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[Source: WorkBoat, Mar. 29, 2012.]
BUFFALO, N.Y. – The 105-foot tug Patrice McAllister caught fire Tuesday morning,
resulting in the death of the chief engineer and injuries to five others. The U.S. Coast
Guard first received an alert at Sector Buffalo at 2 a.m., and responded aboard an MH-65
Dolphin helicopter from Air Station Detroit, while Canadian rescue crews launched
aboard a C-130 aircraft, Griffin helicopter and the Canadian Coast Guard ship Cape
Hearne, a 47-foot Cape-class motor lifeboat from Kingston, Ontario.
The chief engineer, whose name is not being released, was medically evacuated by a
Canadian helicopter crew and taken to a hospital in Belleville, Ontario, and was later
transferred to Sunnybrook Hospital in Toronto. The other five crewmembers were taken
aboard the Cape Hearne and taken to Kingston, Ontario.
The Coast Guard reported the chief engineer’s death Wednesday morning.
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In a statement provided to WorkBoat by New York-based
McAllister Towing & Transportation, the tug's owner, the
Patrice McAllister was on a voyage from Toledo, Ohio, to
New York City when it suffered an engine room casualty of
unknown origin while on Lake Ontario. All of the other
crewmembers have been released from the hospital as of
Wednesday, the company reports.
“The crew and their families are foremost in our thoughts,”
McAllister president Capt. Brian A. McAllister said in the
statement.
According to a report on www.theshipwatcher.com, the
Patrice McAllister was towed to Clayton, N.Y., by the tug
Bowditch of Abaco Marine Towing and is currently docked at
the Thousand Islands Regional Dock at Frink Park.
The Coast Guard, which has classified the fire as a “major
marine casualty,” has announced it “will attempt to identify
the cause of the fire and determine if any fire-prevention or
protection requirements need to be amended or added to
existing regulations for towing vessels.”
NMA CONTINUES WORKING ON
MAJOR MARINER ISSUES
In NMA Report #R-350, Rev. 6, our Association identified
and alerted the 112th Congress to a number of major issues
that concern large numbers of our working limited-tonnage
mariners.
With our limited resources, we cannot work on every
problem at once nor can we expect Congress to do so. But as
the years pass, we constantly receive information from our
mariners that more fully document these issues. May the
information continue to flow!
In most cases, the issues of our limited tonnage mariners
differ from those of upper-level mariners in certain ways and
in other cases they may track very closely. For example, one
issue featured in Newsletter #82 was the matter of
Undermanning and Hours of Service Regulations. We
approached Congress on this issue a number of years ago and,
more recently in NMA Report #R-350, Rev. 6 delivered to
Members of Congress in January 2011 as “Issues H & K.”
Our Association carried these issues into the Towing
Vessel Inspection Docket last August by submitting a number
of reports in our #R-370 report series into the public Docket.
We brought evidence of the problem and spoke out at a public
meeting in New Orleans. Our principal thrust is that
unlicensed crewmembers should also be covered by the “12Hour Rule” as well as the officers not only of towing vessels
but of other vessels served by limited-tonnage mariners. Our
thrust involves not only towing vessels but also every single
vessel that is or will be inspected by the U.S. Coast Guard.
Fully expecting to be ignored by the Coast Guard Marine
Safety Directorate and by many vessel operators who believe
they have a right to profit from exploiting captive mariners by
making them work unconscionable combinations of hours
while paying lip service to health, sleep, and other safety
issues, we refined and summarized the issue. Our Association
then hand-delivered NMA Report #R-370, Rev. 4, Report to
Congress: Abuse of Mariners Under the Two-Watch System,
to appropriate Members of Congress on Capitol Hill.
What we are doing is best done by an Association like ours
other than by individual mariners. Today, as in the past, the

Because the fire occurred while the vessel was in Canadian
waters, personnel from the Transportation Safety Board of
Canada and Transport Canada-Marine Safety are also
planning to conduct an investigation.
Comments by NMA Mariner #175
My thoughts and prayers are with the family of the
engineer who died on the Patrice McAllister.
The blood of Mariners stains the path to implementation of
the Inspection Regulations for Towing Vessels. Another mariner
has been killed on a towing vessel. How many more will die
before the Coast Guard finally gets around to implementing the
long-overdue Regulations of Subchapter M Class vessels?
When you consider the lack of enforcement by the Coast
Guard of the present minimum regulations on Towing
Vessels, it would be far more credible to mariners to know
that the NTSB was taking the lead on the investigation instead
of the Coast Guard. After all, the FAA doesn’t take the lead
on aviation accidents.
easiest way to get fired is to complain about being fatigued
and overworked. Our mariners are well acquainted with the
sentence, “If you can’t do it, we’ll get someone else that can”
– followed by an introduction to the door and the industry
blacklist. This is management’s “Open Door” policy not to be
confused with the “Revolving Door” policy in use by some
Coast Guard officials.
Most likely, there will be somebody who wants or needs
your job so badly that he or she will step into your shoes
without hesitation. Where it really hurts employers is to pay
either directly or by increased insurance premiums for a
fatigue-related accident that really could have been avoided.
However, it is nice to know that our Association is not
alone. The IMO just increased the required weekly hours of
rest from 70 to 77. In addition, the Coast Guard Research and
Development Lab amassed considerable scientific evidence
against the 6-on-6-off work schedule and its 84-hour work
week. But the Coast Guard officer-types including retreads in
the Marine Safety Directorate mirror the thinking of the AWO
that a 15-hour workday is perfectly satisfactory. They still
haven’t received the message!
While we approach the issue with terms like “work hours” or
“hours of service” much larger organizations like the
International Maritime Organization (IMO) are looking at the
workweek by counting the “hours of rest” – and are taking slow
and painful steps to enforce new worldwide requirements.
No matter how you cut it, the work week consists of only
168 hours! The attempt to introduce a ten-day, 240-hour
work week was attempted and actually practiced for about 12
years during the French Revolution (1793-1805).(1) AWO, the
tug-and-barge industry trade Association, has pushed its
concept of the 15-hour workday as a part of its Responsible
Carrier Program for mariners working on towing vessels even
longer than 12 years. Incidentally, French workers understood
that a ten-day work week with Decadi (the tenth day) off gave
them less time to rest than a seven-day week with Sundays
off! Good thinking! [(1)Wickipedia, “Ten-day Workweek.]
The Coast Guard Marine Safety Directorate just doesn’t
seem to get the message as shown in the NPRM on Towing
Vessel Inspection published last year. Nevertheless, our
Association sees it as some improvement over the “endless”
workday practiced on many towing vessels and OSVs today
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as a result of undermanning.
This month, our Association spent considerable time and
effort on the issue of Accident Reporting. Again we draw from
our Report to Congress #R-350, Rev. 6, Issue “Y” where we
asked Congress to Legislate New Requirements for Filing
Personal Injury Reports. While it was the case of Chief Engineer
Leon Manderson(1) that finally pushed us over the edge, there
were many cases similar to it that we collected together in a
book(2) that our Association also hand-delivered to Congress this
month. Although Leon could slave for “endless hours” in his
inspected vessel’s engineroom that, with its inoperable sewage
system that rendered his workplace little more than an open
sewer, and suffered illness that rendered him no longer able to
work, his employer never even notified the Coast Guard of his
illness by simply filling out a CG-2692 form. His Captain never
noticed that he worked more than 12 hours on a vessel often
DHS INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT TEAM
VISITS National Mariners Association
By Capt. Richard A. Block
Casualty Reporting
On April 12, a Department of Homeland Security audit
team from Boston and Washington visited our office and
connected us by phone with the DHS OIG team leader in
Denver and staff member in Denver. Also participating was
Attorney Mark L. Ross of Lafayette, LA, who has
longstanding professional concerns and involvement with the
topic under discussion – the possibility of conducting an audit
of the USCG casualty reporting process.
Casualty reporting, most often associated by our mariners
with Coast Guard form CG-2692, involves reporting accidents
involving property damage and personal injury. Our deepest
concern as expressed to both the Coast Guard and Congress
since 2002 involves the shoddy and unreliable reporting of
personal injuries – conducted mostly by maritime employers.
NMA expressed our concern on behalf of our working
mariners in NMA Report #R-350, Rev. 6, Issue “Y.” In
January 2010, our Association asked Congress to make a
number of changes that only they have the authority to do.
Accident reporting is, for the most part, a company
responsibility expressed in 46 CFR §4-05-1 (immediate
notification of a “reportable” accident, illness or injury) and 46
CFR §4.05-10 (written report on CG-2692 required within 5 days
of the casualty). While most mariners report their injuries and
injuries to their employers, we cannot say that the same is always
true for employers often fail to notify Coast Guard officials fully,
completely, and promptly in writing within the reasonable 5-day
period allotted by 46 CFR §4.05-10.
DHS Investigations Audit of 2007-2008
In 2008, the Department of Homeland Security Inspector
General’s Office (DHS OIG) undertook a major “audit” of
Coast Guard Investigations. The audit involved the Office of
Investigations & Casualty Analysis (CG-545) a component of
the Marine Safety Directorate at Coast Guard Headquarters
and investigators assigned to various Coast Guard units
throughout the country.
In 2007 our Association began to work with the DHS OIG
Boston office and eventually began to work with the Head of
the Coast Guard Audit Team, Mr. Richard Johnson, out of the

crowded by more than 30 “industrial workers” in addition to the
crew. [(1)Refer to NMA Report #R-412-A, Rev. 1. (2)NMA Report
#R-202, Rev. 5.]
Not that the Coast Guard really cared about Leon or would
even have followed up on his debilitating illness, but they
never had a chance to do so. There was no CG-2692 notice.
There was no “Official Logbook” as is now required on
Inspected Vessels.
Our Association has worked on this problem for many
years and we have kept the Department of Homeland Security
well informed. But, it is up to our Association to “do
something” about this and other matters of key importance to
our mariners, and we intend to do so. And we will remember
Leon and all the other mariners who have been shortchanged
by the system. Let’s hope that our mariners can look forward
to more than just “another report.”
DHS OIG Washington Office. Mr. Johnson is a graduate of
the Massachusetts Maritime Academy and holds a Chief
Mate’s license with many years service afloat on large ships
coupled with heavy investigative experience and, as a
merchant mariner, is very familiar with the Coast Guard
organization and its operations.
Our Association furnished his audit team with considerable
information and data we developed from reports from many of
our “limited-tonnage” mariners relating to investigations in
general. This data was read and evaluated by his assistant
Captain Joseph Stone an unlimited Master, former Navy Reserve
Captain, and veteran of the Coast Guard’s Merchant Marine
Personnel Division (now NMC). The National Association of
Maritime Educators hosted Captain Stone along with Chief
Engineer Perry Stutman then with the Coast Guard’s Merchant
Vessel Personnel Division (G-MVP) in 1996 on a week-long
orientation tour of offshore industry sites with emphasis on
merchant marine personnel issues.
Captain Stone was tasked with wading through the 15
volumes of printed material our Association sent to the DHS
OIG office. In a recent telephone conversation with Capt.
Stone, now retired from government service, he reiterated that
he read every bit of the material we sent him. The privilege of
working with Captain Stone and Mr. Johnson left a very warm
glow after all of the time and effort our Association spent
collecting, sorting, reproducing and evaluating this material –
and there was a lot of it – 22 lbs. in fact!
Vast DHS Responsibilities
The DHS Inspector General is responsible for the smooth
operation of the many programs under its control. Of the
many agencies accumulated under its umbrella, the huge
Department of Homeland Security is responsible for
approximately 160,000 government employees, approximately
one-quarter of which are military and civilian Coast Guard
employees that number approximately 40,000.
The Coast Guard has 11 “missions,” only one of which is
Marine Safety – the one mission that controls the entire U.S.
Merchant Marine. When the Coast Guard was plucked from the
Department of Transportation in 2003 and thrust into the huge,
newly formed Department of Homeland Security, it moved as
one giant entity and probably emerged as better organized and
more coordinated than many of its DHS components. It also
gained a host of new “Homeland Security” missions along with
generous budgetary considerations following 9/11.
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The Coast Guard kept right on chugging along as the rest
of DHS scrambled for available office space in Washington
and tried to sort out its priorities and justify its existence. The
Coast Guard swooped to DHS’ rescue in 2005 when FEMA, a
transplanted DHS Agency, hopelessly fumbled with the
Hurricane Katrina catastrophe.
Our mariners also saw the Coast Guard fumble as its
Regional Exam Center with all its valuable files and records
recently moved from the safety of a seventh-floor of a highrise office building in downtown New Orleans went
underwater in its new ground-floor offices.
Unfortunately, the Coast Guard’s new “Homeland Security”
missions – migrant interdiction, drug interdiction, law
enforcement, Ports-Waterways-Coastal Security, and Defense
Readiness – often attracted more attention, interest, and talent
than the older “legacy” missions like Marine Safety, Aids to
Navigation, Search & Rescue, Ice Operations, Marine
Environmental Protection or Living Marine Resources.
Long before 9/11 the Coast Guard had earned failing
grades on its “investigations” as our mariners can see by
reviewing the problems encountered in the two government
reports we posted on our NMA website years ago – namely
NMA Reports #R-429-A, Rev 1 and R-429-B, Rev. 1.
The DHS OIG Investigations Report #OIG-08-51 prepared
by Richard Johnson and his audit team was an exceptionally
timely and valuable revelation of the shortcomings within the
Coast Guard’s investigative bureaucracy – a bureaucracy that
was neglected and then pushed far beyond its capabilities.
Two Congressional oversight committees detected
something seriously wrong in “investigations” and requested a
report from the Inspector General’s Office in late 2005. The
report, #OIG-08-51 fulfilled the Congressional request and
was released to the public on May 9, 2008. Our Association
reprinted and widely distributed the report to our mariners as
NMA Report #R-429-M. We adopted the DHS report as “Our
Report” although readily admitting that little in the report bore
our footprints. Nevertheless, we appreciated the fact that the
the Inspector General’s office (OIG) had taken active steps to
work to solve problems that were important to our mariners –
problems that Coast Guard officials either did not understand
or preferred to avoid.
The revelations of the investigative program’s
shortcomings were made at the national level and reflected
data and opinions collected from all over the country. Here,
finally, was a report that our mariners could “buy into.”
As if the Coast Guard Marine Safety Directorate needed a
further example of why their own investigative products had
become less impressive in comparison to the more exhaustive
work done by the National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB), the Cosco Busan sideswiped the San Francisco
Oakland Bay Bridge and poured thousands of gallons of
Bunker C fuel oil into San Francisco Bay.
The public, through heavy press coverage, viewed the
conduct of the Coast Guard’s “investigation” of this particular
incident as a fumbling picture of the Keystone Cops and
provided the perfect “horrible example” of the Coast Guard’s
neglect of their “legacy” investigative function. The OIG-0851 report was presented at a Congressional Hearing at the
same time as the report of the investigation of the Cosco
Busan accident. The televised hearing narrowly avoided a
nasty turf war between the Coast Guard and the NTSB
representative even produced a rebuke of the Coast Guard

Admiral’s testimony by a newly-elected but thoroughly
incensed Congresswoman from California.
From our point of view, the audit report was a resounding
success because it brought to light many of the things we had
seen in studying two previous government reports prepared
years earlier. Shortcomings identified in these reports never
had been corrected by the Coast Guard leadership over the
years – or if corrected did not stay corrected!
Our Association was simply an observer watching the
cracks in the institutional history widening over the years and
culminating in this very embarrassing public exposure of
Coast Guard shortcomings. It clearly demonstrated the value
of a well functioning DHS OIG audit team in action and
reflected favorably upon the formidable maritime background
and knowledge of the audit team members.
In OIG Report #08-51 Congress retrieved the information
it needed to strengthen investigations as well as to rebuild the
crumbling Marine Safety Directorate whose point of near
collapse was fully and painfully revealed by retired ViceAdmiral James Card, a former Chief of Marine Safety, in his
famous report reprinted and posted as NMA Report #R-401-E.
Unfortunately, the weekend following the audit report’s
presentation before the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee, the DHS OIG office transferred the
audit team leader Richard Johnson to “other audit duties” –
never again to deal with the Coast Guard issues. As all our
mariners know, the Coast Guard’s “Good Old Boy” network
and “ring-knockers” shun any form of embarrassment and has
a long memory and is deeply entrenched in Washington
circles. Eventually, the other two licensed Masters in the
DHS audit team were eased into other duties and eventually
out of the agency so that the DHS OIG is now bereft of the
knowledge accumulated by merchant marine officers of
either upper-level or limited-tonnage background.
The Coast Guard Has No Inspector General
Unlike our other military services, the Coast Guard itself
has no Inspector General of its own. However, it does have a
number of problems of its own that our merchant mariners
have been forced to bring directly to the attention of Congress
in the form of NMA Report #R-350, Rev. 6 because for many
years Coast Guard officials refused to recognize them.
Fortunately for our mariners, Congress took action to resolve
many of our issues in the Coast Guard Authorization Act of
2010 as we reported to our mariners in NMA Newsletter #73.
Those issues of continuing importance following the 111th
Congress are recorded in NMA Report #R-350, Rev. 6
released to the 112th Congress in January 2011. One of the
unresolved problems is “Issue Y” – Legislate New
Requirements for Filing Personal Injury Reports.
NMA’s “Issue Y”
If Richard Johnson’s report #OIG-08-51 (reprinted with
comments as NMA #R-429-M) had depended heavily upon
the material our Association had furnished, it would not have
been a well-balanced report. Although our Association
recognized many of the problems revealed in the 800+
accident reports we reviewed over the years, our cases were
selected in large measure from those accidents our “limitedtonnage” mariners reported to us or otherwise expressed an
interest in. After all, our purpose is to serve our “limitedtonnage” mariners who make up about 60% of all credentialed
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mariners. Consequently, there are other important areas we
cannot concentrate our limited resources on. The DHS report
was balanced and had a broad national view. We were
delighted that the DHS was on top of the “investigations”
issues – but there are many other problems we need to solve
for our mariners.
To this, we turned with confidence to Richard Johnson and
his audit team who proved that they knew how to get to the
root of the problem within a sprawling government agency
and accomplish meaningful results. Consequently, we were
disturbed by the treatment that he and his team received for
their good works. Yet, we would not allow the Association
and its mariners to be sidetracked by y office politics.
The following year, I was invited to testify before the
House Coast Guard and Marine Transportation Subcommittee.
En route to Washington, I was contacted by the Mr. Adam
Berlin. DHS OIG Assistant Counsel and asked to meet with
him, the Chief Counsel and members of his staff on their
inquiry into the Administrative Law Judge controversy that
we reported on in NMA Report #R-204.(1) My wife and I met
briefly with Mr. Johnson and Captain Stone and then met with
Counsel and staff where we were well received, responded
fully to questions for several hours, and were very favorably
impressed with the Chief Counsel and staff members we met.
[(1)Recently revised and expanded to Revision 4.]
Consequently, we were pleased to welcome the new DHS
OIG audit team to our office to discuss the possibility of
carrying out an audit that would finish the work started five
years earlier.
The very first component of a casualty “investigation”
must depend upon prompt, accurate and complete “reporting.”
This was one part of the material we sent forward to Richard
Johnson’s audit team in 2007-2008. Very simply, we found
that many casualties resulting in personal injuries were
never reported by employers to the Coast Guard as required
by regulations, namely:
46 CFR §4.05-1 Notice of Marine Casualty.
(a) Immediately after the addressing of resultant safety
concerns, the owner, agent, master, operator, or person in
MARINE INSPECTION NOTICE (MIN)
ADDITIONAL LOGBOOK AND ENTRY
REQUIREMENTS
[Source: CG-5431, MI Notice 03-12, Office of Vessel
Activities, Domestic Compliance Division, March 12, 2012.
Emphasis is Ours!]
Section 607 of the Coast Guard
Authorization Act of 2010 amends the
existing 46 U.S. Code Chapter 113 – Official
Logbooks by adding a new section titled:
11304 – Additional Logbook and Entry
Requirements (46 U.S.C. Chapter 113).
The new section is comprised of paragraphs (a) and (b)
with the latter broken down into three specific subrequirements. U.S. vessels subject to inspection (46 U.S.C. §
3301) must have an official logbook, which shall be kept
available for review by the Secretary (i.e., Coast Guard) upon
request. Entries must now include: (1) officer/seaman watch
change outs, (2) hours of service for officers/seamen, and (3)

charge, shall notify the nearest Sector Office, Marine
Inspection Office or Coast Guard Group Office whenever a
vessel is involved in a marine casualty consisting in –
(5) A loss of life;
(6) An injury that requires professional medical treatment
(treatment beyond first aid) and, if the person is engaged or
employed on board a vessel in commercial service, that renders
the individual unfit to perform his or her routine duties…
46 CFR §4.05-10 Written Report of Marine Casualty.
(a) The owner, agent, master, operator, or person in charge
shall, within five days, file a written report of any marine
casualty required to be reported under §4.05-1. This written
report is in addition to the immediate notice required by
§4.05-1. This written report must be delivered to a Coast
Guard Sector Office or Marine Inspection Office. It must be
provided on Form CG-2692 (Report of Marine Accident,
Injury or Death), supplemented as necessary by appended
Forms CG-2692A (Barge Addendum) and CG-2692B (Report
of Required Chemical Drug and Alcohol Testing Following a
Serious Marine Incident).
(b) If filed without delay after the occurrence of the marine
casualty, the report required by paragraph (a) of this section
suffices as the notice required by §4.05-1(a).
[NMA Comment:
These requirements are further
interpreted in the USCG Marine Safety Manual (MSM)
that serves as a basis for instructing Coast Guard
investigators.]
The non-reporting of personal injuries has been an extremely
sensitive matter for our mariners for many years and is why we
brought it up time and again to Congress in NMA Report #R350. We provided material to DHS OIG in 2007 and they went
to the trouble of investigating it at the time although nothing
appeared on this issue in Report OIG-08-51.
In case we did not do enough, we are doing much more to
bring out the importance of this point in a new NMA Report
#R-350-Y that will be ready for release shortly. We will keep
our mariners posted.
documentation of accidents, illnesses, and injuries that occur
during watch.
Congress did not direct specific tasking or an
implementation period for these new additions to the U.S.
Code. Currently, Commandant, Office of Operating and
Environmental Standards (CG-522) is conducting an analysis
to determine if new regulations are required. In the meantime,
OCMIs should immediately notify local vessel operators that
are impacted, so they can take proactive measures to be in
compliance. Coast Guard marine inspectors should be
checking to ensure these new logbook entry requirements
are being complied with at each inspection. To ensure vessel
operators have adequate time to come into compliance, initial
enforcement actions should focus on educating mariners vice
initiating civil penalty actions.
Questions concerning this notice may be directed to the
Office of Vessel Activities, Domestic Compliance Division
(CG-5431) at 202-372-1224 or CG5431@uscg.mil.
[NMA Comment: Our advice to mariners is contained in
NMA Report #R-234, Rev. 2.]
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NATIONAL MARITIME CENTER
TAKES ITS SHOW ON THE ROAD
[Source: By John Shoulberg, Editor, Waterways Journal.]
The National Maritime Center the Coast Guard's
centralized licensing office based in Martinsburg, WV, has
been taking its show on the road this spring.
Following up on an idea first presented at last December’s
International Workboat Show in New Orleans, the NMC
pulled together several key subject-matter experts who could
travel to industry gatherings and visit with mariners in person
to help resolve licensing issues. The group went to the
Passenger Vessel Association’s annual convention in January
in Portland, OR, and to the Inland Waterways Navigational
Conference last month in St. Louis, MO.
The NMC team also visited the Mid-America Regional
Examination Center (MAREC) Workgroup meeting in St. Louis
the day before the conference opened for an afternoon-long
workshop and discussion. NMC leadership and MAREC have
had these meetings for it number of years: the twist this year was
that the NMC; staff experts were along to help work through any
problems mariners might have on a face-to-face basis.
"The idea is to allow more access," said Capt. Anthony
Lloyd, NMC chief, during the MAREC meeting. "It's not that
we weren't before, but this is a different way, direct access by
mariners and the companies that employ them with the NMC."
The in-person help could be invaluable, he said, even for tasks
such as navigating the NMC website or properly filling out a
credential application.
Lloyd gave an update on the NMC's activities to the
MAREC Workgroup, and again the next day to the Inland
Waterways Conference audience.
Lloyd called it "a unique command within the Coast
Guards prevention community," in that it focuses on the
"people" aspect of safety, rather than buoys or vessels or
inspection requirements.
The center has made some big improvements to its
processes since it was created several years ago as a
centralized location for records management and evaluations.
"Is it as efficient as it needs to be?" he asked. "It's not
there yet. But we know where the bottlenecks are."
Lloyd presented a chart showing a "typical" day for the
NMC. On average, he said, the center receives 262 credential
applications. The center sends 1,300 auto-generated c-mails.
It approves four courses, gives 52 exams and performs five
course audits. NMC tries to access mariners' records in a
federal record center 200 times. The center's web site gets
3,540 hits in the average day.
"And the big thing is, we get a thousand phone calls a
day," he said.
Over the years, the delay times have been improving, and
that's partly due to the mariners themselves, who have been
doing better at turning in complete applications and
responding when the NMC asks for more information.
Also, he said, more and more, applicants are using technology
to improve the efficiency of the process. "We're getting
applications via e-mail, and that's really helped in terms of getting
applications processed in a timely fashion," he said.
He made a special plea for anyone with an interest in
credentialing to go to the center's web site, www.uscg.mil/nmc,
and sign up for the list server, to get automatic e-mail updates

whenever the center puts out new information.
The NMC's medical division is now fully staffed, with 35
people, he said.
Lloyd said about 2 percent of applications are denied for
medical reasons. The top diagnoses leading to denials are
coronary artery disease, uncontrolled diabetes mellitus,
chronic use of narcotics, uncontrolled sleep disorders,
unstable mental health conditions and seizures, he said.
Denials and Policy
When mariners' applications are denied, they can appeal
the decision to the Coast Guard. Luke Hardin, chief of the
mariner credentialing program policy division in the Coast
Guard Office of Vessel Activities, spoke at the MAREC
meeting to give his perspective on both the appeal process and
the writing of policy, both of which are functions of his office.
Last year, his office received 240 appeals, which was double
the number from 2010, which in turn was double the number
from 2009, he said. His staff of five people handles all of the
appeals, and the process currently takes, on average, 120 clays.
[NMA Comment: We note that the time to answer an
appeal has risen from about 40 days several years ago to
120 days. How are working mariners expected to cope
with the delay? This delay may sound acceptable to the
audiences that the NMC attracted to its road show but not
to many working mariners.]
"I have a large inventory and a small staff with which to
do it," he said.
"My guys look at every single page. We almost do
another evaluation of the mariner. That's our appeal process.
We're trying to say, is there a way we can find that the mariner
meets the regulations?"
[NMA Comment: Many ill-advised and abrupt changes in
regulations made in Docket #USCG – 2006 – 24371 on
Mar. 16, 2009 will take years to sort out and will be of
little help to many of our mariners who encounter broken
promises and no apologies.]
Everybody in his office, and on up the line to Admiral
level, read every page of the appeal application he said.
"Nobody's looking at these appeals lightly. We want to go
through them with a fine-toothed comb and grant as many as
possible."
The policy function is also critical, he said. Every time the
Coast Guard gets involved in a major regulatory project – like
the current STCW' regulations – the policy department gets
busy, Hardin said.
He defined policy as "the interpretation of what the Coast
Guard means by a regulation.
"I have a philosophy about policy: if the regulations are
written so tightly that there's no need for interpretation, then
it's too tight, and a lot of other people would be out of their
jobs, he said.
The Coast Guard has changed its policy process, he said,
making it much more involved.
"It used to be we could draft a policy letter and we could
give it to someone and they could sign it and we could have it
on the street in 30 days max." But that policy letter might
have errors, and the lawyers may or may not have looked at it,
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and it could potentially cause some legal trouble for the Coast
Guard, he said.
[NMA Comment: Our Association has waited over a year
on our formal Appeal to return all Coast Guard
examination questions, answers and illustration to the
internet. They are public property. They were improved
through the toil of our mariners. We want them back. We
give the Coast Guard Appeal process a failing grade for
their handling of our appeal!]
Eventually the government – with a little prodding from a
Supreme Court decision – decided that way of doing things
gave the policy-writers too much authority.
Now, said Hardin, "when I draft a policy document, I have
to route it up to my boss, and to his boss, and to three different
legal offices. I have to do a notice of intent to publish in the
Federal Register. That notice then has to be reviewed by the
Department of Homeland Security, who then may want to see
my policy letter, and if they think it's significant, then it has to
RULES OF THE ROAD: FROM STATUTE TO
RULE
[Source: By David Murray, The Waterways Journal.]
In 2004, a member of Congress or congressional staffer –
no one knows exactly who – inserted a single sentence into
the Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Act of 2004.
The sentence laid there, temporarily ignored, but it was
eventually to have what could be very far-reaching
implications for all mariners.
The sentence said that anytime the Coast Guard made
changes to the Rules of the Road – rules regulating traffic on
the inland rivers (and oceans) – changed item would repeal the
corresponding statute and become a rule instead. In other
words, the new rule would he moved from statutory to
regulatory law.
In 2010, the Coast Guard used its authority under the 2004
Act to transfer the whole text of the Rules of the Road from
the U.S. Federal Code into the Code of Regulations. It did not
change any of the text of the Rules, but the move was
significant nevertheless.
The change slipped in beneath the radar of human inland
industry heavyweights, even those who had served on
government committees. Veteran riverman Charlie Lehman,
who spent many years in Washington and helped write the
Rules of the Road himself, confessed that he became aware of
this issue only when it was recently brought to his attention.
Lehman was a member of a panel that discussed the
implications of this change at the 2012 Inland Waterways
Conference on March 8.
James “Goat” Patterson, another veteran riverman who has
served on many association bodies and is currently president
of Osage Marine Services Inc., asked the panel, "How did this
get from statute to regulation without us knowing about it?"
Pros, Cons of Change of Status
Why is the change important and is the move good or bad
for manners? Panel members discussed both points of view in
one of the most intriguing panels of the meeting.

be reviewed by Office of Management and Budget."
[NMA Comment: The Coast Guard makes mountains out
of molehills that our taxpayers must pay for and our
mariners are forced to endure. It is time to stop paying
for this waste of time and money.]
Also attending the MAREC meeting with Eighth Coast
Guard District Commander Rear Adm. Roy Nash, who applauded the work of the industry and Coast Guard leaders who
make up the MAREC Workgroup.
"I appreciate all that you folks do to keep its safe," Nash
said. "It's a big team effort; there's no one person that can be
all things to safety, security and environmental stewardship.
It takes partners in the industry that are operating every day, it
takes leaders, people that are running companies, it takes the
Coast Guard, the Army Corps. I think the common denominator for all of this is your leadership, and all of our
leadership, and that we just reach down and try and create the
conditions for safety."
Statutory law is made by Congress, and can only be
repealed by congressional action. Regulatory law, in the other
hand, consists of rules that can be changed by the federal
agencies that administer them, without congressional action –
or approval.
Maritime attorney Daryl Sohn, who practices at Goldstein
Price LC in St. Louis, Mo., pointed out the pros and cons of
regulatory versus statutory status. As statutes, the Rules of the
Road had great stability. Captains, pilots, and everyone else
concerned with maritime traffic had plenty of time to become
familiar with them, knowing they wouldn't change easily.
Lawyers, too, welcomed the stability. ''Static laws were good
for the industry; they made for predictable legal outcomes,"
Sohn said.
But while regulations are easier for agencies to change,
they must be changed by a rule-making process that allows for
public comments. They are also easier to challenge and
correct. Changing a statute requires getting at least one
congressional champion, then having him or her convince a
number of colleagues of the importance of the issue. To
challenge a rule, you don't have to show that its
unconstitutional, said Sohn – only that it is unfair, arbitrary,
didn't take all evidence into account, or wasn't enacted
following accepted procedures.
Sohn commented that in his opinion, the 2004 Act
signaled Congress' intention to transfer authority over Rules of
the Road to the Coast Guard to avoid spending time on the
issue. While he didn't have a final verdict on whether the
change was a good thing for industry, he did say he hopes the
Coast Guard never "tinkers” with the Rules of the Road.
That was a sentiment shared by all the panelists.
Tweaks at the Margins?
Mike Sollosi, a Coast Guard veteran with 20 years'
experience in Vessel Traffic Services who serves as chair of
the International Maritime Organization's Safety of
Navigation Subcommittee, reassured attendees that "everyone
on NAVSAC considers the Rules of the Road to be
sacrosanct." He stressed that the Coast Guard "was not
looking to make any wholesale changes” to them.
But Sollosi did point out some reasons why the ability to
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adjust the Rules of the Road without – literally – an act of
Congress might he important.
New types of vessels may soon appear in areas governed by
Rules of the Road, Sollosi said. The U.S. Navy, for example, is
experimenting with remote-controlled vessels up to 40 feet long.
Sonic ocean-going vessels that may use coastal waterways use
“skysails” – kite-like sails that reduce fuel consumption. And the
rules don't currently cover hovercraft. He said the rules needed
tweaks to deal with these types of vessels.
Sollosi also said the rules might be adjusted to come into
better harmonization with international Rules of the Road.
But this adjustment would have little effect on the inland
rivers, he said.
Downbound Rule
Panelist Greg Menke, director of the Center for Maritime
Education in Paducah. Ky expressed concern about the long
established, but not completely defined, “downbound rule” or
privilege on the inland rivers.
That ride allows the
downbound vessel to set rules over the “manner and place” of
passing with upbound vessels, through whistle signals and
other communications – including requiting the upbound
towboat to temporarily tie up or heave to if necessary. The
downbound privilege can also apply in areas considered a
“narrow channel” although "narrow channel" has not been
precisely defined.
Menke suggested that if the rules or definitions are
unclear, perhaps it's best to leave discretion to the pilots and
captains on the spot.
One questioner wondered whether rule changes to Rule 7
governing passing would require AIS, which not all vessels
carry yet. Sollosi responded that any new language in the
rules will require “other electronic equipment,” but without
specifying whether that has to he AIS, e-charts, etc. Rule 7
already requires “radar – if fitted,” he said.
Another questioner said it was not a good idea to allow
Coast Guard sector commanders to define what does or
doesn't constitute a "narrow channel."
But not all the comment was negative toward the change.
One questioner pointed out that the former statutory status of
the Rules of the Road did not prevent the very change the
panel was discussing. The single sentence inserted in 2004
proved that “things slip through more easily in Congress than
in the rulemaking process.”
Our Letter to the Editor Published in
The Waterways Journal of April 9, 2012
I greatly appreciated David Murray’s Rules of the Road
discussion in the March 5th issue.
I have followed this subject closely for the past 42 years
from the time I taught the Navigation Rules as a license-prep
subject at Young Memorial in Morgan City, LA. Ever since
about 1980, I have published a textbook for Marine Education
Textbooks on this subject designed to assist mariners
preparing for license exams. I feel qualified to add an
important tidbit to the discussion as it affects our mariners.
In the past, the Coast Guard included a number of very
“tricky” questions in their Navigation Rules exams that
required a 90% passing rate. This caused many exam failures
necessitating retests and causing our mariners considerable
frustration and extra expense.
The problem for many mariners was not so much in learning

the rules but dealing with the wording of the multiple choice
questions. Since the Coast Guard removed all exam questions,
answers, and illustrations from internet access in July 2010, many
mariners tested on this subject are left in the dark. Our
Association asked the Coast Guard to restore all these questions
with no result. Then, we took the Congressional route.(1)
[(1)Refer to NMA Report #R-428-K, Rev. 1.]
Last August, I pointed out what appeared to be a change
in a very important definition, that of “Western Rivers.” It
appeared in a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for towing
vessel inspection – an unlikely place. Essentially, it would
expand the definition of Western Rivers. I submitted a written
comment in a public meeting on this NPRM in New Orleans.
It was a complicated matter, rather boring, and although part
of the NPRM, may not have been important as far as
“inspecting” towing vessels is concerned. Still, I believed it
had the potential to affect a number of mariners’ credentials –
and our working mariners are the heart of the industry.
The point is not whether I was right or wrong. If I ever
receive an answer from the Coast Guard I may find out. I am
not holding my breath, however. Since the Coast Guard has
taken the place of Congress in controlling the “rulemaking”
process on the inland and western rivers rules, they can slip in
all sorts of innocuous changes that can trip our mariners
starting with their license exam and even affecting the rivers
they can operate on. The crews piloting the National
Maritime Center have little knowledge of geography although,
thank God, they don’t yet have the power to change it.
s/Richard A. Block, Secretary NMA
This Part of Our Letter was NOT Published
Our Written Comment at Public Meeting
 Date: August 21, 2011
 Occasion: NPRM Request for Comments
 Docket #: USCG-2006-24412
 Proposed Regulation: 46 CFR §136.110 – Definitions
 Federal Register Cite: 76 FR 50008, Col. 2 [Encl. C]
 Our File #: Snma0821.1B
This proposed rulemaking offers an unexplained change
in the existing definition of Western Rivers. The current
regulation appears in [Enclosure A].
The proposed rulemaking would add to the end of the
existing Western Rivers definition the words “Those waters
specified in 33 CFR §89.25. Those added rivers and
waterways are “those waters specified in 33 CFR §89.25.”
These waters are those “Specified by the Secretary” and are
listed in [Enclosure B]
Enclosure B
33 CFR §89.25
Waters upon which Inland Rules 9(a)(ii), 14(d), and 15(b) apply.
Inland Rules 9(a)(ii), 14(d), and 15(b) apply on the Great Lakes, the
Western Rivers, and the following specified waters:
(a) Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway.
(b) Tombigbee River.
(c) Black Warrior River.
(d) Alabama River.
(e) Coosa River.
(f) Mobile River above the Cochrane Bridge at St. Louis Point.
(g) Flint River.
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(h) Chattahoochee River.
(i) The Apalachicola River above its confluence with the Jackson
River.
[CGD 91–050, 58 FR 27625, May 10, 1993]

There may be a valid reason why the Coast Guard
proposes this change although the NPRM does not give us any
insight in what these reasons are.
We object to this change for the following reason:
Since many of these rivers and waterways were not part of
the western rivers before, the appropriate credential
endorsement for mariners using these waterways is Great
Lakes and Inland (with emphasis on Inland Waters).
An Inland endorsement requires a prerequisite of 30 days
service on those waters while a Western Rivers endorsement
requires a prerequisite of 90 days service. It also requires the
payment of application fees and the completion of the
necessary “application” paperwork at mariners’ expense and is
an unmitigated nuisance.
Considering past treatment of mariners at the National
Maritime Center by some evaluators who clearly have a
limited knowledge of geography, we believe that any service
on “waters specified by the Secretary” in 33 CFR §89.25
should be automatically Grandfathered into an additional
Western Rivers endorsement if this change is made.
The Coast Guard (and many boat owners) often do not
succeed in transmitting important messages out to our
mariners for reasons cited in our Report #R-382 – Why Our
Mariners Don’t Get the Message. [Enclosure D]. For
example, many local mariners still believe the dividing line
between Western Rivers and Inland Waters lies at the Huey P.
Long Bridge above New Orleans and not near the mouths of
the river (over 100 miles away) at “the navigational
demarcation lines dividing the high seas from harbors, rivers,
and other inland waters of the United States…”. During
license checks following the M/V Mel Oliver – Tintomara
collision and oil spill at New Orleans, a number of mariners
were found to be operating without Western Rivers
endorsements often because the definition had changed.
Recently, Congress surrendered control of the “Inland”
Rules to the Coast Guard and changed the codification of
these rules from the United States Code to the Code of Federal
Regulations (e,g., 33 CFR §89.25). Mariners recall that in
1980 it took an entire Federal Advisory Committee (e.g, the
“Rules of the Road Advisory Committee” now “NAVSAC”)
to untangle the inland rules and harmonize them with the
“new” COLREGS.
We do not need to have sloppy rulemaking to create new
difficulties for our working mariners. We deserve a solid
explanation for every regulatory change and explicit
grandfathering of all affected mariners well in advance of
when such changes are contemplated.
Thousands of copies of the “Rules of the Road” books
exist. They are required to be carried on all inspected vessels.
Most mariners have their own copies.
The cost of
replacement at about $15.00 apiece should not be forgotten
and mariners need some leeway in this regard.

PROTECTING PRECIOUS CARGO: TITANIC,
COSTA CONCORDIA, TWIN CAPES
[Source: By Capt. Ronald G. Sinn. Published in the Cape May
County Herald, Cape May, NJ. (609) 889-5090.
RGSinn@aol.com. Ron contributed his expertise to our
Association by attending USCG and NTSB hearings in
Washington, doing in-depth research on accident
investigations and maritime historical research and lecturing.
He maintains an active limited tonnage license. Also see
NMA Report #R-204, Rev. 3, Chapter 20.]
One hundred years ago, on April 15, 1912 the Titanic
disaster cost the lives of 1,509 of the 2,214 people on board –
56 of the 112 children perished. The vessel was certified to
carry 3,547 people with 3,560 life belts on board, all approved
by the Board of Trade. However, there were no life belts for
infants and children. She was equipped with 20 lifeboats
able to carry 1,128 people – only 52% of the people on that
voyage. Post accident investigations by the U.S. Senate and
British government resulted in new laws and regulations that
resulted in the passage by Congress of the Lafollette
Seaman's Act of March 4, 1915 and the Safety of Life at Sea
(SOLAS) Convention signed in London on January 20,
1914.(1) This was the first time children's life preservers were
required by law on passenger vessels. [(1)See Article 51 (1)
Life-jackets & Life-buoys.]
Since Titanic's sinking there have been many advances in
marine safety including life preservers. However, even with
these advances, the most recent accident involving the Italian
cruise ship Costa Concordia on January 13, 2012 only proves
that passenger vessels are still vulnerable and founder with the
loss of lives; thirty two people, including a five year old child
(Payana Arlotti). The ship had life preservers for all
passengers including infants and children that met the latest
SOLAS regulations (effective July 1, 2010). For current
USCG regulations see 46 CFR §75.40-10(a).
Surprisingly, not all passenger vessels adhere to the
regulations despite these modern laws. The Twin Capes and
other DRBA(1) ferries have USCG approved Type 1 life
preservers for adults but no child's life preservers safe for
children under 50 pounds and none for Infants. After a
discussion with the Cape May/Lewes Delaware Ferry Port
Captain, Bryan C. Helm about the law, and the risk posed to
small infants and children in the event of an accident, he said
he would not put these life preservers on their vessels unless
he was forced to do it. [(1)DRBA = Delaware River and Bay
Authority.]
If passengers on the Titanic knew there weren't enough
lifeboats to accommodate everyone on board would they have
sailed on the voyage? Perhaps the hype of the boat being
unsinkable would not have changed their minds, but the
history of passenger vessel accidents since that time proves, to
this day, none are immune to this kind of tragedy. If Mrs.
Helm had infants and small children would she allow them to
travel aboard the ferries knowing that suitable life preservers
were not available to protect them?
[NMA Comment: This would be a good question to pose to
mothers of infants and small children at the ferry landing.]
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Until the time the DRBA equips their vessels with life
preservers to protect all infants and children under 50 pound
you can purchase your own. Type 2 PFD Infant (0-30 pounds)
and Type 2 PDF Infant/Child (0–50 pounds) preservers are
available locally at Sea Gear, Utche's Marina, West Marine,
and Walmart starting at $8.99.
The FAA considers infants "precious cargo". Commercial
airliners carry infant life preservers on board-14 CFR
§121.340(s). The U.S. Coast Guard, the regulators of the
passenger vessel industry, must consider infants and children
expendable. It is a national disgrace that 100 years after the
NEW & REVISED NMA REPORTS
NMA Report #R-205, Rev. 1. Report to Congress:
Outstanding Failures To Protect the Safety, Health, and
elfare of 126,000 Limited Tonnage Mariners. Updates and
replaces earlier report. This major report summarizes our
Association’s efforts on these important issues:
Improve Personal Injury Reporting Requirements.
Potable water for Drinking, Cooking, and Bathing
Food Service and Food Service Sanitation
Protecting Our Mariners’ Hearing
Smoking and Mariner Health & Welfare
Protection from Asbestos
Hydrogen Sulfide Dangers

Titanic disaster we still do not protect the most vulnerable
members of our society.
For the protection of our "precious cargo" aboard
commercial passenger vessels, please contact Congressman
Frank LoBiondo (Chairman, USCG Sub-Committee) at (202)
225-6572 asking him to enforce the law requiring the DRBA
ferries, and all vessels nationally, to be equipped with life
preservers suitable for infants and children.
FYI-The first infant life preserver 1435 B.C.- was an ark
mode of bulrushes"(1) [(1)See Exodus 2:2-3.]

Uninspected Barges & Unregulated Workplace Safety Hazards
“Whistleblower” Protection”
Abuse of Mariners Under the Two-Watch System
 How Badly Are Our Mariners Exploited?
This report draws upon these earlier reports, updates some
of them but does not cancel any of them: #R-429-I. Rev.2.;
#R-395, Rev.3.; #R-455, Rev. 4.: #R-349-A.; #R-341, Rev.
4.; #R-341-A.; #R-445, Rev.1.; #R-378.; #R-202-B. R-202C, Rev. 2.
We have done a great deal of consolidation of NMA
research reports in recent months. Consequently, the closing
pages of this report contains an updated version of NMA
Index R listing all current NMA Reports. We believe each of
our mariners needs this “update” to keep abreast of these
many changes.
turn has filled the airwaves, phone lines and mailboxes with
political advertising most of it negative – degrading the
candidates and trivializing the process.

VOTER EDUCATION?

[Source: By Jim Toedtman, Editor, AARP Bulletin. Apr. 2012]
Not that he wanted to be, but the father of our country is
also the father of campaign finance reform.
After losing his first election in 1755, George Washington
took the novel step of entertaining prospective voters in 1757
with a lavish buffet at the polling booth. In 21st-century
politics, it would be called "voter education." In 1757, it was
"a barrel of punch, 35 gallons of wine, 43 gallons of strong
cider and dinner for his friends," and it cost 39 pounds and 6
shillings (about $195). It worked, and Washington was
elected to the Virginia House of Burgesses.
But his new colleagues also promptly passed a law barring
candidates or any persons on their behalf from giving
prospective voters money, meat, drink, entertainment or
provision or ... any present, gift, reward or entertainment etc.
in order to be elected:'
Where is the House of Burgesses when we need it! The U.S.
Supreme Court, with huge assists from a federal appellate court
and a dysfunctional Federal Election Commission, has unleashed
a torrent of private cash into the public political system. That in

Where is the House of Burgesses when we need it!
Two problems have arisen, just as the burgesses
anticipated. First are the candidates and the persons acting on
their behalf? Candidates for federal office will raise and
spend billions of dollars this year. President Obama already
has raised twice as much as Mitt Romney. By Super Tuesday,
this year's presidential candidates and their supporting super
PACS had raised more money than was spent in the entire
2000 presidential campaign. Money doesn't magically appear.
Office holders devote enormous time and energy to
fundraising – time and energy diverted from the lawmaking
and governmental duties they were elected to perform. By
any measure, the impact of this time loss in Washington's
output is clear.
The second concern is the flood of advertising,
overwhelmingly negative. And if it's bad now, wait until
October. The concern here is that the venomous rhetoric leaves
no space for substantive discussion of the serious challenges the
next president and Congress face. Imagine if the constructive
energy devoted to producing this venom were devoted instead to
explaining why gasoline prices are so high or the complexity of
dealing with Iran's nuclear program, or the maze of practices and
competitive forces that produce the world's highest health care
costs, or the choices for strengthening Social Security, or the
consequences of closing tax loopholes.
There's a third problem, and it starts the day after Election
Day. After the fiery, super PAC-financed rhetoric of this
season's angry and negative campaign, where do the winning
candidates find any room for compromise?
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COLLEGE BUYS HOUSTON PROPERTY FOR
MARITIME TRAINING FACILITY
[Source: Waterways Journal, April 2, 2012]
San Jacinto College announced March 21 that it has
purchased 13 waterfront acres in the Port of Houston to build
a facility for U.S. Coast Guard approved maritime vessel operations training to prepare workers for a the maritime
industry.
SJC will constrict a maritime center that will house many
classrooms for classes in engineering labs, Radar, Automatic
Radar Positioning Aid (sic), Electronic Chart Display and Information System, Global Maritime Distress and Safety
System, and advanced navigation labs, together with the
industry's newest interactive, full mission ship, towboat, and
tugboat simulators.
Completion of the maritime center will allow the college
to nearly, double the number of STCW and Coast Guard-approved courses from 50 to 90.
The college said that with the expansion of the Panama
Canal in 2014, an aging workforce in maritime and related
industries, and the resulting economic impact to the Houston
Port region, more maritime employees are needed.
"San Jacinto College has maintained a close relationship
with its community, throughout the years to offer people the
education they need to achieve their goals, and our efforts to
assist our surrounding maritime industry is just another
example of this commitment," said SJC chancellor Brenda
Heller. "We look forward to offering mariners the vital certification training necessary for their requirements in maritime
and to assisting the industry with its employment needs."
"This is an exciting adventure for San Jacinto College,"
said Sarah Janes, vice president of the college's Continuing
and Professional Development (CPD) division. "More than
90 percent of what we use is transported to us by water; 52
percent of the present maritime workforce is already here in
Houston, and that will increase by the 2014 with the
expansion of the Panama Canal. We need to be prepared,
especially for those who are expected to retire."
Customized Vessel Training
When fully developed, the waterfront property will include
a dock for lifeboats, fast rescue boats, and room for visiting
vessels that will allow for customized company- and vesselspecific training, said Capt. Mitch Schacter, director of the
FORMER CHIEF ENGINEER COPS PLEA IN PAGO
PAGO PURSE SEINER POLLUTION CASE

[Source: April 18, 2012 Marine Log. Emphasis is Ours!]

CPD maritime training program. The location will allow for
observation of actual maritime and port operations that
include container and cargo operations, tanker loading and
discharging, docking and unlocking operations with harbor
assist tugs, and ship bunkering (fueling) via towboat and
barge.
The maritime center's development is being guided and
supported by an advisory committee of industry leaders that
includes Texas A&M University at Galveston, the Texas
Maritime Academy, the Houston Pilots, the Port of Houston,
the Port of Galveston, Higman Towing, G&HI Towing, Bay
Houston Towing, Buffalo Marine, Kinder Morgan. Southern
States Offshore, Hercules Drilling, and McDonough Marine
Services.
The Mid-Atlantic Maritime Academy is also working as a
partner for the college's maritime center. In addition, about 20
other companies currently send their maritime crews to SJC
for Coast Guard approved training.
"For many reasons, this location on the Houston Ship
Channel is the perfect venue for a maritime center," said
Schaeter. "Houston is home to hundreds of maritime
companies with many global maritime operators
headquartered here." Schaeter said he has received calls from
as far away as Singapore asking for details and timeline
projections.
San Jacinto College currently operates a maritime program
on three of its campuses. The current SJC Maritime and
Technical Training Center offers courses designed for the
working mariners. Until this year, local companies paid to
send workers across the country for their Coast Guardrequired training and certification.
The new center was made possible by a $400,000
congressional appropriation, as well as additional support
from the Texas Workforce Commission Skills Development
Fund and local industry.
San Jacinto College has an agreement with Texas A&M
University at Galveston that allows students who complete the
Introduction to Ships and Shipping course at the south campus
and who earn their associate degree in business administration
to transfer into Texas A&M’s maritime administration
program.
Students interested in cargo handling/logistics can pursue
an associate of applied science degree at SJC's North Campus.
This program is transferable to Texas Southern University's
maritime logistics program and the University of Houston
College of Technology's logistics program.
A former chief engineer from the purse seine tuna fishing
vessel San Nikunau pleaded guilty today in federal court in
Washington, D.C., to violating the Act to Prevent Pollution
from Ships (APPS), announced Assistant Attorney General
Ignacia S. Moreno and U.S. Attorney Ronald C. Machen Jr.
Rolando Ong Vano served as the chief engineer on the
vessel, which was owned and operated by Sanford
Ltd.,(NZSX: SAN), during several fishing trips in the South
Pacific between March 2006 and July 2011.
Sanford Ltd. and another prior chief engineer from the
vessel have been charged with obstruction of justice and
APPS violations, and are currently awaiting trial.
In December last year, a federal grand jury in Washington,
D.C., returned a seven-count indictment charging Sanford Ltd.
with violating the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships
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(APPS), conspiracy, and obstruction of justice.
Sanford Ltd. is a New Zealand based company that
operates the Fishing Vessel (F/V) San Nikunau, a vessel that
routinely delivers tuna to a cannery in American Samoa.
According to the Department of Justice, the December,
indictment, returned in the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia, describes a conspiracy in which the crew of the
vessel routinely discharged oily bilge waste from the vessel
directly into the sea during its fishing voyages since at least
2007. Sanford Ltd. was also charged with violating the APPS
for failing to accurately maintain an oil record book for the
vessel and with obstruction of justice for presenting false
documents and for deceiving the Coast Guard during an
inspection.
If convicted, Sanford Ltd. could be fined up to $500,000
per count, or twice the gross gain or loss that resulted from the
criminal conduct.
The indictment also seeks criminal
forfeiture from Sanford Ltd. of more than $24 million for
proceeds derived by Sanford Ltd. as a result of the criminal
conduct.
According to today's plea agreement with Varo, it was
routine practice onboard the San Nikunau to discharge directly
into the sea oily bilge waste from the engine room and other
areas of the vessel without using required pollution prevention
equipment. Before such waste can be discharged into the sea, it
must first pass through an oil water separator, and the operation
must be recorded in the vessel's oil record book.
Vano admitted to falsifying the oil record book and lying
to U.S. Coast Guard inspectors that the oil water separator was
used on the vessel when in fact it was not. The Coast Guard

discovered the violations during an inspection of the vessel in
American Samoa in July 2011. Sentencing in this matter is
currently scheduled for September 2012.
This case was investigated by the U.S. Coast Guard. The
case is being prosecuted by the U.S. Attorney's Office for the
District of Columbia and by the Environmental Crimes
Section of the Environment and Natural Resources Division of
the Department of Justice.
Sanford said today that it was "aware that a Filipino relief
chief engineer who served on the San Nikunau for a short time
has entered into a plea agreement with the United States
Department of Justice."
"Sanford Limited has not seen the plea agreement and was
not privy to his conduct nor would it have condoned his
conduct," continued the statement, adding, "Sanford Limited
will continue to vigorously defend the allegations."
On December 16, 2011, Sanford announced that it had had
concluded a Security Agreement with the U.S. Coast Guard to
post a bond of US$1 million to secure the release of the San
Nikunau, which had been held in Pago Pago since the Coast
Guard inspection of the vessel.
Sanford describes the 79.69 m San Nikunau as one of three
large scale freezer tuna purse seiners that Sanford operates
throughout the Pacific and on occasions in New Zealand. The
vessels target skipjack tuna, which is mostly used for canning,
and is often unloaded and sold into one of the two canneries
based in Pago Pago, American Samoa. The vessel has a
mixed nationality crew of 19, most whom, says Sanford, have
been on board since before it purchased the vessel from
American owners in 2001.

THE IRS SENT MY TAX FORMS BACK
The IRS sent my Tax forms back! AGAIN!!! I guess it
was because of my response to the question: "List all
dependents."
I replied -"12 million illegal immigrants; 3
million crack heads; 42 million unemployable people on food
stamps, 2 million people in over 243 prisons; Half of Mexico;
and 535 fools in the U.S. House and Senate."
Apparently, this was NOT an acceptable answer.
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