels to correct
any issues with license compliance and safety.

[Source: Eighth Coast Guard District.]
New Orleans. Coast Guard units along the Gulf Coast,
Mississippi River, and Western Rivers system will begin
operations to ensure towing vessels are properly manned and
crews have proper licensing as part of Operation Big Tow,
which will take place from November through January.
The primary objective of Operation Big Tow is to ensure
towing vessels are being operated by properly licensed
individuals through boardings and examinations.
To minimize any impact to vessel movements or
commerce by the Coast Guard by working with industry and
towing vessel operators to conduct boardings and
examinations at locks and dams, while vessels are tied up
pier side, or through other methods that facilitate the flow of
commerce while allowing examiners to check licenses and
conduct safety checks.
The Coast Guard is committed to improving the safety of the
towing industry through a proactive communications effort that

[NMA Comment: While the Coast Guard may call this a
“proactive” communications effort, don’t be fooled. It
really “reactive” in that it finally recognizes a problem the
Coast Guard has long ignored.]

issue of compensation for injuries and economic losses.
Damage to the M/V Andrew J. Barberi after it allided with a
maintenance pier in October 2003.
[NMA Comment: The new “Medical NVIC” is a direct
result of this accident. The acts described in the foregoing
article were all illegal, criminal acts and their perpetrators
were punished by the courts. Now, every other mariner in
the country will receive his/her punishment from the Coast
Guard in the form of the new medical NVIC.]

"While the majority of the towing industry operates safely
and complies fully with licensing requirements, this
comprehensive operation will allow us to identify any
companies that may have problems," said Capt. Verne B.
Gifford, chief of prevention Eighth Coast Guard District.
[NMA Comment: When all other approaches fail, as they
have, the Coast Guard can try to effectively enforce laws
already on the books.]
[NMA Comment: In enforcing the law, we expect that
companies who use unqualified mariners finally will be
held responsible for doing so. Refer to 46 CFR §15.401.]
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MARINERS PROTEST NEW “HANDY TUG”
EXPLOITS A REGULATORY LOOPHOLE
The attached file of the “Handy Tug”, (see illustration on
page 14) as its designer calls it, is the best example of how far
the towing industry is willing to go to protect its bottom line
and avoid adequately regulating towing vessels.
The “Handy Size” Class Tug was designed by Jensen
Marine Consultants, Inc. and built by Great Lakes Shipyard to
fill the niche and maintain a loophole that industry may try to
build into the new towing vessel inspection regulations.
This tugboat has between the 2,800 and 3,200-horsepower
class used for harbor work, fireboats, and construction operations
as well as for coastal towing. It is 74 feet long, with a beam of 30
feet, and a design draft of 11.5 feet. It is designed for two-man
operation, with bridge control of the engine room and its deck
winch. In the towing industry, “two-man operation” easily
becomes twenty-four hour operation with the same two men
working endless hours because of inadequate Coast Guard
enforcement of the 12-hour rules coupled to the fact that
Congress has not set by statute any limit to the number of hours
an unlicensed crewmember may work in 24 hours. The sales
pitch mentions nothing about installing equipment to retrieve a
man overboard – another “gaping hole” in existing rules that
must be remedied.
This tug is skillfully designed to cut government
certification and classification society costs because of its
lower tonnage and size. The vessel requires no load line
certificate and requires and only one licensed operator. The
crewmembers do not need to hold able seaman ratings or even
hold a merchant mariner’s document (“z-card”). This allows
one licensed 100-ton Master and an untrained deckhand to
operate the vessel with little regard for the deckhand’s
personal safety. The advertisement leaves unanswered who
besides the Master can assist the deckhand if he is injured on
deck or who can pick him up if he falls overboard – and how?
The advertisement breezily states that this arrangement “helps
with future crew shortages” – a timeworn excuse for using
“expendable” deckhands with no medical or disability insurance
coverage who unscrupulous employers routinely cheat out of
PUT SOME TEETH INTO THE NEW
TOWBOAT INSPECTION RULE
By David Krapf, Editor in Chief, WorkBoat Magazine
[Source: Internet Editorial Nov. 13, 2008]
The hearing into the July Mississippi River oil spill came to a
close last week, and what did we learn? Not much, except “It’s
not whether you win or lose, but where you place the blame.”
Basically, everyone who testified at the hearing piled on
the apprentice mate pilot, John Paul Bavaret III, who had the
misfortune of being in charge of the tow that collided with the
tanker Tintomara on July 23, resulting in a 283,000-gal. spill.
But placing all the blame on a licensed, yes licensed,
apprentice mate is a cop-out. An accident of this type was
bound to happen since what Bavaret was doing, piloting a
towboat without the proper license, is reportedly fairly
common with little or no chance of getting caught.(1) He was
only doing what he was told to do.(2) (Bavaret’s company,
DRD Towing, chartered and operated the towboat and barge,
owned by American Commercial Lines.)

“maintenance and cure” and dump on the street when they are
injured and can no longer work.(1) Who will be expected to
operate and maintain the powerful and complex machinery on
this new tug? This is a question that we believe lawmakers need
to examine closely because the Coast Guard has failed to do so
for many years. An engine plant this size should have a fully
trained engineer – and we assert a licensed engineer! [(1)Refer to
our Report # R-440, Rev. 1. Employers Abuse Mariners on
Health and Medical Issues. By Mark L. Ross, Esq. 8p.]
This tug could easily become a mariner’s worst nightmare!
Imagine running along the coast in this thing with an eleven-foot
draft in mid-February with two men towing an eighty thousand
barrel oil barge and you have a man go overboard or experience a
problem with equipment in the engineroom. The Coast Guard
has allowed the industry to operate without trained and licensed
engineers for 35 years and never once approached Congress to
change the law. It is time for a change.
The equipment being offered is only part of the problem.
The so-called Responsible Carrier Program is another matter
that the new towing vessel regulations ultimately may be
based on although it has serious systemic flaws. In the recent
Mississippi oil spill in New Orleans, we witnessed its adverse
affects when the AWO trade association never made provision
for reporting audit failure or the substandard operations of its
member companies to the Coast Guard with which it is
formally engaged in a “safety partnership” arrangement. That
was a $275,000,000 blunder.
Substandard operators work with compliant auditors to
conceal “non-conformities” in their audits because they fear that
unfavorable reporting of company’s operations both customers
and regulators. You cannot remove the human element from
vessel inspection or vessel manning. In the towing industry, any
report that may adversely affect a boss or department brings
problems for the reporter. AWO’s alternatives to fatigue, proper
manning, and maximum work hours already are built into their
Responsible Carrier Program. Our mariners must not be
expected to live with such alternatives. As AWO cuddles up with
the new towing vessel inspection regulations, we are witnessing a
“kiss of death.” In the interest of human safety and the
environment we must not let boat builders to create and exploit
another regulatory loophole.
In the hearing, an attorney for publicly traded ACL also
piled it on Bavaret, instead of taking the high road and
acknowledging that since they had hired Bavaret’s company
to operate their equipment, perhaps they should have vetted
DRD Towing better.(2) Not only was this lame, but it’s a bad
way to convince the public that you are doing all you can to
make sure that nothing like this happens again.
Frankly, after all these years of dealing with spills and
other disasters, it was a disappointing performance from the
inland waterways industry. It seems like we have gone back
in time. Covering your butt and playing the blame game is
not the way to go.(4)
So where does that leave us now? Well, there’s a renewed
call to the Coast Guard to get those towboat inspection rules
out on the street – and quick. The danger here is that the
understaffed Coast Guard, in its haste, could let the industry
have too much control over how the rules are written and
implemented.(5) To a certain extent, this is fine, since the
industry has a keen knowledge of its own operations.
However, the Coast Guard must make sure that the inspection
auditors are truly independent, not the same ones used and
approved for the American Waterways Operators Responsible

Newsletter

13

Newsletter

14

Carrier Program. This is the only way that the new inspection
regime will be taken seriously.(6)
My hope is that an inspection rule will be written with
enough teeth to include independent unannounced spot
inspections of towboats and their personnel. It must be
written in a way that improves the industry, makes it safer,
and rewards the top-notch inland operators who appear to do it
right, such as Blessey, AEP and many others.
------------------------------National Mariner Association Comments
(1)
46 CFR §15.401, Employment and service within restrictions
of license or document, states: A person may not employ or
engage an individual, and an individual may not serve, in a
position in which an individual is required by law or
regulation to hold a license, certificate of registry, or
merchant mariner's document, unless the individual holds a
valid license, certificate of registry, or merchant mariner's
document, as appropriate, authorizing service in the capacity
in which the individual is engaged or employed and the
individual serves within any restrictions placed on the license,
certificate of registry, or merchant mariner's document.
We read this as prohibiting both the employer and the
mariner from engaging in the practice that brought about
this accident.
(2)
Told to do by his Captain and apparently allowed by his
A CRY FOR REFORM
By Richard A. Block
In a “Guest Editorial” to the Aug. 25, 2008 issue of the
Waterways Journal, Merritt Lane, as president and chief
executive officer of New Orleans-based Canal Barge
Company and Chairman of the Board of the American
Waterways Operators (AWO), stated that the August 10 (New
Orleans) Times -Picayune article Tugs Operate under Radar
on River “…painted a misleading and very different picture of
the tugboat, towboat and barge industry than the one I see.”
In our Report #R-350-A, presented as our written
testimony to the House Subcommittee on Coast Guard and
Maritime Transportation, I supported the call for
comprehensive towing vessel inspection regulations reflected
in Mr. Lane’s “editorial” in the Waterways Journal – but with
one caveat: Our Association expressed our full support for the
contents and research in the Article Tugs Operate Under
Radar on the River by Times-Picayune reporter Ms. Jennifer
DeGregorio. In preparing the article, Ms. DeGregorio utilized
independent sources as well as a number of personal contacts
furnished by our Association to prepare her story. Our
mariners who spoke with Ms. DeGregorio found her article
timely and entirely appropriate. Her article appeared in our
Newsletter #57 that may be viewed on our website.
The Times-Picayune Editorial
(Emphasis is ours!)
The numerous violations and lax oversight revealed by the
hearings on the July 23 Mississippi River oil spill should
dispel any lingering doubts about the urgent need to police the
barge industry and impose harsher sanctions for violators.
The tugboat Mel Oliver clearly had no business operating on
the river after its master pilot abandoned ship to visit his
girlfriend three days before the accident. But the Mel Oliver was
not docked. Instead, an apprentice pilot took over, even though
he was not licensed to be at the helm by himself. He was steering
the Mel Oliver when the oil barge it was towing collided with a
passing ship, spilling 280,000 gallons of oil into the river.
The apprentice pilot, John Bavaret, has blamed equipment

(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

employer – both illegal!
There is no law requiring this. Maybe there should be.
This was one of the causes of the Sept. 15, 2001 allision
that took down the Queen Isabella Causeway Bridge with
a toll of 9 lives. Again, an ACBL (now ACL) barge
loaded with steel pushed by a substandard towing
company’s vessel engaged by ACBL took out the bridge.
We commend David Krapf for taking a stand on this issue.
We thought we were alone.
The Coast Guard has given the towing industry trade
association, AWO, free reign over the rulemaking. AWO
conveniently “morphed” into the Towing Safety Advisory
Committee (TSAC) that “red-lined” this rulemaking
project before ever introducing it to the public as a Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking.
David Krapf put his finger on the problem. We suggest
that the Coast Guard write specific, prescriptive
regulations in terms our mariners as well as small
operating companies can understand. Perhaps (maybe)
after the industry complies with new inspection
regulations adequately enforced by the Coast Guard, then
the industry might be ready to try more sophisticated
Safety Management System for those companies that are
capable of handling the overburden such a system brings
with it.

malfunctions in the Mel Oliver for the collision, though others
have testified that the tugboat's equipment was working. And
deckhand Kevin Pettigrew testified that Mr. Bavaret was
"unresponsive" at the time of the incident.
Mr. Bavaret should never have been in charge of the
vessel, and his career should pretty much be over. But the
problems in this incident go deeper than an unlicensed pilot.
Mr. Bavaret testified that other low-level mariners at his
employer, DRD Towing of Harvey, often took charge of
vessels they were not licensed to pilot. He said he filled in for
master pilots on several boats and that he knew of other DRD
employees who did the same because they got paid more in
that role than as apprentices.
Pay stubs showed Mr. Bavaret sometimes did get paid a
higher rate, although the reason was not stated on the stubs. Mr.
Bavaret also testified that DRD knew he had handled the Mel
Oliver alone on at least one occasion. These are serious
allegations, and the Coast Guard should examine them.
But DRD has bigger problems as well. The firm failed a
safety audit conducted earlier this year for the trade group
American Waterways Operators. One of the audit’s surveyors
testified he found 52 infractions, including no documentation
that DRD employees had completed required training in the
previous three years. The American Waterways Operators
expelled DRD Towing in August. But the firm received no
fines or other penalties. Indeed, punishment for violations in
the barge industry is so rare and enforcement so loose that
apparently nobody aboard the Mel Oliver felt compelled to
report that the tugboat was working without a master pilot in
the days leading up to the July oil spill.
Critics say tolerance for violators has festered in the
industry because barge operators have been left to police
themselves. In 2007, the Coast Guard did only 291 on-board
inspections among the industry’s 7,000 towing vessels. The
American Waterways Operators, an industry group, requires
safety audits but does not keep complete records of
inspections and problems uncovered by them. The group also
does not inform the Coast Guard or the maritime industry
when firms fail inspections. DRD’s failed audit became
known only after the July oil spill.
In many cases, the firms that conduct audits are cozy
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with the barge operators. Destrehan company Budwine &
Associates, which DRD hired for its audit, removed a
surveyor from the case after the man raised concerns about
DRD’s safety. Fred Budwine, principal at Budwine &
Associates, testified he removed the surveyor because of
tension between the surveyor and DRD. Mr. Budwine also
said he considered the towing firm’s executives to be friends.
It’s no wonder, then, that DRD continued to operate
despite these and other problems and ended up involved in an
oil spill that closed the river for weeks, leaving billions in
economic and environmental losses.
To curb unsafe practices in the barge industry, Congress in
2004 mandated the Coast Guard to tighten up enforcement
and impose harsher fines. The agency has only recently,
under mounting pressure, vowed to come up with the new
rules before the shipping season starts next year. The new
rules are expected to mandate regular inspection of towboats
and barges and impose steeper fines for violations. Congress
needs to keep pushing the Coast Guard to bring about the
stricter enforcement, but it also must ensure the agency has
the resources to inspect barges.
Those measures will create some expense. But unqualified

crews and defective equipment make waterways, especially
treacherous channels like the Mississippi River, more
dangerous than they need to be. And the July oil spill showed
that the cost of leaving things as they are is much too high.
-------------------------------Where Does It Go From Here?
The day before the editorial appeared, Ms. DeGregorio
reported that “Five key witnesses have refused to testify for the
Coast Guard’s investigation…” including the master-licensed
pilot who was supposed to be in charge of the towboat and four
officials from the company that employed them. In the
September 16th Congressional hearing, Congressman Cummings
noted that DRD Towing refused to testify at his hearing.
The Coast Guard Investigators should not express any
surprise at finding unlicensed personnel operating towing
vessels. One of our senior mariners contacted me and
reminded me that he went out of his way to travel to the New
Orleans Marine Safety Office several years earlier to report
mariner operating a towing vessel without a license to the very
same officer who is conducting the M/V Mel Oliver oil-spill
hearing – and that his complaint was ignored.
We suggest a thorough criminal investigation is in order.
in the industry.” – Rep. Elijah Cummings.

IMPACT OF M/V MEL OLIVER
OIL SPILL ON WORKING MARINERS
In the October issue of WorkBoat magazine there was an
article that dealt with the spill that contained sections that
troubled one of our senior mariners who pointed to these
excerpts with considerable concern:
Excerpt #1: “…some members of Congress are calling for
harsher punishments – including jail time – for mariners who
violate manning regulations and operate vessels without
proper licenses.”
[NMA Comment: 46 CFR §15.401 states: “A person may
not employ or engage and an individual may not serve, in
a position in which an individual is required by law or
regulation to hold a license…or merchant mariner’s
document…” If a mariner goes to jail for violating this
regulation, so should the company official(s) responsible
for hiring that individual.]
Excerpt #2: “Violations of manning requirements can
result in fines up to $25,000 and suspension or revocation of
an individual’s license. In the past three years, 85 civil
penalties have been issued against companies that operated
towing vessels without properly licensed personnel, according
to the Coast Guard.
“In the New Orleans case, they didn’t care if they obeyed
the rules or not, because the consequences were not great
enough for acting properly.” – Rep. Elijah Cummings.
[NMA Comment: Most Coast Guard civil penalties have
been nothing more than a slap on the wrist for companies.
Maximum penalties are seldom collected and, in many
cases, no civil penalties are collected at all. In contrast, a
minimal one-month license suspension for the Master of a
towing vessel can cost a mariner over $13,000 in lost
wages. We have seen it happen.]
Excerpt #3: “It is unfathomable to me that within two
weeks, the same company would be involved in two marine
casualties while illegally operating towing vessels…There are
widespread claims among those who work in the towing
industry that the operation of towing vessels without properly
licensed personnel is common – and that drug use is prevalent

[NMA Comment: After making reasonable inquiries, our
Association contacted Coast Guard Marine Safety Offices
on many occasions when we learned that laws or
regulations may have been broken. In only a few cases did
we ever learn that the Coast Guard had investigated or
acted on our reports. After the Inspector General turned
in several reports that reflected poorly on Coast Guard
“investigations,” the Department reassigned the auditors.
We will vouch for Congressman Cumming’s words.]
Excerpt #4: “Of prime importance in the towing industry
is setting up a targeted enforcement program before the final
regulations come out. Under this initiative, towing companies
known to have marginal operating practices and safety
records would be subject to more aggressive Coast Guard
enforcement…” “While the culture of mediocrity is not the
norm in our industry, both industry and the Coast Guard know
that pockets of substandard operation still persist….targeted
enforcement is the key to driving the bad actors out of
business.”– Thomas Allegretti, President of American
Waterways Operators (AWO).
[NMA Comment: Translation – go after the small
companies that do not subscribe to the AWO Responsible
Carrier Program. This will discourage mariners from
working for non-AWO companies who will be “targeted.”]
Excerpt #5: Admiral Watson agreed, saying the Coast
Guard will soon move from random to targeted boardings.
“We’ve had great success on our foreign boarding program,
targeting vessels based on their history, and we will do it on
the inland rivers.”
[NMA Comment: Admiral James Watson is “Director of
Prevention Policy.” In reviewing his official biography,
there is no mention of him ever serving in a Coast Guard
assignment anywhere on the “inland rivers.” He seems to
be a nice guy, a Coast Guard Academy graduate with one
star, three Masters’ degrees, an engineering background
and too much authority to be turned loose like a bull in
our mariner’s china shop. Will AWO provide the Admiral
with a suggested target list?]
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MASTERS MUST DECIDE ON WEATHER ISSUES
[Source: MM&P Wheelhouse Weekly, Nov. 10, 2008]
2006 Pentland Firth Deaths Attributed
To Tanker Master’s Bad Judgment
A tanker master showed poor judgment in
leaving the safe harbor of Scapa Flow during a
violent storm in 2006, according to a report by the
Marine Accident Investigation Branch (MAIB).
Two mariners died when they were struck on the
foredecks by massive waves; a third suffered lifethreatening injuries. A report at the time by the
British Coastguard called the weather conditions around the
“FERGIT DE ALLEGATIONS AND
DESTROY DE ALLIGATORS”
The Ongoing Administrative Law Mess
On July 31, 2007 the House Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation Subcommittee explored allegations by former
Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge Jeffie Massey in a
deposition given on May 9, 2007 in the DRESSER case
regarding Chief Administrative Law Judge Joseph Ingolia:
“CALJ Ingolia told me at that meeting that I should never ever
make a ruling that caused the Coast Guard to do one more
minute’s work than they wanted to do and that I should never
concern myself with how hard it was on a respondent to go
through the discovery process or to get discovery, that was
just not a concern of mine.”
Although the Chief ALJ Ingolia and the Commandant
denied the allegations, on the advice of the U.S. Attorney
neither he Chief ALJ nor Commandant attended the
Congressional hearing.
The DRESSER case was bundled with two other cases,
ROGERS and ELSIK, and moved to Federal District Court in
New Orleans. The Coast Guard, through an Assistant U.S.
Attorney in New Orleans and LCDR Kramek, son of a former
Coast Guard Commandant, successfully blocked our
mariners’ efforts to resolve the matter at that level.
Consequently, the case is now on appeal to the U.S. Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals – also in New Orleans.
Captain Murray ROGERS is one of our mariners. The
goal of the court proceedings is to obtain redress of grievances
for our mariners who were treated unfairly. There is quite a
list of mariners so affected. We explained the ROGERS case
in detail in Newsletter #49, June-July 2007, pgs. 5-7. The
Coast Guard wrecked his life, destroyed his career, and cost
him a small fortune in legal fees. The same holds true of
Engineer Christopher Dresser who was stripped of his Coast
Guard license over 10 years ago. The same is true of Engineer
Eric Shine(1) for more than five years. Captain Joseph
Kinneary even wrote a book about his unfair and
unconscionable treatment before former ALJ Peter J.
Fitzpatrick and won a settlement from his employer – but
nothing from the Coast Guard. He now has his license back
as does Captain Greg Periman who, through his independent
investigation, perseverance, persistence, and three attorneys
succeeded in turning the tables on the Coast Guard and
retrieving his license and career. [(1)Refer to our Report #R429-L, Rev. 2, The Coast Guard Hates Whistleblowers: The
Eric Shine Story. 16p.]
One of the problems is: How does a mariner trapped within
the Coast Guard’s Administrative Law system obtain justice
when his rights are abused by the Administrative Law System?

Firth that night “horrendous.” The MAIB concluded that,
given the weather conditions, the ship’s master should have
delayed sailing. In response to the report, the company that
operated the tanker, FR8 Ship Management of Singapore,
released a statement saying it was modifying its safety
procedures.
[NMA Comment by Richard M. Plant: This is
something that all Masters should stand up for.
Masters have to make the decision as to when it
is safe or not to depart on the voyage based upon
the present weather conditions in their area and NOT on
those in the front office of the company owning and trying
to operate the vessel.]
The process is by no means clear as Judge Carolyn King of the
Fifth Circuit pointed out to the Assistant U.S. Attorney on
October 6th when she heard oral arguments from attorneys
representing the mariners. In fact, she ordered the U.S. Attorney
to explain exactly how the Coast Guard’s Administrative Law
system handles cases like this that have dragged on for years
without resolution. The Judge wants to know why neither the
Coast Guard, nor its parent the Department of Homeland
Security, not its Inspector General’s office, nor the U.S. Attorney,
nor the FBI, nor its parent agency the Department of Justice have
taken any meaningful step to investigate the allegations raised by
Judge Massey. Apparently the Coast Guard from Commandant
Allen on down has been willing to ignore the allegations and
circle the wagons.
The Coast Guard is an Executive Branch agency that is
charged with enforcing the law. Congress, however, can
change a law if that law does not produce the anticipated
results. It is obvious that the Coast Guard’s actions have not
all been above board. The House of Representatives has
indicated in Title X of H.R. 2830 that it plans to make changes
following the 2007 hearings. Recently, our Association
learned that the Government Accountability Office that
reports directly to Congress was investigating the Coast
Guard’s Administrative Law System.
This is Only One Part
of the Great Coast Guard Debacle
The Coast Guard is a “branch of the military” that was
given control over the civilian merchant marine service during
World War II in a national emergency. Following the end of
the war, the Coast Guard convinced Congress to allow it to
continue supervision over the merchant marine – a move
vehemently opposed by all major maritime unions at the time
as contemporary records clearly demonstrate.
In light of the mess the Coast Guard has made of their
“marine safety” mission in at least the last eight years as
documented by former Vice Commandant Card – including
investigations as shown by the 2008 Inspector General
report(1) as well as the shocking revelations about the ALJ
program(2), – Congress should be having second thoughts
about the quality of Coast Guard leadership. We certainly
have! [(1)Refer to our Report #R-429-M, United States Coast
Guard’s Management of the Marine Casualty Investigations
Program, a reprint of Department of Homeland Security Report
#OIG-08-51, 48p. (2)Refer to our Report #R-429, GCMA Report
to Congress: How Coast Guard Investigations Adversely Affect
Lower Level Mariners. 33p.]
We propose that Congress separate the U.S. Merchant
Marine from the Coast Guard as far and as quickly as
possible, discharge an and all official participating in the ALJ
scandal, and make the mariners they persecuted whole again.
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INVITATION TO DISASTER
By Capt. Ben Bennett – Letter to Waterways Journal

“CAPTAIN” AND HIS RESPONSIBILITY
[Source: Excerpt from article by John G. Denham, Pacific
Maritime, July 2008, p.46]
“During those years as captain of a ship, I was impressed that
one does not share responsibility; however, one can carefully
select competent assistants and entrust them to accomplish
responsible duties. Some fail, and one is responsible. That is the
curse of command: only success is shared.
“There never seems to be any question as to responsibility
when there is a problem. “Captain” is a lonely position,
deserving respect, yet subject to criticism. That is why most
have their own bathroom.
“Today we are observing accidents that reflect a lack of
recognition for the responsibility one assumes when accepting
the title Captain. To be a chief, leader of a team, one has to
act responsibly. Officers and crew expect one to be
knowledgeable, trustworthy, respectful, and consistent and
display professional integrity. To be otherwise is immediately
apparent, and a crew without respect for its leader can easily
become an undisciplined mob.
“The recent accidents that have attracted worldwide attention
appear to be caused by a failure in the relationship between the
Captain and the persons assigned to assist him: a mixture of
discipline, human relations and ship management. A simple
problem, resolvable and preventable, but only if the Captain
understands his role and accepts it as a chief, a team leader.”
[NMA Comment: It is unfortunate that some “Captains,”
such as the Master of the M/V MEL OLIVER” are
allowed to progress through the entire licensing process
without ever being introduced to the concept of accepting
responsibility for their actions.]
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OVERSIZE
TOW PERMITS
By Captain David C. Whitehurst
The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway extends over 1,000 miles
from St. Marks, Florida to the Mexican Border and includes a
number of connecting waterways. Throughout its length, its
project depth is 12 feet and its project width is 125 feet. Over
the years, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
attained and maintained most of the project dimensions.
While the USACE maintains the channel, the Coast Guard
regulates traffic movements on the waterway.
33 CFR §162.75(b)(5)(i) states in part: “On waterways 150
feet wide or less, tows which are longer than 1,180 feet
including the towing vessel, but excluding the length of the
hawser, or wider than one-half of the bottom width of the
channel or 55 feet, whichever is less, will not be allowed,
except when the District Commander has given special
permission or the waterway has been exempted from these
restrictions by the District Commander. Before entering any
narrow section of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, tows in
excess of one half the channel width, or 55 feet, will be
required to stand by until tows which are less than one-half
the channel width or 55 feet wide have cleared the channel.
When passing is necessary in narrow channels, over-width
tows shall yield to the maximum. Separate permission must
be received from the District Commander for each over-length
or over-width movement.” Several specific exemptions are

In reference to the proposed Hurricane Gate on the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway near mile 16 east of Harvey Locks, I
would like to offer my opinion on the project. In the Waterways
Journal article of July 28, Mr. Raymond Butler’s comments are
very well stated and are correct. If that “invitation to disaster” (a
150-foot wide gate) is built, I pray that WHEN (not if) it happens;
that I will not be at the wheel. Further, I cannot comprehend the
Corps of Engineers, of all people, even proposing such a
ridiculously narrow opening of only 150 feet!
It has been said that if a structure is built on the water near a
navigation channel, it will be hit! Being an active pilot on my
12th issue and having worked on the entire navigable Upper and
Lower Mississippi, Ohio, Kanawha, Black Warrior Rivers, and
Tennessee Tombigbee Waterway, Port Allen-Morgan City
Route, and the GIWW from Port St. Joe FL to Brownsville,
Texas, parts of the Atchafalaya, Red, Tennessee, Cumberland,
and Ouachita Rivers, I don’t think I have seen a bridge pier or
lock guide wall that does not have a mark of allision that was not
protected by earth and/or rock. The exception, of course, are the
few built on dry land.
Placing a structure with only a 150-foot navigation opening is
an invitation to a fiery disaster. This happened with the West
Port Arthur bridge years ago in which the entire M/V Delta Cities
and its tow were burned and, not long ago, an incident at
Vicksburg Bridge, and many other expensive accidents. Because
of the effects of cross winds on tows up to 108 feet wide and up
to 1,100 feet long, I implore the authorities to PLEASE give our
mariners at least a 300 ft. navigational opening, and put
whatever fill around the structure for protection from an empty
errant barge as necessary.

listed in 33 CFR §162.75(b)(5)(ii thru (vi)).
Some operating companies abuse the waterways by using
underpowered towing vessels and vessels with serious
mechanical problems, inexperienced or even unlicensed
officers, untrained engineers or “deckineers.” They place
towns and cities they pass through in danger from dangerous
cargoes. They place locks, bridges, fresh water supplies and
other infrastructure in danger while taking advantage of
opportunities to make a “fast buck.” As “at-will” employees,
many of our mariners have no choice but to follow their
employers’ orders or find another job.
Permits for Oversize Tows
Our mariners are concerned that the Coast Guard issues
oversize tow permits without sufficient knowledge of the
waterways in question as viewed from the perspective of the
licensed towing vessel officers who must safely use, pass, or
overtake these permitted tows.
We believe the Coast Guard Captain of the Port (COTP)
should ask these questions and seek information directly
from the Master of the towing vessel and then evaluate each
request on a case by case basis before granting any over-size
tow permit!
1. Why is an oversize tow permit requested?
2. Towing vessel name and official number.
3. The origin and destination of the tow; date of departure
and expected date/time of arrival at the destination.
4. Towing vessel horsepower and the vessel dimensions.
5. Rudder configuration; including the number of steering
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rudders, number of flanking rudders.
6. Is all navigation equipment, mechanical equipment in good
working order as per 33 CFR §164.80 and 164.82?
7. Fax or e-Mail a diagram of the tow with dimensions of
over all length, width and draft, showing the placement of
each barge including rakes, boxes; dimensions including
length, width, draft, and where it is placed in the tow.
8. Fax or e-mail a list of barge identification names/numbers,
type of barges/names of cargo; dry cargo/red-flag, and its load
in tons or barrels.
9. Number of licensed wheelhouse personal on board, their
names and license numbers as well as the issue # as a
measure of their experience.
10. Have these licensed personnel navigated the intended route
before with oversized tows?
11. Total number of crew and their duties on board the vessel?
12. The number of trained lookouts on board?
13. Can the tow be broken down if necessary?
14. Does the vessel have a copy of the pertinent regulations
(e.g., 33 CFR§162.75) on board?
Oversize Permits for Six-Paks
The Captain of the Port (COTP) should require that all towing
vessels requesting oversize tow permits to have one fourth-issue
Master and that he/she should be required to report the number of
years experience navigating oversize tows. The other vessel
officer’s experience should be no less than a second-issue license
and also show the number of years navigating oversize tows. The
deck crew should be no less than a four-man crew as this
oversize tow may be required to be broken down at any time
during the voyage. It is the towing vessel Master’s duty to
determine that the towing vessel is able to stop its tow and give
way in any prevailing situation as required by the regulations
(i.e., 33 CFR §162.75).
The COTP should also require that a trained lookout be
posted at the head of the tow while navigating through bridges,
locks, with red-flag barges in tow, and/or when meeting other
tows with red-flag barges in tow. A fender/bumper should
readily be available to use in order to prevent sparks when
striking concrete or steel objects with the barges. The COTP
should not grant an oversize tow permit when the towing vessel is
made up to the box end of the barges because the towing vessel’s
propellers push the water against a flat steel surface seventy-feet
wide by the nine to ten-feet deep. The wheel wash pushing
WHY THERE ARE TOWING OFFICER
SHORTAGES ON THE CHESAPEAKE
By Capt. Bill West
In May-2001 the U.S. Coast Guard published NVIC 4-01
to “explain” the new towing officer licensing regulations. The
Terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001 overshadowed the whole
new licensing process. Many mariners, including me, were
completely unaware of the changes made in the licensing
scheme – and I live only 50 miles from Washington!
As soon as I found out about the changes, I applied for a
"towing endorsement." This was granted on June 25, 2002 but,
in my case, although I have a 500-ton Inland Master’s license, the
towing endorsement limited me to "Towing Vessels of less than
100 tons." It has taken 5½ years of intensive effort and total
frustration involving several of the Directors of the National
Mariners Association to make it possible to finally complete a
Towing Officer Assessment Record (TOAR) and have another
go at the National Maritime Center.
At the Heart of the problem was finding a Coast Guard-

against this flat surface when backing makes the tow difficult to
stop and unpredictable to maneuver.
The COTP should not grant an oversize tow permit to any
captain that has only four regulation barges in tow. Four
regulation barges when strung out are only eight hundred (800)
feet in length, well within the 1180 feet regulations.
When high winds are forecast, they make it difficult or
impossible to hold the tow on course within the narrow
channel. Then, permits only should be granted for tows with
empty barges in tow. Even then, the towing vessel officers
must have the requisite experience navigating oversized tows.
Accident Investigations
The COTP should provide a watchstander to issue oversize
permits with an awareness of towing vessel operations gained
through an introduction to towing vessel operations by
actually riding towing vessels in the waters for which he will
be issuing oversize tow permits. Unfortunately, although the
Coast Guard has an abundance of “authority,” often it is not
matched by “local knowledge.” Simply issuing permits has
become little more than a paperwork exercise and is a poor
excuse for properly superintending the waterways. Although
it had nothing to do with oversize tows, the recent M/V Mel
Oliver oil spill in New Orleans shows just how costly
conducting “business as usual” with just one barge can
become. The cost of the oil spill has been estimated at
$275,000,000.
In cases where oversize tows are involved in an accident, the
investigating officer (IO) should, in addition to his standard list of
questions, request written documentation of the operators
experience navigating oversize tows. The IO should do an onsite investigation. The IO should check all navigation and
mechanical equipment, making certain that all rudders work
properly, and reach their rudder stops. The IO should check the
engines for their performance, full ahead, full astern, and
determine if there is any noticeable vibration. If there appears to
be vibration, he should suspect that the vessel might have
underwater damage and request the company to have a diver
inspect the wheels and rudders for damage. Also, the IO should
inspect the tow and note whether its configuration matches the
original permit request and determine if and why changes were
made. The IO should look into the towing company’s accident
history as well as the vessel officer’s history and determine why
the accident took place.
approved Designated Examiner in this part of the country to
sign off on the TOAR that the Coast Guard required even
though we repeatedly proved that I met the "grandfathering"
provisions of NVIC 401. From July 2002 onward, I
repeatedly searched for a way to complete a TOAR in the
Chesapeake Bay region.
In Nov. 2005 I applied for the fourth issue of my license.
Since my license is 500 ton and since I had time on towing
vessels on record going back 10 years or more, I thought all
should be fine. Nothing could have been farther from the truth.
The Coast Guard chose to ignore all reason. The license
was printed on Apr. 19, 2006, before the end of the
"Grandfathering” provisions of NVIC 4-01, to read Master
500 ton, Master of Towing vessels less than 100 tons and
might well have been the only such license ever printed.
Predicting this outcome, I started looking in earnest to
complete a TOAR and found it would be very difficult.
I have run many tugs and towboats pushing and pulling
various loads all over the Chesapeake Bay for small
companies and on a variety of jobs off and on for years.
Unfortunately, none of these companies have Designated
Examiners.
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I started calling around and talking to just about every
company I could find. All were glad to hire me to work on deck
and most said it would take at least two years to get a "TOAR"
signed off. This seemed odd as, in one case in particular, I would
be decking on a boat I had captained a short time ago.
One of the main problems with the TOAR, at least in this
part of the country, is that most towing vessels here are "fourman" boats. What this means is that there is no legitimate
way to complete a TOAR as you cannot be in two places at
once. Either you are on deck or in the pilot house while
maneuvers are taking place. To try to do it in your "off time"
appears to violate the 12-hour rule and, at a minimum
deprives, the crew of rest and creates a safety hazard.
Another problem with the TOAR is that it is companydictated. This has two primary effects. The first effect is that
you must have "paid your company dues" before they will let
your TOAR be signed off. The second effect is that
Designated Examiners are being forced to signed TOAR or
lose their job. I have been told that "Designated Examiners"

were forced to sign TOARs for men they never sailed with.
All this is a far cry from the original intent of the
"Apprentice Mate" and or "Training Mate" which were
intended as positions for wheelhouse training only. The
TOAR was instituted by the Coast Guard and is a little more
than a military-type "check list" or "Quals check" unsuited to
the civilian marine industry.
Very few companies allow "spare bunks" for, "training
mates" and or "apprentice mate/steersmen". However, HarIey
Marine in New York did and allowed me to "ride on" to
complete my TOAR in Oct. 2008. K-Sea Transportation also
does this from time to time I am told. I sincerely hope, but
have little reason to believe, that many other companies will
do this.
With the shortage of wheelhouse personnel and the
incidents of unlicensed operators coming to the forefront in
major oil spills and in other areas, the fallacy of NVIC 4-01
and the Coast Guard’s utter ignorance of the towing industry
are painfully obvious!

CAPT. JOE DADY REPORTS ON
TSAC FALL MEETING, SEPT. 17-18, 2008

Munoz took a fair amount of heat from Chairman. Elijah
Cummings.
[For details concerning the hearing and
testimony
see
NMA
Newsletter
#
58
at
www.nationalmariners.org ]

[Source: Capt. Joe Dady is an appointed member of the Coast
Guard’s Towing Safety Advisory Committee and represents”
Labor.” Joe is also a Director of NMA.]
Could the Coast Guard finally recognize the work of the
National Mariners Association? We can only hope. One
thing is certain, after the M/V Mel Oliver incident, the Coast
Guard’s “safety partnership” with the American Waterways
Operators (AWO) finally has come under new scrutiny.
The meeting just made its quorum as a result of Hurricanes
Gustav and Ike. The meeting’s tone seemed more open to
mariners’ concerns than did previous meetings. Public
speakers addressing our mariners’ concerns at the meeting
included NMA members Richard Block, Richard Plant, Capt.
Bill West, Bill Harrigan, President of Local 333, and Mike
Brandon, Secretary/Treasurer of Local 333.
Towing vessel safety depends on proper manning, limiting
fatigue, proper crew training, and respect for both our mariners
and the profession. The pending towing vessel inspection rule
changes will be incomplete if they rely on economic-driven
alternatives to proper manning levels and inspection.
The positive effect of industry’s “self policing” in the best
of environments is minimal at best so that mariners must
continue to make our points to Congress. I was encouraged
by the presence of Local 333 officials and other NMA
members at this important meeting. Finally, our east coast
mariners have union officials who are vitally concerned about
your safety and future, and are willing to work just as hard as
the SIU, IBU, and MMP.
It is important to mention events that unfolded the day
before the TSAC meeting. The House Coast Guard and
Maritime Transportation Subcommittee held a hearing on the
M/V Mel Oliver oil spill in New Orleans. Bill Harrigan, Mike
Brandon and Richard Block all attended that hearing. The
Coast Guard and American Commercial Lines (ACL) found
themselves in the hot seat to explain what went wrong with
the new Apprentice Mate/Steersmen program. I understand
that the TSAC Chairman (and ACL Vice-President) Mario

The TSAC Meeting
CAPT. Blair, the Coast Guard’s Designated Federal
Officer to TSAC, expressed his thanks to the committee. He
believes in the work the TSAC committee is doing – getting it
right in the least amount of time and getting guidance and
regulations out to the public as soon as possible. He spoke of
a loss of trust by the industry in the Coast Guard and the
mariner’s fear of retribution. He also spoke on topics of
Prevention Through People (PTP), and its five guiding
principles including “Honor the Mariner”, “A quality
approach,”
“Non-Regulatory
Solutions,”
“Shared
Commitment”, and “Risk Management”. These phrases all
recall previous Coast Guard slogans of the 1990’s.
Towing Vessel Inspection:
Dave Dolloff, from the Coast Guard Vessel and Facility
Operating Standards Division, presented an update on Towing
Vessel Inspection (TVI) and promised a preamble ready for
posting in the Federal Register as a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM) for public comment by Spring 2009.
NMA has several concerns regarding the work being done on
the TVI and TSAC’s recommendations on the task of
inspecting towing vessels.
TSAC recommendations
emphasize a Safety Management System (SMS) over a
physical inspection of towing vessels by trained and qualified
Coast Guard inspectors.
TSAC is leaning toward a recommendation that would
recognize companies that already have a comprehensive and
effective safety management system. This translates into the
American Waterways Operators (AWO) and its members who
follow the Responsible Carrier Program (RCP) receiving
special consideration over the smaller companies that cannot
afford or do not wish to pay dues to become an AWO
member. Most AWO member companies have fleets with
many vessels while smaller “mom-and-pop” operations would
be subject to more direct physical inspection and auditing.
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Towing Vessels of Less Than 100 Tons
It appears that many new towing vessels are being
purpose-built to admeasure less than 100 Gross Register Tons
(GRT) so they can be operated by a person holding a 100-ton
license with a towing endorsement. We believe creating a
regulatory loophole will allow many vessels to get special
treatment under the new towing vessel inspection regulations
that are only now taking shape and are now out of public
view. Many of these vessels under 100 GRT have high
horsepower engines and are designed to operate with only a
Master and a deckhand.
Manning, that should require an adequate engineering
department, continue to push for minimum manning
requirements along with maximum work hours. Emphasis on
vessels with proper look out requirements is lacking or
twigged by the TSAC recommendations. These are just some
of the exceptions NMA refers to and why all working
mariners must use all their talents to carefully examine and
respond to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking when it finally
is published next spring. I cannot overemphasize why this
phase of the towing vessel inspection rulemaking will be so
important to each of you.
With regard to the towing vessel inspection regulatory
project, there are two overarching issues with TSAC’s latest
input on the frequency of third-party audits and the dry
docking issue. How do we get 5,000 vessels that were never
inspected, and which were built to different standards, to fall
within the inspection regime. NMA is concerned with the
third-party audit issue particularly with the Coast Guard’s
oversight of the program. In support of the TVI project a
Coast Guard engineer is looking at the same database casualty
information that TSAC and ABS looked at to determine if
there is a link between casualties and specific equipment.
New Medical Standards
New TSAC member Capt. Virginia Edith (“Edie”)
Queen, a tug Captain from Savannah Marine, gave a very
compelling report about mariners’ fear and mistrust of the
new Medical NVIC.
[NMA Comment: NVIC #04-08 is now available on the
NMA website as NMA Report #R-440-A, Rev. 1.]
Captain Queen(1) reported on mariners who stopped taking
medications or visited doctors under false names for medical
treatment, or even delayed or avoided seeing a doctor out of fear
of the new NVIC and the National Maritime Center’s medical

review board. Although NVIC 04-08 is signed, work on it will
not end. Captain Queen is on TSAC to represent working
mariners. [(1) Contact Ms. Queen’s E-mail: tugbaby@aol.com]
The Coast Guard is asking that TSAC members act as
ambassadors by passing the word that the NVIC is not trying
to put mariners out of work, that the guidelines were created
with the input of industry, and that the number of credentials
denials is small. Personally, having friends who were out of
work for several months while they waited for a medical
waiver, which they may not have received without the support
of their employer, I am not comfortable with passing along
that message at this time.
Our mariners are not airline pilots. The medical standards
could be made more reasonable if a properly trained lookout
was on station in the wheelhouse while underway to respond
to a medical emergency. Unfortunately, that logic is not
universally acceptable although it could have avoided the
Staten Island ferry accident that brought the current medical
NVIC’s overkill down on all mariners.
The Coast Guard also proposed legislation to form a new
federal advisory committee. This Merchant Marine Medical
Advisory Committee (MMMAC) would have 14 members,
including 12 doctors but (only) 2 mariners that would advise
the Coast Guard on medical issues in certificating and
licensing mariners. A new Senate bill (S-2699) not sponsored
by the Coast Guard but supported by MM&P proposes a
restructuring of the mariner medical process by creating a
registry system to designate medical examiners nationwide
trained, certified and subject to Coast Guard oversight to
perform mariner physicals. These doctors would then issue a
certificate to attest that the mariner is physically and medically
qualified for credential issuance.
Training Recreational Boaters
TSAC Member Ms. Cathy S. Hammond heading the
Commercial/Recreational Boating Interface work group gave
a report on barge lighting and asked that TSAC support a
grant request to fund further study on the issue of barge
lighting. “This is important work and needs more study”. Ms.
Hammond is not sure in what manner the project will
continue. She has concerns that focus on the educational
aspect of training recreational boaters is being lost. That
refers to education that is sufficient and appropriate to inform
the pleasure boater about acceptable boating behavior in and
around commercial vessels upon shared waterways. The work
group’s studies concluded that there is not enough “near miss”
data available and suggests making “near-miss” reporting
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easier for recreational and commercial vessels.
The committee agreed with Ms. Hammond’s assessment
and supported the grant request. A copy of the work groups
report can be obtained from the Office of Boating Safety at
Coast Guard Headquarters. You may recall that the Coast
Guard terminated the “near miss” reporting project following
9/11 to concentrate upon being the fifth branch of the military.
Contact Ms. Hammond by E-mail at:
chammond@inlandmarineservice.com
TSAC “Economic Analysis” Working Group
TSAC Committee member Capt. Thomas O.
McWhorter, Safety and Training Manager from Florida
Marine Transporters, presented his report on TSAC’s
economic impact data study that will be included in the new
Towing Vessel Inspection rulemaking. The data was viewed
as being conservative by some on the committee who expect
the actual numbers to be higher.
At the April 2008 TSAC meeting, the Economic Analysis
Working Group (EAWG) was formed to assist the Coast
Guard in collecting economic figures and statistics needed to
support the agency’s economic impact assessment of the
forthcoming towing vessel inspection rulemaking (i.e., to
determine how much the rulemaking will cost both the
government and the public). The working group included
members of the TSAC Towing Vessel Inspection Working
Group and other interested individuals who volunteered to
participate. The EAWG met in Houston on June 30 and
conducted its subsequent work by conference call and e-mail.
At the June 30 meeting, Mr. Reed Garfield, a Coast Guard
economist, provided the EAWG an Introduction Guideline
focusing on four categories. Each category contained a series
of questions that the Coast Guard wanted the EAWG to
answer before the full TSAC meeting on Sept. 17-18. At a
June meeting, the EAWG addressed some of the questions,
and assigned individuals to answer the remaining questions
from the Introduction Guideline by the time of the TSAC
meeting. A timeline for the EAWG was created that would
allow for the collection of all data and the development and
distribution of a draft report to TSAC at least one week prior
to the September meeting. – as was done.
As part of its regulatory work, the Coast Guard must
estimate the costs and benefits of proposed regulations that
will establish the inspection regime for towing vessels. To do
this, the Coast Guard must get a sense of current industry
practices (i.e., develop a baseline) and determine what
changes to current practices will be needed to comply with the
proposed regulations. The Coast Guard established the
following guiding principles for the EAWG’s work:
The Coast Guard identified four categories of issues on
which EAWG input was needed, namely: processes and
procedures for towing companies, processes and procedures
for towing vessels, machinery and equipment, and third-party
organizations. I do not know if the report is ready for public
release yet. [Contact Tom at E-mail tomm@flmarine.net for
more information on the report.]
TWIC Transportation Workers Identity Credential
There was a presentation on the TWIC card. In brief, the
Coast Guard’s Sept. 2008 deadline proved unreasonable so the
deadline was extended to next April for many but not all areas.
Some areas report good turn around time while others report
some horror stories. So far outright rejections are relatively few.
Assistance Towing
TSAC member Mr. Joseph J. Frohnhoefe, Chairman and

CEO of Sea Tow Service International, Inc (e-mail:
seatowintl@aol.com) addressed the committee several times and
went on the record for recreational boat assist vessels. He does
not believe these vessels should be part of the new towing vessel
inspection rulemaking and pointed out that these vessels were not
even considered by the economic impact study.
Mr. Frohnhoefer identified several other areas where “Sea
Tow” vessels were ignored by the process. Noting that his
industry saves lives and property while saving the Coast Guard
and the taxpayer millions of dollars with its presence, he made a
very good argument as to why his sector of the industry should
not be part of the new TVI rulemaking. He warned that these
assist vessels do not have the structural design that could meet the
proposed rules; and that if the problem is not addressed now his
operators will either be forced to tie up their boats or continue to
operate outside the scope of the new regulation. These burdens
placed on a vital safety component of the recreational boating
sector are not reasonable.
The Coast Guard affirmed that excluding this class of vessel
from the rule would require a law change and that the process is
difficult and time consuming. However, I have seen the law
change when it served Government interest. Keeping the
recreational boater safe and secure is in the best interest of all
concerned. The Coast Guard and TSAC should not stick their
heads in the sand on this issue. It is my opinion that assistance
towing vessels, shifting/plant boats and dredge tenders do not
belong in this towing vessel inspection rulemaking. We need to
get it right and get busy with trying to change the law now.
STCW
Mr. Miante, TSAC’s Deputy Designated Federal Official,
spoke on the Standards of Training, Certification, and
Watchkeeping.
Headquarters finished the Supplemental
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking text in response to the interim
rule that dates from the mid -1990s. However, they cannot be
published the Final Rule at this time because of the many
changes made based on experience with living under STCW
for more than 10 years. An economic analysis is being
prepared for DHS approval.
A current snapshot of rulemaking projects to regulate
merchant mariners shows no end in sight. The entire issue of
over-regulation is focused on the mariner and is led by the
NMC. For those towing vessels that are subject to STCW,
there is an interim rule in progress that affects Vessel Security
Officers (VSO) resulting from recent amendments to STCW
that came into force on Jan. 1, 2008. Many VSO’s will now
require certification. To become certified, you may have to
take an approved course to receive an endorsement.
Fixing the Apprentice Mate/Steersman Problems
Saving the best for last. In late July, the National Mariners
Association reported to Congress in report R-429-N about
problems in the Apprentice Mate/Steersman program. This
report was nothing new but reflected observations presented to
a TSAC working group on July 14, 2005 that had been
ignored. The Mel Oliver oil spill in New Orleans renewed the
focus on these shortcomings.
The Coast Guard, as well as Congress and the media,
received copies of the report. The Coast Guard reviewed the
report and prepared “Task Statement #08-02” for TSAC to
consider. TSAC did not agree with the task statement, as
written, but it is currently being revised to focus on serious,
existing problems with the program. I suggest that mariners
review NMA Report #R-429-N and comment on it. Contact
me at unitedmariner@yahoo.com.
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RADAR-OBSERVER EXPIRATION DATE
REMOVED FROM MARINERS’ LICENSES
[Source: MM&P Nov. 5, 2008]
The Coast Guard amended its regulations to remove the
expiration date of the radar-observer endorsement from the
merchant mariner's license.
Mariners will still be required to keep their radar-observer
training current, but the endorsement that evidences that
training will no longer be printed on their licenses.
The Coast Guard said it acted in response to a petition
submitted by a maritime industry working group which
pointed out that under the previous system, the expiration date
for the radar-observer endorsement could be different from the
“DEEPWATER” IN DEEP DOO DOO
{Source: Maritime Reporter, Internet, Nov.7, 2008]
“In a dramatic move, the Department of Homeland
Security reportedly has stripped acquisition decision authority
from the Coast Guard in the wake of the service's
mismanagement of the Deepwater program, a new fleet of
ships and sensors designed to meet post 9/11 threats,
according to a report on http://www.military.com/.
“The Coast Guard joins the Air Force and National
Reconnaissance Office in having its ability to purchase bigticket items withdrawn.”

NMA COMMENTS ON THE
COAST GUARD MARINE SAFETY PERFORMANCE
PLAN (FY 2009-2014)
August 30, 2008
ATTN: Commander Eric Doll (CG-543)
Office of Vessel Activities
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, Room #1116B
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, DC 20953-0001
Dear Commander Doll,
Capt. Jordan May of the Master of Towing Vessel
Association alerted me to your e-mail of August 26, 2008 that
you were seeking comments on the Coast Guard’s “Marine
Safety Performance Plan, FY 2009-2014).
Our Association represents the views of “lower-level”
mariners serving on vessels of up to 1,600 gross register tons
such as tugs, towboats, small passenger vessels, and oilfield
supply vessels. Out of approximately 208,000 licensed and
certificated mariners, according to figures released by the
National Maritime Center several years ago, lower-level
mariners comprise 126,000 of that number. That figure does
not include unlicensed deckhands, unlicensed engineers,
“deckineers”, cooks, etc. that work offshore on vessels under
100 GRT and do not require a z-card and all unlicensed and
un-certificated personnel working on inland waters and
western rivers. Clearly, this is a majority of all mariners, but
the Coast Guard has ignored us for years.
As you can see from our letterhead, we have an internet

expiration date of the license itself, causing confusion about
the validity dates of the underlying license.
The Coast Guard said that changing the requirement will
simplify the process of issuing the license and ease the burden
on the Coast Guard, the industry and maritime training schools.
Mariners will still be required to hold current radar training
certificates to man vessels equipped with radar, but they will
have up to 48 hours to produce a copy of their certificate upon
request by the Coast Guard or other federal agency.
[NMA Comment: A number of our mariners reported
licensing difficulties including conflicting instructions
from various Regional Exam Centers for several years.
We welcome this change that responded to a real
problem.]
[NMA Comment: The DHS Inspector General’s report on
the huge financial blunders in the Coast Guard’s multibillion “Deepwater” program came home to roost. Refer to
our report #R-401-C. Acquisition of the National Security
Cutter, a reprint of Department of Homeland Security, Office
of the Inspector General, Report #OIG-07-23.]
[NMA Comment: Hopefully the Coast Guard’s performance
in “marine safety” including “investigations” and the
administrative law system finally will receive adequate
attention from the Department of Homeland Security. DHS
too often supinely accepts as Gospel truth everything Coast
Guard leaders tell them. Refer to our entire #R-429 series of
reports on this subject on the Internet.]
website. On that website, we have a number of “research reports.”
Since the Coast Guard chose to ignore and play games
with us five or six years ago, we now make our positions
known directly to Congress. We provided Congress with
about 20 reports to date – those reports that contain the word
“Congress” in their title
On Aug. 2, 2007, I was invited to testify before the Coast
Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee . I left with
them our Report #R-350, Revision 3, Mariners Seek Help From
Congress on Safety, Health, and Work-Related Problems, that
listed a number of problem areas our mariners believe need
attention. I invite you to “download” a copy and review it.
Although I reviewed your “Marine Safety Performance
Plan,” I also read H.R.-2830, the Coast Guard Authorization
Bill of 2008. Title XI deals with the broad area of the Coast
Guard’s Marine Safety Mission. I found it so important that I
distributed copies of Title XI to our membership in Newsletter
#57 and posted it on our internet website.
Because of the Coast Guard’s lack of concern about
matters of importance to our mariners, our mariners work
under a terrible burden. While Congress, in the past, may
have found it convenient to place the merchant marine under
the control of a branch of the military, I believe that this
attitude is changing in light of the Coast Guard’s pitifully poor
performance in a number of areas covered in your report:
●Investigations – as per the Inspector’ General’s report that
we commented on, reprinted, and distributed to our mariners
as our Report # R-429-M. United States Coast Guard’s
Management of the Marine Casualty Investigations
Program. [Reprint of Department of Homeland Security
Report #OIG-08-51]. Also, see our Report # R-429, Aug.
29, 2006. GCMA Report to Congress: How Coast Guard
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Investigations Adversely Affect Lower Level Mariners.
●Inspections of towing vessels. The brightest of your Coast
Guard “whiz kids”, retired Commandant Kramek blundered
after the Amtrak Sunset Limited accident by not urging
Congress to inspect towing vessels. It took almost a decade
and a number of other serious towing accidents – Queen
Isabella Causeway; Webbers Falls; Buzzards Bay; the
Scandia-North Cape oil spill; the Buzzards Bay oil spill, and
now the M/V Mel Oliver oil spill in New Orleans to arouse
Congress to action. If the Coast Guard had done its job,
towing vessels would be inspected today and not PERHAPS
in 2014 as the Marine Safety Performance plan suggests! If
you had Coast Guard officers riding towing vessels during
the last 10 years, you might have built up a fund of firsthand knowledge about the towing industry.
●Inspections – as per the Congressional Hearing of Aug. 7,
2008 and the revelations in the report by retired VADM
James Card as we commented on, reprinted, and distributed
to our mariners as our Report # R-401-G, Renewed Efforts
in the Marine Safety Program.. Admiral Card did a good
job pointing out many of the major flaws. We disagree,
however, that the Coast Guard be given “another chance” to
fix its own mistakes. We do not see the quality of
leadership in the Coast Guard to do this. The Coast Guard
has covered up too much for too long! Our mariners know
the truth, have suffered through years of neglect, and we
want a major change in management.
●Administrative Law – Abuses of the Administrative Law
program were covered in a Congressional Hearing on July
31, 2007 that I attended in Washington. Our report #R-315C, Mariner Drug Cases illustrate some of the worst abuses
our mariners face.
●Licensing and Documentation – Our report #R-428-D,
Report to the 110th Congress: Substandard Coast Guard
Merchant Marine Personnel Services, deals with the
Regional Exam Centers and the National Maritime Center.
If you chose to believe the hype emanating from the
National Maritime Center, you need to see our forthcoming
follow-up to our original report filed in February 2007.
From my perspective, most of our mariners are not college
graduates and really are not terribly impressed with the lack of
practical knowledge displayed by most Coast Guard officers
who are not commercial mariners. Senator Russell Long
made this distinction quite clear to the Commandant in the
early 1970s. As a result, the Coast Guard sent one of their
senior Captains down to Louisiana along with staff for one
year to look closely at the industry. The result was the
“Newman Report” that shook the Coast Guard to its roots.
The report was then forgotten by almost everybody –

EXCEPT us. In fact, Headquarters conveniently “lost” the
report just as soon as it thought it could get away with
forgetting it. However, you can read it in our Report # R-428A. Oct. 28, 2006. Maritime Education & Training for LowerLevel Mariners. The Newman Report. After over 30 years,
many of the same problems remain today.
The Coast Guard went out of its way to ignore our
mariners. Nobody was more guilty of doing that than Rear
Admiral Paul Pluta. We brought many facts to his attention in
2000 in our Report # R-201, Mariners Speak Out on Violation
of the 12-Hour Work Day. Almost 300 copies of this report
were circulated throughout the Coast Guard and to Congress it
was brushed aside and never investigated. Many of the same
problems reported in 1972 still exist today.
I want you to know that our mariners are fed up with being
treated as second-class citizens by the Coast Guard.
Consequently, we believe it is time for Coast Guard officers to
gradually relinquish their superintendence of the U.S. Merchant
Marine to licensed Merchant Marine Officers. You can do it
gracefully, but things have deteriorated to such an extent that this
is not something I believe your Agency will have much choice in
doing. I believe that the U.S. House of Representatives has
outlined the future in Title XI of H.R.-2830. I think the time has
come for the Coast Guard to back away from its marine safety
role and take the lead from Congress. After all, the citizens of
this country elect our Representatives and Senators – we do not
elect Coast Guard officers.
Since 2000, your Agency has made a real mess of Marine
Safety. Simply dumping over 4,000 investigations as reported
by the Inspector General (pgs 12-16 of his report) is simply
inexcusable and, hopefully, will be the last straw. Admiral
Card presided over a smoothly functioning marine safety
system before he retired. Those who followed in his footsteps
screwed up abysmally. I think that Congress finally realizes
that the Coast Guard Marine Safety Mission is a hollow core
of what it used to be and knows where it must go. The
collapse of the licensing system has driven hundreds of
mariners from the marine industry and threatens to drive even
more away unless something is done.
If you want to understand WHY this is happening, I can
only suggest the same reading list that I sent the Maritime
Administrator, Mr. Connaughton, last week [Enclosure #1].
Very truly yours,
Richard A. Block
Master #1186377, Issue #9
Secretary, National Mariners Association

PROTECTING MARINER INTERESTS
By Capt. Joe Dady

fatigue? The Mel Oliver accident damaged the credibility of
the Responsible Carrier Program (RCP), a system based on
auditing and non-conformity and near-miss reporting by
vessel personnel. AWO promotes its RCP program as a vast
improvement to overall safety that utilizes risk-based
management. However, the system’s inability to address the
human nature factor may be its main flaw and one that needs
to be addressed before its model becomes part of any new
towing vessel inspection rulemaking. Without complete
protection, vessel personnel will remain leery of the backlash
from full transparency and will pad reports to convince shoreside management to stay off their back.

Here is an interesting note on AWO chairman Merritt
Lane's remarks to their Board of Directors back in October.
Mr. Lane noted important “scientific research” on fatigue
and watchstanding is being conducted at Northwestern
University under the leadership of former AWO chairman
Craig Philips.
Is AWO creating its own research to counter the
International Maritime Organization’s report on mariner

{NMA Comment: We have yet to receive a reply to this
letter.]
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It remains imperative to AWO’s plan to mold the new
proposed “Subchapter M” regulations to their liking. In other
words, the new rulemaking project must reflect a Safety
Management System similar to its Responsible Carrier
Program beefed up with a few new regulations it simply could
not avoid. That leaves manning and work-hours issues
hanging in the air.
Our mariners’ task must be to keep the Coast Guard
focused on our workplace in order to create a successful
regulation. In my opinion the AWO concept is an industry
self-regulation policy that is contrary to free enterprise in that
it only applies to the members of “the Club” and ignores
hundreds of smaller companies. It is becoming crystal clear
that self-regulation did not work for the banks or Wall Street,
and I seriously doubt it will work very well as an alternative to
real towing vessel inspection.
Safety Management Systems (SMS) like the Responsible
Carrier Program may be an improvement in a business sense, but
the Mel Oliver incident shows they provide are not an alternative
to “boots-on-deck” vessel inspection or to proper manning.
My concern is this: If you are not a member of the AWO
club, you really have no alternative. There must be a realistic
alternative for those who can not afford or do not which to
become AWO members. The towing industry needs enforceable
regulations that require adequate manning, including qualified
engineers, a cap on maximum work hours, and avoids a 100-ton

loophole (as pictured in the “Handy Tug” article).
The AWO RCP/SMS alternatives including Crew
Endurance Management will not address the problem of
fatigue which is a significant contributing factor in human
error accidents. As early as 2000, our Association proposed
new regulation to specifically address those concerns.
Industry and the Coast Guard side-tracked our initiatives and
covered up the consequences as, for example, in the Webbers
Falls accident. These alternatives will leave the new
regulation far short of their goal to improve marine safety.
Another concern of installing a Safety Management
System from the outset in the towing industry is this: Who
will conduct the audits, and who will the “third party
inspectors” be? Will these inspectors and auditors be
financially dependent on the industry for their survival?
The “Member Advocacy Group” (MAG) is comprised of
AWO members who have full time lobbying capacity in
Washington to push the AWO's program on Capitol Hill.
They will act as an early-warning system for intelligence
gathering for the industry. It is obvious that the Labor
organizations representing “limited tonnage” mariners must
work even harder to fulfill their lobbying responsibilities to
their membership now, more than ever. There is no fault in
mariners protecting their own interests as AWO obviously is
preparing to protect theirs! We must support those who
protect our mariners’ interests!

EMPLOYEE FREE CHOICE ACT

when workers seek to form a union and during first contract
negotiations.
● Provide mediation and arbitration for first-contract disputes.
● Allow employees to form unions by signing cards
authorizing union representation.
In addition, you may participate in the Million-Member
Mobilization, a grass roots campaign to get at least one
million signatures in support of EFCA by visiting:
http://www.unionvoice.org/campaign/efca_card_support

[Source: Seafarers Log, Aug. 2008, p.5]
If enacted by the new U.S. President and Congress, the EFCA
would enable working people to bargain for better wages,
benefits, and working conditions by restoring freedom to choose
for themselves whether to join a union. The EFCA would:
● Establish stronger penalties for violation of employee rights

CURRENT NMA “BROWN-LIST”

In our effort to report on the events of the past several months
in the Eighth Coast Guard District, and to bring our coverage
closer to home, we want to report that Tristen LeBlanc, a
student at Honduras School in Houma received a
commendation from District Commander Rear Admiral Joel
R. Whitehead as a qualified “Junior Coastie.”

Our Association cannot recommend these employers to mariners
seeking employment.
Brown Listed Companies:
● Abdon Callais Offshore.
● American River Transportation Co. (ARTCO)
● American Commercial Lines (ACL formerly ACBL)
· BJ Services, Inc.
· Chet Morrison Contractors, Inc.
● Coastal Towing, LLC & TLC Marine Svc.
● Delta Towing.
● DRD 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 [Defunct but being sued by mariners.]
● Western Kentucky Navigation Company (WKN)
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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
Raceland, LA 70394
PHONE: (985) 537-1222
FAX: (985) 537-1225

NATIONAL MARINERS ASSOCIATION
124 NORTH VAN AVENUE
HOUMA, LA 70361-3589
PHONE: (985) 851-2134
FAX: (985) 879-3911
Email: info@nationalmariners.org
Website: www.nationalmariners.org

ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED
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GCMA members get a 10%
discount on courses under $500 &
20% discount on courses $500+

