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ON
THE ISSUE OF SAFETY ON OFFSHORE VESSELS
Coast Guard. They are classified as uninspected towing
vessels and are up to 200 gross register tons.
— Survey vessels.
Domestic tonnage has been used by naval architects to
build huge vessels with very small tonnage to take advantage
of manning regulations. Some utility boats of up to 145 feet
in length admeasure at less than 100 gross register tons.
Many supply boats up to about 165 feet were built to
admeasure under 200 gross register tons so theycould
operate with an unlicensed engineer.

INTRODUCTION
Since it’s founding in April 1999, the Gulf Coast Mariners
Association has worked to identify and solve a number of
safety problems that affect our mariners. We have identified
10 problem areas that we will enumerate in the report below.
Location: A general map of the western Gulf of Mexico is
attached. [ENCLOSURE #1]. The principal onshore bases
for deepwater activity are shown. However, there are other
oil bases as well that service both inshore and offshore
locations such as Mobile, Dulac, Intracoastal City, Freeport,
Port O'Connor, Port Mansfield, Corpus Christi (Harbor
Island), and Brownsville.
General Definitions:
— Inland waters in the Gulf Coast area refers to lakes, bays
and sounds as well as bayous and the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway. As regards licensing, it also includes waters
out to 12 miles into the Gulf of Mexico.
— Offshore (or "near coastal") refers to waters up to 200
miles offshore.
— Western Rivers refers to the Mississippi River system
containing approximately 6,000 miles of navigable routes.
The Gulf Coast Mariners Association represents
approximately 1,400 mariners from all three areas. Our
concentration in this paper will be "offshore."
The term "lower-level" mariner is a Coast Guard term that
refers to vessels under 1,600 gross register tons. It includes all
licensed and unlicensed mariners in the offshore oil industry as
well as all towing vessel personnel. Mariners universally detest
this term because they see in it the general disdain and
disinterest with which the Coast Guard views them.

International conventions such as SOLAS and STCW are
captured in U.S. Laws ("statutes") and are expanded upon in the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and govern the marine
industry in the United States. Our concern is principally with
those regulations promulgated by the U.S. Coast Guard in Titles
33 and 46 of the United States Code (USC) or the Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) respectively.
Most oilfield vessels operate on voyages of under 600
miles in length. The 600 mile figure marks an important
regulatory breakpoint beyond which an OSV has to operate
with a larger crew and use a three-watch system. However,
towing vessels can operate under a two-watch system
regardless of the length of the voyage—even on a transocean
tow. Mariners had no voice in choosing the 600 mile figure.
SAFETY PROBLEMS
#1. Abuse of the 12-Hour Rule. As if working 12 hours a
day is not enough, many employers demand more—
much more. This book explains the problems mariners
face in great detail. It was only through GCMA's efforts
in exposing this practice to the world that finally
convinced the Coast Guard clarify the rules. We mailed
over 5,000 copies of this clarification to working
mariners, but the abuse continues.
In spite of our work on the subject, TRICO, one of
the most abusive companies, "interprets" the rules very
broadly. We protested their interpretation to the Coast

Principal types of vessels working offshore:
— Offshore Supply Vessels (OSV) includes anchor handling
tug-supply vessels, supply boats, utility boats, and crew boats.
These are all "inspected" vessels. Most (but not all) are
inspected under the regulations of Title 46, Code of Federal
Regulations, Subchapter L. OSVs range in size from under
100 gross register tons to 1,600 gross register tons.
— Towing vessels (i.e. "Tugs") that are not inspected by the
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Guard—but with no results. [ENCLOSURE #2]. The
Coast Guard does not want to injure its relationship with
TRICO (or any other company) by protesting too
vigorously.
Other companies blatantly abuse the 12-hour rules in
their hiring practices. One company, Seabulk Marine
with offices in the United States, Europe and the Middle
East, operates a global 208-vessel fleet. In its
employment literature, it cites the responsibilities of
1,600 ton Masters as:
q "Availability for 24 hour call, works as needed
(typically 16-18 hours a day).
q "May be required to remain in the wheelhouse for 1518 hours at a time dependent on environmental
conditions (the Licensed Mate provides relief)."
q "Routine maintenance of engines and machinery."
As for a licensed engineer, the job description says:
"He/she may be in the engine room up to 16-18 hours at
a time while transferring solids and liquids."

#4. Industry's failure to train engineers. We realize there is a
need to develop practical guidelines to adequately train
both licensed and unlicensed encineers. However, this has
been discouraged because the Coast Guard does not
require any trained engineroom personnel on vessels under
200 gross tons. Refer to GCMA Report #R-238
[ENCLOSURE #5] and R-279 [ENCLOSURE #6]. In
summary, there are really two problems. 1) The offshore
oil industry has been able to "get by" for many years
without training their engineroom personnel. They
persuaded the Coast Guard that formal training is
unnecessary on vessels under 200 gross tons in domestic
service and apparently that engineers on these vessels are
superfluous. 2) There are no training facilities in place in
the Gulf Coast area to conduct this training since no need
exists. GCMA believes a vessel without a trained engineer
is an unsafe vessel. GCMA will study the possibilities of
offering training for unlicensed engineers at Lafourche
Merchant Marine Training Services to bring our mariners
up to the standards of engineers in other parts of the world.

#2. GCMA was denied representation on NOSAC. The
National Offshore Safety Advisory Committee (NOSAC)
is a federal advisory committee that works closely with
the public. The Coast Guard pays a great deal of
attention to NOSAC. However, unlike the North Sea,
there is no representation by organized labor on this
committee. Mariners are represented by a company Port
Captain, Captain Ken Dawson whose views predictably
support the views of the Offshore Marine Service
Association and in many cases are at odds with the views
of GCMA. [ENCLOSURE #3].
Instead of acting upon the 12-Hour Rule problem,
NOSAC has voted to "study" fatigue literature before
making any decisions to recommend to the Coast Guard.
This study could take until 2004 and will not solve
immediate problems.
In NOSAC, there is general opposition to new
regulations that would attempt to improve workplace
safety on the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf.

#5. The Coast Guard failed to notify "lower-level" mariners
about STCW.
Problems with implementing STCW include:
— The introduction of unprecedented and extremely
complicated administrative requirements far in excess
of what is needed for American mariners to function
safely in U.S. waters.
— The entire STCW program was managed by the inept
Coast Guard merchant marine personnel division
between 1991 and 1995. They failed to keep "lowerlevel" mariners informed of proposed STCW changes
during this period.
— Confusing "knowledge" requirements related to STCW
have been on "lower-level" mariners entering the field
and to remain in the field. Training is "good", but many
companies refuse to release their personnel to attend
training sessions. As always in this industry, training is
an afterthought when opposed to making money.
— Washington never understood this "industry" or its
"lower-level" mariners.
— The Coast Guard either estimated incorrectly and/or
did not obtain adequate resources to carry out STCW.
— Coast Guard rulemaking dumped the burden and costs
of STCW onto industry and mariners. The Interim Rule
estimates the cost to government at only $350,000
while the cost to industry and an estimated 50,000
working mariners is estimated to be $53,922,941W
Mariners protest this expense when it comes out of
their pockets or interferes with time off from work. 62
FR 34526, Jun 26, 1997.1
— There are more Offshore Support Vessels affected by
STCW than any other single class of vessel.(')
f'1Source: 62 FR 34526, Jun 26, 1997.)
— The Coast Guard has allowed STCW to become an
administrative nightmare. It has plastered a whole new
layer of bureaucracy (i.e., a new 255+ page STCW
Code) on top of all existing layers of regulations.
— There is a lack of incentive for mariners to undergo
extensive training on their "off-duty time" to hold a job
where what some consider to be substandard working
conditions are stacked against them.
— The Coast Guard has dumped the problem of who must

#3. Undermanning vessels. Refer to [ENCLOSURE #4] that
shows a list of Trico OSVs. This list does not show all their
vessels. It does show their domestic gross tonnage and their
international tonnage (for comparative purposes) as well as
their crew size for voyages less than 600 miles.
— OSVs over 200 gross register tons operate with a crew
of 5 in 24-hour service. The typical crew is 1 Master, I
licensed Mate, 1 Able Seaman, 1 Ordinary Seaman,
and I licensed Engineer.
— OSVs under 200 gross register tons operate with a crew of
4 by eliminating the licensed engineer position. Where
cooks still exist on OSVs, they hold a position as
Cook/AB. Tugs have no cooks, have no Coast Guard
Certificate of Inspection (aka "safe manning document").
Our study of the problem of undermanning reveals:
— Untrained or poorly trained personnel are assigned to
many OSVs and towing vessels. This is a result of a
turnover rate the offshore industry admits approaches
90% per year.
— An emphasis in filling licensed personnel slots coupled
with an almost total lack of requirements for training
engineroom personnel on OSVs and towing vessels
under 200 gross tons.
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pay for STCW training (i.e., tuition, travel, room and
board, pay for "off-time) in the lap of employers and
individual mariners. Since the Coast Guard cannot
mandate employers to pay these expenses, many
mariners are left holding the bag.
Fortunately, GCMA obtained a training grant from
the federal government to help.
Our mariners are concerned that their employers will
fill local maritime jobs filled at much lower pay (i.e., at
considerable savings) by foreign nationals whose qualifications are attested to by "flag of convenience" countries.
Most large OSV operators have a large number of OSVs
registered with FOC countries.

assistance of our sponsors, we understand that the
program will be terminated.
#8. One special deal is that OSVs do not have to comply with
tank vessel regulations. Tank vessels are required to have
trained tankermen transfer fuel and noxious liquid
substances. The training takes one week and stresses care
for the environment. The Coast Guard admits to there
being a large number of offshore oil spills but says the
vast majority involve small quantities of oil. When
untrained or fatigued seamen are allowed to transfer oil,
we believe that mistakes are bound to happen. The Coast
Guard does not want us to "rock the boat."

#6. Mariners had no input in preparing regulations that govern
offshore supply vessels. These regulations were drafted
during the mid-1980s through the mid-1990s. However,
when the Coast Guard re-opened the regulations in 46 CFR
Subchapter L for revision, we attended a public meeting on
August 26, 1999 and made a number of recommendations.
A summary of GCMA's recommendations appears in
GCMA Document #R-265 [ENCLOSURE #7]. These
recommendations were vocally opposed by industry, and
the Coast Guard has taken no action on our
recommendations for almost 2 years.

#9. A large offshore operator failed to report accident figures
for 7 years. The safety record of the entire offshore industry
is in question. We believe the statistics maintained by the
Coast Guard are in serious error because of failure to report
accidents. During the period 19922000, 144 injuries (and 37
deaths) were reported throughout the industry. However,
one company (ENSCO) failed to report another 44 injuries
[ENCLOSURE #8]. We are currently checking other large
operators to see whether they have reported all of their
accidents.
#10. Mariners working on 5.216 uninspected towing vessels
are denied equal safety protection under existing, federal
regulations in comparison to mariners working on
inspected vessels. Approximately one-third of GCMA
members work on uninspected towing vessels. Towing
vessels and OSVs work side-by-side in the offshore
industry. In addition, the Coast Guard does not enforce
violations of manning regulations and merchant mariner
documents with vigor against owners and operators of
uninspected towing vessels. This is detailed in GCMA
Report #R-276, Towing Vessel Inspection Standards.
[ENCLOSURE #9].

#7. Industry gets "special deals" from the Coast Guard.
Some of these deals approach illegality. For example,
industry wanted the Coast Guard to issue temporary
merchant mariner documents good for 270 days because
of the large turnover of personnel in the industry.
Previously, the Coast Guard in New Orleans had reduced
licensing requirements for Masters, Mates and Engineers
on offshore supply vessels to suit the needs of industry.
Part of the program was declared illegal and withdrawn
after about a year. GCMA opposed this program because
it allows an employer to exploit mariners. Thanks to the
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Hours of Work and Rest
Trico Marine Operators, Inc.,
Supply Boats
A Trico captain recently asked about hours of work on supply boats. In particular he asked about
whether or not it is legal for crewmembers on a supply boat to work more than twelve hours in one day if that
should become necessary. Very simply, the answer is that it's ok if crewmembers perform work you judge to
be necessary even if it is more than twelve hours in one day. Within this framework Trico expects and
encourages you to ensure that your crewmembers are rested, alert and safe in their work and watch standing
in conformance with all applicable laws at all times.
Captain's Authority
The law recognizes your authority as captain and provides for circumstances when you may need to
have crew work even if it means exceeding twelve hours in a day. The law states that it “does not limit the
authority of the master…or the obedience of the seamen when” in his judgment “any part of the crew is
needed for—
n maneuvering, shifting the berth of, mooring, or unmooring, the vessel;
n performing work necessary for the safety of the vessel, or the vessel's passengers, crew, or cargo;
n saving life on board another vessel in jeopardy; or
n performing fire, lifeboat; or other drills in port or at sea." (46 USC 8104(f))
STCW
All Trico supply boats are also subject to the provisions of the STCW Code mandatory provisions. Chapter
VIII Section A Fitness for duty says that all persons who work as officer in charge of a watch or as a rating
forming part of a watch are to receive
n a minimum of 10 hours of rest in any 24-hour period.
n Rest periods may be divided into no more than two periods, one of which must be at least six
hours in length.
n The 10-hour minimum may be reduced to not less than 6 consecutive hours provided that any
such reduction does not extend beyond two days.
n In any event crewmembers are to receive 70 hours of rest in each seven-day period.
Time Off Duty
Periods of time off duty for rest are not limited to actual time asleep in a bunk. Periods of rest also
include time spent at meals, personal hygiene, and recreation Such as reading, letter writing, watching
television, conversation and so on. For example, a person may be off duty in a rest period for six hours but
actually sleep for only part of that time.
If you have questions about hours of work and rest or concerns about the manning of your vessel,
whether your own or from your crew that you need help in answering, contact the personnel department.

[ENCLOSURE # 2]
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STATEMENT BY CAPTAIN KEN DAWSON AT NOSAC MEETING—APRIL 20, 2000
MR. DAWSON: It stemmed from being confined to the vessel to start with. You're confined there and you can't walk away
from it even though you're not on watch. You're still confined there. A big part of it stems from the fact that the object you're
expected to sleep on is moving, rocking and rolling and bouncing. But there's a certain amount that you're not going to remedy.
We can talk about fatigue on rough seas. It's very difficult to sleep in eight, ten foot seas. And anybody tells you that they did is
lying, a common way of putting it. There’s actually emergencies that keep people from getting what we consider to be a proper
amount of sleep. The responsibility as a captain or engineer, you are there to make decisions. You can't say, Well, I'm off
watch now so I'll decide tomorrow. There is decisions that has to be made right then. But if we're going to deal with the 12
hour rule, the cures that I feel are available are exactly what OMSA has already proposed. Some effective training of the
people that are there to relieve you for those 12 hours. The mate needs to be effectively trained and this ongoing assessment in
my opinion is best way to train the man that's going to relieve you for those 12 hours that you was supposed to sleep.' Passing a
test is one thing. Actually knowing how to operate a vessel does not come out of it. You must be taught to operate a vessel. If
an engineer wants relief, then I feel that it should be the engineer's responsibility along with the captain's to train the people
below him to operate the vessel. this onboard assessment program, in my opinion, is the best way to train the people. Another
way of looking at the 12 hour rule the client that the vessel is assigned to. Look at what the vessel is asked to do. Do you have
the proper amount of people aboard the vessel to do the job that it has been assigned to do. In some cases, yes; in some cases,
no. Now the ISM Code gives the captain a way of guaranteeing that the crew gets a certain amount of sleep. But ISM Code
doesn't govern every vessel in the Gulf of Mexico. Maybe it should. But the 12 hour rule in itself cannot be dealt with unlessen
you would deal with these issues. And then there's the teamwork. The crew has to work together. I can tell you to go to bed, but
if you don't go to bed, then we haven't went anywhere. If you decide to play pedro or spades all night, that's not the industry's
fault. So if we're going to deal with the 12 hour rule, we're going to go out and do a survey. These are the issues that we have to
look at. And in most cases, do you have the people to do the job that the vessel has been assigned to do. Because the only other
way is to stop the boat. That's the only other way to deal with it is to just stop the boat. And if you're not going to stop it, then
put the properly trained people aboard the vessel to run it 24 hours. You can't tell the captain shut it down because the COI says
it can run.7You can't tell him he needs ten people because the COI says he don't need but five. So you have to deal with not
each individual vessel, but certain jobs, drilling jobs, seismograph jobs, diving jobs. What the people it takes to do the different
jobs, the same amount of people on the boat, put the amount of people on the boat.
And the training of it, effective training will bring this to a head. Effective training. We cannot continue as we have because of
the new technology that's being put on vessels. The captain of yesterday basically cannot operate the vessels coming off the
shipyard today without more training. It's not just a matter of pushing a throttle and turning the rudders any more. The vessels
are a lot more complicated than that. The last vessel I went on could basically operate itself, but somebody had to program it.
And the captain of yesterday will not be able to program the vessels that are coming off the shipyards. So if we're going to look
at these issues, then let's look at the effective training. I think that's the best cure whether or not we can get to 12 hour or not.
Thank you.
MR. BEACOM: [Representing GCMA] Could I address that?
MODERATOR: To start out with, please identify yourself.
MR. BEACOM: Captain Beacom. I don't disagree with anything you say. Everything that you say makes a lot of sense. But
I don't think the onus of responsibility while we're in this process of training people especially when we're dealing with a 90
percent turnover which makes it very difficult to move people up the ladder, when everybody falls off the bottom three or four
rungs, should allow us to work our captains to the point to where they no longer recommend, they no longer recruit, they no
longer try to bring people into an industry. I mean, you're-- you're-- you're in a Catch 22 situation here. If you don't have the
trained people and it's not a comfortable place to work, you're not going to get any recruiting. You can't go up in northwest
Iowa and recruit people to work in the Gulf. And once you deplete the area that you're trying to pull the people out of and the
job no longer holds any attractiveness to the people that you're trying to recruit, then you can no longer recruit. This is the
situation you find yourself in today. Now I don't disagree with any of the problems that you say. If the mate is properly trained
right, the captain can get 12 hours sleep. If the mate isn't properly trained, where do we go from there? I think there's certainly
enough ammunition here, that if some kind of a tasking force or somebody should look at these problems and try to get some of
the burden off the back of the captain. I mean, you're saying that the captain should do the training. He should train the mate.
The engineers who are already overworked should train the relief engineer or the oiler. I mean, where does this time come
from? I mean, we're already overworking people and we want to put more burden on the people we're overworking to solve
the problem that they didn't create in the first place.
MR. ALARIO: [Representing the Offshore Marine Services Association (OMSA)]. Well, who do you suggest training the
people on the vessel if it's not the people who know how to operate the vessel? Do you suggest we send them to some school
in Iowa where they can learn through some simulation method how to operate these vessels?

[ENCLOSURE # 3]
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MR. BEACOM: First you have to solve the problem of why you have so much turnover at the lower level. You can't train
people if you can't keep them on the boat.
MR. ALARIO: Well, speaking with all due respect and Mr. Chairman, I think we could be with this subject all day long, it's
one thing to come in and say we have 90 percent turnover across the board. It's one thing to come in and say we have fatigue.
We're working on all of these things. And the committee that you suggest is already in place, under Mr. Don Ray, the
prevention through people. These are people issues that relate to the activities of the vessel. We have already said that, OMSA
for one, and it's open to others on this committee that have submitted and are submitting studies with respect to safety operating
manuals, taking into account the new variables of today's marine environment which Admiral North referred to. We're taking
the studies that have been done by reputable government and other agencies to determine the technical basis, not allegations,
the technical basis that we can relate to and educate our people to, and we are already considering these issues for a report to
the committee. So if for instance the people who represent 90 percent of the boat owners, 95 percent of the equipment, are
prepared to say that this is what their mariners say are the problems which we are doing, then we're doing what you're asking
us to do already, and we will be happy to let you share in that report when it's done. But there are also some parallel reports that
are under way, as I understand it, being done on the rivers and other fatigue studies which need to be compiled in addition to
this, but we will be in a position to give you exactly the results and the information through the committee.
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NAME
OF
VESSEL

LENGTH
OF
VESSEL

DOMESTIC
GROSS
TONNAGE

DOMESTIC
NET
TONNAGE

ITC
GROSS
TONNAGE

CREW SIZE
LESS THAN
600 Mi.

Cedar River
Willow River
Flint River
Rain River
Cane River
Eagle River
James River
Thunder River
Buffalo River
Big Horn River
Miami River
Savannah River
Pearl River
Red River
York River
Suwannee River
Wolf River
Pecos River
Oak River
Madison River
Hudson River
Carson River
Ruby River
Elm River
Leigh River
Rush River
East River
Truckee River
Sun River
White River
Manatee River
Diamond River
Salem River
Rapid River
Southern River
Pond River
Hope River
Charles River
Powder River
Maple River
Big Blue River
Amite River
Fall River
Cannon River
Spring River
Llano River

174.90'
173.60'
174.60'
173.70'
173.60'
173.60'
173.60'
173.60'
171.30'
175.00'
170.00'
170.00'
169.60'
169.40'
169.20'
168.90'
168.50
168.30'
167.00'
166.90'
166.80'
166.30'
166.30'
166.30'
166.30'
166.30'
166.20'
166.20'
166.00'
166.00'
165.50'
165.40'
165.40'
164.10'
163.90'
163.30'
161.60'
156.70'
156.20'
155.70'
155.20'
148.90'
148.60'
164.10'
157.30'
158.50'

324
320
298
326
333
391
335
350
346
297
372
332
329
329
399
376
299
289
388
269
244
375
377
413
371
413
371
422
352
352
468
264
381
289
405
336
255
323
332
287
324
299
268
198
195
169

220
218
203
187
226
266
228
238
235
202
234
193
223
223
228
255
203
197
264
182
166
310
256
280
252
280
252
287
239
239
318
179
259
196
275
228
173
219
225
195
220
203
182
135
132
133

672
899
682
643
652
1095
652
1095
731
750
624
624
700
700
675
723
692
*
723
681
*
682
686
656
681
656
681
666
701
701
635
903
667
*
634
611
620
576
632
*
637
575
587
*

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4

*

[ENCLOSURE # 4]
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Public Law 96-378 (1980). On October 6, 1980, Public
Law 96-378 was enacted. It stated, in part, that "No offshore
supply vessel may be navigated without a licensed deck
officer and, if over two hundred gross tons, without a licensed
engineer." As a direct result of this new law, the Coast Guard
"grandfathered" existing engineers and issued those who fulfilled the requirements a temporary license without any formal
training requirements.
As the grandfathering process progressed, the industry
sank into a period of severe economic recession that lasted for
almost ten years. At the time, the industry had all of the
engineers it needed and saw no need to spend money to train
new engineers during those years. Besides, in most cases,
mariners were expected to obtain and/or upgrade their own
licenses in order to advance in the industry. At the same time,
the two private marine schools that had concentrated on training engineers in the Gulf area closed their doors during the
mid-1980s.

GCMA REPORT #R-238
LACK OF TRAINING FOR LICENSED
OFFSHORE SUPPLY VESSEL (OSV) ENGINEERS
[Being a summary of remarks made to the International
Transport Workers Federation (ITF) by the Gulf Coast Mariners Association in New Orleans, LA on April 11-12, 2000.]
BACKGROUND
During the 1970s, most offshore supply vessels were built
to admeasure at less than 200 gross tons, operated as
"uninspected vessels," and were not manned by Coast Guardlicensed engineers. Consequently, indoctrinating those who
performed engineer duties was left to on-the-job training
(OJT) rather than to formal instruction by qualified trainers.
That situation persists today!
Nevertheless, during the 1970s and into the early 1980s,
there existed formal training schools in both New Orleans(1)
and Port Arthur(2) where candidates from the Gulf area could
obtain required training for existing engineer licenses when
such licenses were required. Even the thought of licensing
towing vessel engineers was nixed by an admittedly
superficial Coast Guard study titled A Report to Congress
Concerning the Need for Engineers on Uninspected Towing
Vessels dated May 1973.
It appears that only a few vessel operating companies
recognize the value of training an engineer when licensing is
not also a legal requirement. So, in effect, the Coast Guard
must hold part of the blame for the current lack of engineering
training on commercial vessels less than 1,600 tons. It is a
situation that cries for attention. [ (1)American Marine School.
(2)
Captain Van.]

Functional Job Analysis (1982). Just before the onset of
the oilfield recession, the Coast Guard conducted a functional
job analysis covering the transportation sector of the offshore
oil industry and published a full report in January 1982. One
of the most notable results of the report dealt with OSV engineers. The report stated in part: "Responsibilities appear to
be misallocated in two positions. The engineer in many cases
is burdened with more tasks than can be performed. This is
especially true when his cargo transfer duties increase because
of frequent, very short trips that typically entail more pumping
duties. The mate on the other hand is underutilized. He
serves very little time on watch while underway.
Maintenance of the vessel is his main responsibility at the
dock, but this is limited by the vessel's schedule. Unlike the
engineer, the mate's work increases when the trips are longer
and less frequent. Since most of the trips are short and
frequent, there appears to be room for a shift in
responsibilities or additional help for the engineer." The
report correctly rejected transferring some of the mate's duties
to the engineer. [FJA, p. 52].
The functional job report recommended: "Add an oiler to
assist the chief engineer. We feel additional help for the chief
engineer is necessary in light of the work day laws and from
the task analysis¼" [FJA, p. 57.]

STUDIES AND REPORTS

UNDERMANNED ENGINEROOMS

The Newman Report (1973). In 1972, honoring a
request by leaders of the mineral and oil industry to Senator
Russell B. Long, the Commandant of the Coast Guard sent
Captain C. T. Newman to study the licensing regime that
governed the offshore oil industry and make recommendations for changes the industry believed were warranted. A
number of changes were warranted and were made based
upon the report. However, the concern for the status of
engineers did not place prominently in the report because few
engineers required licenses and because serious licensing
problems needed to be resolved with existing deck licenses
and examinations at the time.

While many of the recommendations of both the Newman
Report (1973) and the Functional Job Analysis (1982) were
implemented, others were not. Most notable is the fact that
many OSVs still operate without adequate, permanentlyassigned engineroom help in the form of an oiler. The sample
manning scales in the Marine Safety Manual, Vol. III, Chapter
21 indicate that three designated duty engineers and three
oilers are required on voyages of less than 600 miles.
However, these figures are qualified as "variables." The term
"variable" is explained as follows: "Number of engineering
personnel dependent on level of automation. Refer to Chapter
25 and NVIC 1-78 for specific guidance."

[ENCLOSURE # 5]
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NVIC 1-78 is titled Automation of Offshore Supply
Vessels of 100 Gross Tons and Over. This NVIC gives a
clear picture of what the OCMI must consider as far as
installed equipment on each OSV is concerned before
allowing that vessel to be considered for reduced engineroom
manning based on its automated status.
Chapter 25. Key paragraphs in "Chapter 25" (dated May
27, 1999) as mentioned above relating to the Engine
Department are as follows:
"Automation of the engine department is the most
common method of reducing manning levels. A review of
automated vessel experiences show varying degrees of
reliability in engineering automation. Accordingly, manning
reductions in the engine department shall be made only after a
system has been operated for a sufficient period of time to
demonstrate its reliability.
a. Reduction in Engineroom Manning Requests. The
Officer in Charge, Marine Inspection (OCMI) shall review
and approve all requests for reductions in engineroom
manning. The examination shall include a detailed analysis of
the following: (1) the capabilities of the automated system;
(2) the combination of the personnel, equipment, and systems
necessary to ensure the safety of the vessel, personnel, and
environment in all sailing conditions, (3) the ability of the
crew to perform all evolutions including emergencies and
during control or monitoring system failure; (4) a planned
maintenance program with regular testing and inspection procedures; and (5) the automated system's demonstrated reliability during its initial trial period and its continued
reliability. Critical consideration shall be given to the degree
of vital system automation, status of automation approval by
the Marine Safety Center (MSC) and status of testing required
by 46 CFR 61.40. 46 CFR 62.50 provides additional details
on the specific equipment and operational requirements for
minimally attended or periodically unattended machinery
arrangements.
The OCMI shall consider all relevant
information in determining a reduction in crew size to ensure
there is no adverse effect on safety. Any follow-up requests
for alteration of the vessel's manning shall be documented and
reviewed in a similar manner. Commandant (G-MOC) shall
be provided a copy of the final approval letter whenever a
manning reduction is permitted."
Our Association does not understand how any Offshore
Supply Vessel greater than 100 gross tons and in 24-hour
service, no matter how automated, can be allowed by any
Officer in Charge Marine Inspection to sail with only one
licensed engineer and no other trained and licensed or
certificated engineering personnel on board the vessel. As a
practical matter, we expand this statement to include the
hundreds of vessels that admeasure just less than 100 gross
tons under the old tonnage laws to take advantage of distorted
tonnage arrangements.
It is no wonder that companies operating their vessels so
deficiently crewed have trouble recruiting and retaining
decent engineroom personnel! We believe the mariners we
represent are only protected when laws, regulations, and
policies are enforced and carefully reviewed on a regular
basis. The disturbing reports we have received from our
mariners give us reason to believe this is not being done.

TRAINING
The requirement for licensed engineers in Public Law 96378 (1980) created a greater distinction between deck and engineering departments than existed during the 1970s. Many
times in the past, the engineer was, de facto, treated as the
second in command because he was the most experienced
person aboard aside from the master. Yet few engineers ever
had any formal training.
In response to Public Law 96-378, the Coast Guard sent a
team of two engineers from the Coast Guard Institute in
Oklahoma City to meet with an ad hoc industry group to discuss appropriate examinations for the new OSV engineer
licenses. The Coast Guard team, headed by Mr. Jerry Askin,
proposed a typical "deep sea" approach to engineer licensing.
This was based upon their lack of specific knowledge of the
offshore oil industry. This approach was rejected by those in
attendance.
Textbooks. At the time of that meeting, Mr. Bob Ward, a
retired Coast Guard engineering officer with years of practical
experience in Coast Guard and industry, had written a handbook called Workboat Engineer and Oiler that he believed
would be useful to engineers in the industry. It consisted of
one volume of about 300 pages with fairly large type. This
was not a "question-and-answer" book. Although not
"approved" or "accepted" in any way, the book was listed in
the Coast Guard bibliography. After the meeting, many
USCG exam questions used this book as their source.
The relatively few engineer candidates sitting for new
M&O Engineer licenses had no trouble passing the exam
using this book until the late-1980s.
When the Coast Guard's merchant marine examination
section moved from Oklahoma City to Washington, in the late
1980s, the new Coast Guard employees dramatically
increased the scope and coverage of the OSV exams. This
was done by utilizing the large bank of multiple choice exam
questions developed during the early 1980s. In deciding to
update Workboat Engineer and Oiler to be useful in exam
preparation, it was necessary include, organize, and explain
hundreds of multiple choice answers. Yet, the Coast Guard
refused to make the codes assigning questions to various
levels of exams available to any maritime educators. This
made it extremely difficult to scope and prepare the
appropriate study material. Eventually, to provide full
coverage for license candidates, the book expanded to three
volumes with 1,480 pages of fairly small type and a copy of
the USCG Merchant Marine Engineering Illustration Book for
reference. The large volume of training material to pass what
should have been a rather basic Coast Guard exam
discouraged many license candidates.
Approved courses. The Coast Guard has approved only
one "lower-level" engineering course at the Seattle Central
Community College. This course, called the "Marine Engineering Technology Program" extends over a nine-month
period. A graduate of that program "meets service and exam
requirements for DDE limited, 1000 or 4000 hp, provided
recency and other requirements are also met." The length of
10
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the course, its residency requirements, and the location where
it is given ensure that it will not attract any engineer
candidates from the Gulf Coast area.
Nevertheless, the Seattle course also appears to set the
standard that any comparable "approved course" must meet.
At least one local private training school's application was
summarily rejected because its proposed course was "too
short"—in fact, much shorter than nine-months.
Consequently, Coast Guard approved "lower-level"
engineering courses are currently unavailable to candidates in
the Gulf area.

with each individual, is more difficult to calculate, and should
require the employer to provide a sea service letter at the end
of that period of service)? If that is the case, we would ask
that the license holder be provided with complete instructions
as to the steps he/she must take and the expense he/she must
bear to remove the restriction. Our members have found that
removing the restriction is a prerequisite to obtaining employment with a different employer. We also request a copy
of those instructions.
·What specific steps must the company whose name appears
in the endorsement take to notify its employee that his/her
year of service is complete and formally release the individual's license from this restriction so that he/she may
continue to hold the tonnage/ horsepower endorsement yet
seek employment elsewhere?
"We are concerned that employers are abusing the existing
system and that individual mariners do not believe they are
free to seek employment with other employers at the end of
the one year period, to wit:
·The employer is not required to furnish an individual with a
full and complete sea-service letter in a timely manner to
assist him in obtaining another job. It may not be in an
employer's interest to do so, especially in a tight labor market.
This is a long-standing problem that needs to be corrected by
appropriate regulations. Nor does it appear that a marine
employer is under any obligation to furnish a present or
former employee with copies of the vessel logs verifying his
service in spite of the fact that the employee may have
prepared these logs on behalf of his employer.
·We believe that such endorsements, if continued to be
permitted, should be given a definite expiration date and
should not require the mariner to engage in a separate transaction, or fill out another license application blank, or pay a
separate $45.00 "user fee," or waste his/her valuable time and
money seeking an appointment at the Regional Examination
Center for the purpose of expunging these endorsements from
a license. Such procedures make it extremely difficult for a
mariner to obtain a better job in a timely and predictable
manner.
"We openly question the basis upon which the Coast
Guard has underwritten a policy that appears to favor certain
employers at the expense of a large body of working
mariners—especially when fully licensed individuals are
already available.
"We seek to have our attorneys closely examine your
current policy including its basis in law and regulation.
Consequently, we respectfully request that your office furnish
us with copies of all pertinent documents including the policy
itself, any approvals from Headquarters regarding this policy,
any interpretations affecting this policy, as well as all
correspondence dealing with this policy to allow our attorneys
to make an informed decision on its merits and legality. If a
formal Freedom of Information Act request is required to
obtain any portion of this information, please advise us. If
any fees are required to research this information in excess of
$50.00, please notify us before proceeding."
Our Association receives persistent reports that many
engineers serving on OSVs have not been adequately trained
to perform their jobs, are not provided with sufficient tools to
perform even the most rudimentary repairs, and that

Home-study and guided-study courses. Home study for
"lower-level" engineering licenses is based on reading the
series of textbooks described above. However, some but not
all "exam-prep" schools will work with individual candidates
to tutor them for the standard Coast Guard exam. Many candidates report spending months in school primarily engaged in
a repetitive review of existing Coast Guard multiple choice
questions and answers—a period they considered dull and
unproductive.
Check-list Engineers. In 1996, the Eighth Coast Guard
District initiated a program called the "Offshore Industry
Competency-Based Qualification System" at the insistence of
industry. This system uses a course approved by the Coast
Guard and sponsored by a company, which can be either an
in-house program or conducted by a third party. It is
important to note that this type of program is not the standard
"approved course in lieu of examination." In fact, we are not
sure exactly what its status is and asked the Coast Guard for
clarification! The course must include a "Coast Guard
approved training book and end-of-training, company
practical / written exam."
This program is based on OCMI Policy #1-B-96. We are
unclear as to whether this is strictly an OCMI New Orleans
program or whether this program and the licenses it generates
are recognized throughout the Coast Guard. The special
license has restrictions that appear to tie the mariner to one
employer and restrict his ability to change jobs without losing
much of the credit he may have amassed.
On March 3, 2000 we wrote a letter of inquiry to the
Eighth District Legal Office. The letter was forwarded to the
National Maritime Center for reply—which we await. Our
letter stated:
"Our Association has received a number of complaints
from our members that endorsements with wording similar to
that used on licenses such as the attached example (with name
and other personal information redacted) restrict the
employment of the licensed individual to the named company,
in effect making that individual an indentured servant.
"It is our understanding, subject to your explanation or
correction, that the period of service restricted by the wording
of that endorsement is limited to one year. However, if this is
correct, we would further ask:
·Is that service limited to a calendar year (which is simple to
calculate from the issue date on the face of the license)? If
that is the case, we would ask that the date be specified on the
reverse side of the license.
·Is that service limited to one year of sea service (which varies
11
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insufficient servicable parts are available. Some engineers are
told not to attempt to make repairs but, rather, to call the
company if machinery or equipment breaks down.
We believe that OSVs deserve the services of skilled and
knowledgeable engineers who have been properly and fully
instructed in machinery maintenance and repair—including
electrical machinery. We note that there are no schools in the
Gulf area that provide all the necessary training for OSV
engineers within a reasonable time frame. Although this is
not an insurmountable problem, adequate training for
engineers is something that the vessel operating companies
have taken all possibles step to avoid for the past forty years.
Sadly, companies now lack the pool of trained employees they
need to meet both STCW requirements while working
mariners who hold (or seek to hold) jobs as engineers are
denied the type of training they need to perform their jobs in a
professional manner.
We believe the industry needs to train a pool of fully
qualified engineers that are capable of professional
advancement in the industry.
We believe that the Coast Guard has failed to offer
meaningful leadership and guidance in this regard and has
found it more expeditious to cave into industry demands for
special treatment. The position the industry finds itself in
today is one of its own making. As a result, the status of
trained vessel engineers in this industry is extremely
questionable and requires immediate attention and
improvement.
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engineer, who among many other jobs is responsible for
pumping a variety of below-deck cargo, was grievously
overworked. Unfortunately, this situation is not an isolated
event in the mineral and oil industry.
46 USC §8104(e)(1)(A)(B) states that "a seaman may not
be engaged to work alternately in the deck and engine
departments; or required to work in the engine department if
engaged for deck department duty or required to work in the
deck department if engaged for engine department duty..."
We want to point out that such a vessel needs an
additional watchstander assigned to the engineroom. This
watchstander needs to be fully trained because, among other
things, he must be able to pump fuel and hazardous chemicals.
We want to point out as well that regulations do not require
tankermen to serve on OSVs since these vessels are not
classified as tank vessels. Nevertheless, when neither the
Coast Guard nor the employer are concerned enough to
provide adequate support to the vessel's engineer, this only
encourages allowing untrained and unqualified persons to
haphazardly perform environmentally sensitive tasks.
Overworking engineers is not a new problem. The Coast
Guard clearly recognized the problem in the Functional Job
Analysis (FJA) they performed in 1982 at taxpayer expense.
The FJA was presented at the Workboat Show and was then
widely circulated. Thereafter, it was consigned to dusty
bookshelves and largely forgotten. No effective action has
ever been taken on this report.

GCMA Report #R-279
DATE: April 16, 2001
Engineroom Manning on Offshore Supply Vessels (OSV).
In the Summer of 2000, the Gulf Coast Mariners
Association (GCMA) published a book titled Mariners Speak
Out on Violation of the 12-Hour Work Day. Although the
immediate purpose of the book was to highlight the rampant
abuse of the "12-Hour Rule" that is supposed to govern the
manning of OSVs and uninspected towing vessels, it also
revealed the practice of undermanning on these vessels.
GCMA brought these facts to the attention of Coast Guard
officials as well as to the members of three federal advisory
committees:
— National Offshore Safety Advisory Committee (NOSAC)
— Merchant Marine Personnel Advisory Committee
(MERPAC)
— Towing Safety Advisory Committee (TSAC)(1) [ (1)Copies
were distributed to members of each committee.]
While a number of offshore supply vessels (OSV) and
uninspected towing vessels operate with an inadequate
number of crewmembers and others operate with inadequately
trained crews, this report (#R-279) focuses on engineering
personnel on Offshore Supply Vessels.

WHAT OUR ENGINEER TOLD US
A November 30, 2000 memo contains information
provided by a licensed Chief Engineer on an offshore supply
vessel. No "oiler", "wiper" or other engineroom personnel
was assigned to help him during his two-week tour of duty.
We used the "From...To" approach to cover the full 24
hours of each day wherever possible based on the engineer's
notes verified from our correspondence and double checked
when the report was completed. These hours are a general
outline of the work day the engineer performed on a typical
185 foot offshore supply vessel operating from Port Fourchon,
LA, in domestic service and on voyages of less than 600
miles. What we were interested in was how many hours on
each day was available to him for "rest." Coast Guard policy
letter G-MOC #4-00 defines "Rest" as "...a period of time
during which the person concerned is off duty, is not
performing work...and is allowed to sleep without being
interrupted." This does not state that the engineer did sleep —
only that he could sleep if he wished to.
In this paper the engineer recorded how many hours of
"rest" he had in each 24 hour period on each day. This figure
did not have to match his schedule each day but should not
directly conflict with it. We realized this report would be
subjective, but these figures were reported to be true "to the best
of his knowledge and belief." In this, the daily schedule is only
a guideline. The engineer advised us for each day whether it
was possible at any time to get 6 hours of uninterrupted sleep as
required by STCW. The engineer stated that he would be
available to verify this report for any valid official purpose.

On January 16, 2001 and again on February 11, 2001, the
GCMA attempted to bring the matter of adequately manning
OSV enginerooms to the attention of the Eighth District
Commander, RADM Paul J. Pluta.
We believe that existing Coast Guard policies in the
Marine Safety Manual (Volume 3) encourage undermanning
by approving substandard manning levels on an undetermined
but substantial number of OSVs.
We provided a copy of a valid Certificate of Inspection
from a 185 foot OSV showing a manning level of one
licensed Chief Engineer with no oilers or other engineroom
assistants. This was provided only as an example and was not
intended to target the boat owner—only to highlight a
substandard manning practice.
We also provided a copy of the hours maintained by a
licensed Chief Engineer on a comparable vessel operated by
another company. This is a true record of the engineer's
"hours of rest" as defined in G-MOC Policy Letter #4-00 and
is reprinted below. The vessel that the Chief Engineer works
on is approximately 23 years newer than the vessel whose
COI we presented—illustrating a trend in undermanning that
has existed for far too many years.
While the Chief Engineer expressed no complaints about
automated controls and monitoring systems not functioning
properly on his relatively new vessel, it was obvious that the
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Tuesday October 31, 2000
0030
Left home to drive to work.
0420
Arrived at Port Fourchon. Stayed on crewboat
awaiting my assigned 185 foot supply boat.
0530
Went on a utility boat awaiting my assigned boat.
1000
Went aboard my assigned supply boat. I
received no orientation. Liquid mud duties were
awaiting my arrival. I was the only engineer on
the boat. No other engine room personnel were
assigned.
1030 to 1630 Transferring mud returned from the rig to two
tanks on the boat.
1700 to 1900 Pumping fuel, stirring mud, and transferring
water.
1900
Underway back to dock. Laid down.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 2.

ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST.": 4.
Monday November 6, 2000
0001 to 0830 Stirring mud until arrival at dock.
0830
At Dock.
1200
At dock. Load Barite.
1600
At Dock. Offloaded liquid mud.
1600 to 2400 Standby.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 6.
Tuesday November 7, 2000
0001 to 0800 Standby at dock.
0800 to 1200 Up and underway, performing routine
maintenance.
1200 to 1800 ?
2400
At rig.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 8 (6
HOURS OF SLEEP)

Wednesday November 1, 2000
0230
Started pumping off mud to facility at the dock.
0500
Loading fuel and water at the dock.
0800
Internal transfer of fuel to level the boat.
1000
Return to bed.
1300 to 2400 Awake and started cleaning three (3) liquid mud
tanks.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 4.

Wednesday November 8, 2000
0001
At rig.
0300
At Dock.
0800
Underway.
0900 to 1200 At rig. Handle deck cargo.
1200 to 1800 Prepare to leave rig; leave rig; underway; arrive
at dock.
1800 to 2300 Standby at Dock.
2300 to 2400 Standby to load Gel.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 5.

Thursday November 2, 2000
0001 to 0300 Continued cleaning three (3) liquid mud tanks.
0300 to 0700 Awake and started to pump water.
0700 to 1400 Standby while pumping continued.
1400
Finished pumping water and Calcium Bromide
1400 to 2400 Standby at Rig.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 8.

Thursday November 9, 2000
0001 to 0300 Standby at Dock to load Gel.
0300 to 0700 Load Gel and Standby.
0700
Underway in port movement.
0900
At Dock.
1200
Underway.
1400 to 2400 At Rig.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 6.

Friday November 3, 2000
0001 to 0200 Standby at Rig.
0200
Hooked up to back-load mud from rig.
0330
Standby at Rig waiting for mud to be pumped
from rig.
0630
Started receiving mud from rig.
0800
Pumping calcium and stirring mud every hour to
prevent it from settling.
1200
Finished pumping calcium.
1300
Underway from rig to dock.
1800
Standby dock, loading and stirring mud.
1830
Laid down.
2015
Got up to stir the mud.
2400
Pumping water.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 3.

Friday November 10, 2000
0001 to 1200 At Rig.
1200 to 1600 Swapped generators; changed filters for port and
starboard generators; cleaned engine room;
pumped gel and water to the rig; emptied
forward liquid mud tanks for drill water.
1600 to 2400 At Rig.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 6.
Saturday November 11, 2000
0001 to 1600 At Dock. Loaded drill water into #2s & #5s and
forward liquid mud tanks.
1600
At rig. Pumping water and cement to the rig.
2400
At Dock.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 4.

Saturday November 4, 2000
0001 to 0400 Continued pumping water.
0400 to 1000 Laid down.
1000 to 2400 Arose to swap generators; standby and circulate
mud hourly.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 6.

Sunday November 12, 2000
0001 to 0800 Standby at Dock.
0800
At Dock. Loaded Cement.
1200
At Rig. Pumped cement to rig.
2400
At dock.
ESTIMATED TOTAL HOURS OF "REST": 6.

Sunday November 5, 2000
1200
Standby.
1300 to 1500 Working on repairs to starter on Port Main
Engine.
1600 to 2400 Standby Rig, stirring mud.
14
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Monday November 13, 2000
0001 to 0800 Standby at Dock.
0800
Picked up pallets of ???
1200 to 2400 Standby at Dock.
RECEIVED 8 HOURS OF REST, 6 HOURS OF SLEEP.

On two of the vessels, we noted that only a "licensed deck
officer" would be available to serve as the designated personin-charge when transferring fuel oil or petroleum based liquid
mud. The vessel was not required to carry a certificated
tankerman (because an OSV is not classified as a tank vessel)
or a licensed engineer (because the vessel at 196 gross tons
was slightly less than 200 gross tons). We believe it is only
fair to ask how the single licensed officer on duty (as this is a
"two-watch" vessel) is supposed to properly supervise fuel or
petroleum based liquid mud transfer when his duty station is
in the pilothouse and the transfer takes place on deck? It is
one thing to be on the scene and properly supervise the
transfer; it is another thing to be "designated as a Person in
Charge" and, as such, to be blamed if a spill occurs. We can
understand why any licensed officer would be reluctant to do
so and risk losing his license. On the two other OSVs, we
noted that there were additional requirements that permit
transferring cargo to or from portable tanks as well as
additional fire protection equipment provided for this purpose.
However, there is only one person available on duty on deck
to use that equipment!
On the third OSV, we noted the same absence of any
engineroom personnel. We also noted that "...the specified
manning level is contingent upon the proper operation of the
engineering automated control/monitoring systems..." This
statement indicates that some person, other than the licensed
officer on watch, must be available to respond to engine
alarms 24 hours per day. This person, however, more than
likely has little more than a passing knowledge of the
engineroom and its equipment. In fact, the only persons with
experience are the licensed officers. Since one licensed
officer is on duty in the pilothouse, the second licensed officer
must be called out to solve any problems in the engineroom
after his watch is over. This may interrupt his rest or violate
the 12 hour rule. The Coast Guard officials who approve
these Certificates of Inspection should be alert enough to this
situation.
There is also an implicit assumption that one deckhand is
capable of tying up a supply boat alone—not only to a dock
but also to an offshore platform or buoy in any weather
conditions. This can be unsafe if, for example, the deckhand
must carry the line ashore and slips and falls in the water or
if he gets in trouble on deck at sea with nobody else
available on deck to help.
While all of these evolutions may be possible using a total
of four crew members, they are neither safe nor practical on a
vessel in 24-hour service. The crew listed on the Certificates
of Inspection for these vessels would be expected to routinely
violate work hour statutes and regulations.
Our complaint lies not so much with the boat owners who
are free to follow the dictates of their Certificates of
Inspection, but rather with the Coast Guard that displays so
little knowledge of how these vessels really operate in
domestic 24-hour service that they freely and without question
issue such certificates. The fact that two of these vessels
operate under the "Streamlined Inspection Program" further
illustrates how the Coast Guard has simply rubber-stamped
these practices year after year without question. It doesn't
take a rocket scientist to understand why many mariners tire
of working under these conditions and seek employment
elsewhere. There is no mystery here!

Tuesday November 14, 2000
0001 to 0400 Loading Barite at the Dock.
0600
Crew change.
(Was paid ½ a day going and coming)
CONDITIONS ON SMALLER SUPPLY BOATS
On February 11, 2001 we supplemented our letter of
January 16, 2001 to RADM Pluta dealing with the same
subject.
We enclosed copies of four Certificates of Inspection (COI)
for OSVs that operate in the Gulf of Mexico. These were
typically older but smaller supply boats. They were not "utility
boats." Our concern, as emphasized to us by a mariner who
was an employee of the owner of these vessels, is to point out
the inadequate manning of these vessels on voyages of less than
600 miles which is how these vessels are primarily employed.
In fact, crewing for vessels engaged on voyages greater than
600 miles plays no part in this report. Our conclusion is that the
COIs provided by the Coast Guard made no provision
whatsoever for manning the enginerooms of these vessels.
On their voyages, the Coast Guard permits these old
offshore supply vessels in 24-hour service to be manned by
only four (4) crew members. However, none of the crew
members including the licensed officers is required to have
any training as a vessel engineer. Moreover, the care,
operation, and maintenance of the engines of these vessels,
ranging from 1,800 to 2,250 horsepower simply appears to be
left unassigned. The effect is to leave the Master of the vessel
short of crew members.
When assigning watches,
engineroom duties including pumping cargo must be attended
to by persons who may have little or no demonstrated
capabilities or training or mechanical aptitude or by a licensed
deck officer who may be called on to violate statutory workhour regulations. The engineroom is a dangerous place for
people who don't know what they are doing or what they are
supposed to do.
Since each of these vessels is in excess of 100 gross tons,
according to 46 USC 8104(e)(1)(A)(B) "...a seaman may not
be engaged to work alternately in the deck or engine
department; or required to work in the engine department if
engaged for deck department duty or required to work in the
deck department if engaged for engine department duty."
These Certificates of Inspection, as issued, appear to overlook
this point. While underway, the Master's or Mate's position
must be in the pilothouse. This leaves an able seaman or an
ordinary seaman to handle all deck and engineroom duties
alone—unless he wakes an off-duty crew member.
Not only do the engines operate the vessel's propulsion,
they also power both its generating and pumping equipment.
Although a licensed engineer is not required on a vessel of
less than 200 gross tons, we note that no certificated
engineroom personnel with even minimal "oiler"
qualifications has been provided in the manning requirements.
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As an association whose legitimate purpose is to represent
the safety interests and concerns of our mariners, we asked the
Eighth District Commander to investigate this situation.
Unfortunately, it took three months for his staff to even
deliver our message to him! We are still awaiting a reply.
We believe that the manning of inspected offshore supply
vessels should be thoroughly and completely reevaluated both
at the District level and at Headquarters in Washington with
an eye to requiring adequate and safe manning of all OSVs in
domestic service.
It is only fair to point out that one of the four OSVs cited
in our letter of February 11, 2001 sank in the Gulf of Mexico
with the loss of two lives. At the time of the sinking, the
vessel's owner has provided an extra crew member above and
beyond that required on the vessel's COI. That person, who
was only documented as an ordinary seaman, apparently was
assigned to serve as engineer. The cause of the sinking,
according to transcripts of the Coast Guard hearing, was the
failure by someone(1) to close engineroom doors in bad
weather and the failure of a recently-inspected alarm system
to alert the persons on watch in the pilothouse that the
engineroom doors were open. [ (1)"What is everybody's
business is nobody's business" describes this particular
accident.]
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— Master must know if vessel can sail legally w/o this
equipment or if temporary replacements are needed.
HOMEMADE DAVITS. [46 CFR 131.550 & 46 CFR
133.160(a)].
— Some OCMI-accepted homemade davits cannot be
turned and held outboard against an adverse list of 20°
by a single person or the small crew on an OSV.
— *Need uniform published standards.

GCMA Document #R-265

OSV RESCUE BOATS. [46 CFR 133.135(c)]:
— We note the exception to requiring a rescue boat on some
OSVs working on the U.S. continental shelf.
— Determination by a local OCMI who may not have
inspected the vessel in question or know the conditions it
operates under.
— Mariners on these vessels should report any personnel
recovery equipment installed in lieu of a rescue boat that
does not perform as expected.
— *Mariners are "employees-at-will" and USCG must be
diligent in protecting their identities.

USCG PUBLIC MEETING ON SUBCHAPTER L
NEW ORLEANS—AUG. 26, 1999
REVIEW OF SUBCHAPTER L.
(GCMA Letter of August 11, 1999)
LIFESAVING
SURVIVAL CRAFT.
— *We object to USCG approval, acceptance, and continued
use of life floats and buoyant apparatus as "survival craft."
— Join NTSB in demand for out-of-water survival equipment.
NTSB "most wanted" transportation safety
improvement.
— Definition: a survival craft is "a craft capable of
sustaining the lives of persons in distress.
— LF & BA don't fit the definition. Mariners must remain in
the water. Risk drowning, hypothermia (25X), sharks
jellyfish etc. No equipment to help survive.
— Reject NOSAC attempt to removes waterlight from LF w/
capacity <24 persons. On T-Boats each LF must have a
waterlight.
— GCMA position Appendix 2 was approved by Board of
Directors on August 11, 1999.
— SOLAS does not list either LF or BA as "survival craft."

PROTECTING INFLATABLE RESCUE BOATS. [46 CFR
133.140]:
— Reg. has no requirement to cover or protect the fabric of
an inflated rescue boat from the sun or salt water.
— *Require an easily removed cover.
Z-CARDS FOR LIFESAVING PROFICIENCY. [46 CFR
131.410]:
— Z-cards are only issued on the basis of service on vessels
over 100 GT.
— *Require Z-cards for all OSV crew since some small
OSVs carry inflatable liferafts they must know how to use.
STCW RESCUE BOAT PROFICIENCY. [46 CFR
131.420(e)]:
— "Each motorized survival craft must have...a person
capable of operating the engine and carrying out minor
adjustments."
— *Clarify how many people on OSVs must meet the
"Specification of the minimum standard of competence in
survival craft and rescue boats other than fast rescue
boats" in STCW Table A-VI/2-1?

LIFT TO LAUNCH A SURVIVAL CRAFT. [46 CFR
133.130(a)(8)(ii) & 46 CFR 133.150(c)]:
— Lifting survival craft that weighs up to 408 lbs. up 1 foot
to launch is too much for small crew on many OSVs.
— Some crewboats are certified as OSVs. T-Boat regs
require lifting device if over 200# or vertical lift >1 foot.
— Existing OSV reg. discriminates by requiring crew to lift
twice as much weight.
— *Rewrite rule.

FIREFIGHTING
FIRE PUMPS. [46 CFR 130.430]:
— Why must someone go into the engineroom and line up
the valves before most fire pumps can be started?
— Cite NTSB's ARGO COMMODORE accident report.
— *Require an engineering solution.

INFLATABLE LIFERAFT STOWAGE. [46 CFR
133.105(b)(1)]: ·Must be stowed for easy side-to-side transfer
at a single open deck level.
— "Easy" depends on weight, # of crew available and uninjured, sea conditions, deck inclination, not lifting LR
over bulwarks and obstacles. Cannot predict in advance.
— *Liferaft coverage on each side of the vessel improves the
chances of survival, provides equipment in case of
damage, loss, failure to function properly, or if one LR is
off vessel being serviced.
SERVICING LIFESAVING EQUIPMENT.
131.555].
— Servicing may take days or weeks.
— Vessel will be without the equipment.

[46

INADEQUATE FIRE PUMP. [46 CFR 132.100(b)]:
— Small OSVs need an engine-driven fire pump for adequate
fire protection.
— Hand-operated fire pumps are inefficient and hard to
operate by one person.
— Firefighter must keep one hose or end of pump in the
water for suction and work the pump just to spray a small
stream of water.
— *Eliminate reference to any hand-operated fire pump and
install an engine-driven fire pump.

CFR

[ENCLOSURE # 7]
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SCBA & FIREFIGHTING. [46 CFR 131.535(c)(5)]:
— No SCBA, as mentioned in the regulatory scenario for a
fire drill, is required on each OSV.
— Crew may feel obliged to take unwarranted chances to
save the vessel/job and thereby endanger their lives
and/or sacrifice their health—far beyond the costs of the
equipment.
— *Employer's policies should state the extent of firefighting
exposure and risk they expect crew to take to save the
OSV.

CONSTRUCTION
DEAD END PASSAGEWAYS. [46 CFR 127.240(j)]:
— Allowing a dead-end passageway on an OSV as long as 40
ft. without a second means of escape is excessive.
— Allows crew to become more easily trapped in case of
sinking or capsizing.
— T-Boat regs only allow 20 ft!
— *Consider rewriting reg for new OSVs.
TINTED GLASS. [46 CFR 127.430(b)]:
— Does "light transmission of 70%" mean that tinted glass
is allowed in a pilothouse?
— USCG MSO Mobile stated that this adversely affects
picking out objects at night.
— If true, reg should be changed.

OPERATIONS
USING MARITIME SERVICES PROVIDED. [46 CFR
131.910]:
— The phrase "Acquaint himself..." is vague.
— U.S. government offers extensive navigation and meteorological services often under-utilized by mariners.
— No requirement exists for employers to subscribe furnish
copies of the Local Notice to Mariners while operating in
U.S. waters or the Notices to Mariners in foreign waters.
— No requirement exists for a Master to listen to Broadcast
Notices to Mariners when on duty.
— No mention requirement to listen to USCG, USN, or
NOAA weather reports before leaving port or when within
broadcast range.
— These are important omissions since these important
services are offered to mariners at taxpayer expense.
— *Mariners should be required to use these services for safe
navigation.

NOSAC SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT.
(GCMA Letter of Aug. 20, 1999)
These comments respond directly to an undated but
published report prepared by a subcommittee of the National
Offshore Safety Advisory Committee (NOSAC).
Our
comments offer a necessary balance to many of the NOSAC
subcommittee recommendations.
No working mariners
currently serve on NOSAC.
MANNING. NOSAC considered whether "larger" OSVs
need larger crews to operate safely. NOSAC cited technological advances in vessel automation and new requirements for
crew training, in accordance with the ISM Code and STCW,
saying that more sophisticated vessels manned by better
trained crews will enable larger vessels to operate w/ same
size crew as existing vessels. We disagree.
— NOSAC ignores common practice and regulatory policy
that generally requires a larger vessel to use a larger crew
to adequately man and maintain them.
— Adequate crew size is important on "large" OSVs that
operate under a "two-watch" system.
— The "two-watch system" is an euphemism. It conceals a
demanding work week at least 84 hours long that often
requires officers and crew to work beyond the statutory
maximum of 12 hours per day. USCG knows about this
but has done little to enforce the work-hour standards
specified in laws and regulations.
— Larger OSVs have more and heavier deck equipment,
lines, cables, chain, and hoses as well as larger steel
surface areas that rust.
— Chipping and painting require more, not less, maintenance
and physical labor. In contrast to OSVs, the deep sea
merchant marine use a "three-watch system."

STABILITY LETTER. [46 CFR 131.930]:
— Having the stability letter "readily available" makes it
much less visible and less significant if you had to post it
in the pilothouse under glass with all pages visible (as
required on T-Boats).
— Several years ago MSO Morgan City had to instruct
Masters how to read and understand an OSV stability
letter.
— *Require the stability letter to be posted.
ANCHORING. [46 CFR 130.250]:
— What standards or guidelines does an OCMI use to
specify anchors, chains, and equipment to weigh anchor
for OSVs under 100 GT.
— *Include a set of standards in the regulations or
meaningful guidance in a NVIC.
RADAR OBSERVER. [46 CFR 130.310]:
— OSV regs for vessels under 100 GT do require a radar
installation, proper radar maintenance, or a radar observer
endorsement.
— *Recommend all of the above.

FATIGUE. NOSAC believes improvements in the technology
used in the wheelhouse, engine room and cargo control station
will reduce the physical demands on crew members. We
disagree.
— *Need for additional personnel exists on new "larger"
OSVs between 3,000 and 6,000 Gross Tons (ITC).
— *The Coast Guard should review current manning levels
and work-hours on all OSVs using existing vessel log
books and random interviews of selected personnel off the
job.

OFFICIAL LOGBOOKS. [46 CFR 131.610(d)]:
— The Master is required to file "Official Logbooks" with the
OCMI.
— *This should be an obligation of the employer who is
better equipped for this clerical and administrative task.
— "After a specified time has elapsed" is vague and unenforceable and should be changed to "30 days."
— USCG does not keep adequate records of Official Logbooks and cannot compare voyages undertaken with those
completed.
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— *For safety reasons, OSVs (especially large ones) should
operate under a three-watch system for voyages of any
length, duration and service.
— Employers should adhere to more rigorous work-hour
standards as specified in long-standing but overlooked
U.S. regs, new STCW requirements and ILO standards.
— NTSB asks that the DOT "...require the modal administrations (including USCG) to modify the appropriate CFR to
establish scientifically based hours-of-service regulations
that set limits on hours of service, provide predictable
work and rest schedules, and consider circadian rhythms
and human sleep requirements. Seek Congressional
authority, if necessary, for the(m)...to establish these
regulations."
— In the ER, there will be a greater variety of fluids to store,
change, pump and eventually to dispose of.
— Based on past history of OSV manning, employers do not
always provide adequate ER personnel to properly
maintain equipment. The USCG Functional Job Analysis
(1982) showed that the engineer was clearly overworked.
However, USCG took no remedial action on this report
such as beefing up ER manning requirements. Industry
exerted little impetus to improve the situation.
— Owners have spent little time and effort in formal engineer
training and concentrated on OJT. Who does NOSAC
think can repair this "sophisticated" equipment at sea
when its use becomes critical to the vessel's mission
whether this equipment is electronic, hydraulic, or
pneumatic or a combination of these without formal
training?
— Crews working under a two-watch system are forced to
work outside the lawful work-hour limits. Not only will
the physical demands upon mariners increase with OSVs'
— NOSAC says No. 2 Fuel Oil is a minimal environmental
threat because it dissipates by evaporation and natural
dispersion. Research has established that the spill of
diesel fuel (No. 2 Fuel Oil) offshore, even in quantities
approaching the maximum capacity of an OSV, would
dissipate/evaporate, without significant impact, before a
significant spill response could be organized, much less
effected. The SCANDIA-NORTH CAPE pollution
incident off Rhode Island in Jan. 1996 debunks the
claim that this type of oil is not a hazard to the
environment.
— NOSAC states that a total capacity of 494,000 gallons of
oil can be carried in a typical "large" 5,200 GT (ITC)
supply boat. This represents almost 60% of the NORTH
CAPE spill of 828,000 gallons. Such a spill could devastate the coastal marshes of southeast Louisiana, as they did
the shoreline of Rhode Island, if blown ashore in a
southerly gale. In SCANDIA, both the employer and the
Master were cited and penalized. However, thousands of
innocent people lost their livelihood and suffered from
pollution.
— OSV crews must supply whatever amount of fuel a rig
calls for— large or small. In doing so, they must connect,
disconnect, or reconnect hoses when told to do so. During
fueling operations, hoses stretched from vessel to platform
are subject to parting, or pinching from vessel movement
or sea condition. Rigs often "top off" rather wait to fill
nearly-empty fuel tanks since the next transfer may be
delayed from sea conditions, equipment breakdown or

other unpredictable causes. Each transfer carries its own
risks regardless of the quantity transferred.
— Other types of "spills" are harmful to marine life.
Blowing out cement and mud hoses, cleaning hardened
cement dust with acid and random bilge discharges.
— NOSAC states that a large OSV's extra fuel capacity
(consumed by the vessel) is exempt from OPA-90 consideration and is not an issue. But, any fuel oil not already
consumed can still pollute. This a practical concern not a
legal consideration.
— NOSAC states that OSVs generally carry <60% of the
vessel's fuel capacity. But, this may not be true on all
voyages. On overseas deployments, fuel carried aboard
OSVs is often sold or transferred at a profit. Some OSVs
even fill prohibited spaces with fuel to sell at a profit.
— NOSAC believes USCG inspections or ABS surveys
could identify an OSV primarily designed to operate as a
tankship and apply tank vessel regs to the vessel. But, has
this ever happened and how often? Even after plan
review, internal piping changes or tank usage may not be
readily detected.
— NOSAC says the USCG has authority to implement
additional
regulatory
requirements
to
address
demonstrated environmental concerns, if necessary. But,
we doubt USCG has necessary resources to enforce
additional to address every environmental concern.
GCMA APPENDIX 3 shows a glaring loophole in current
regulations that doesn't even interest USCG.
STRUCTURAL FIRE PROTECTION. If NOSAC suggests
"large" OSVs meet Subchapter I structural fire protection
standards, we ask why don't all OSVs meet these standards
for protection of crew and offshore workers?
— Which specific structural fire protection standards would
apply to these OSVs over 3,000 tons ITC?
— DOT, in previous rulemakings, has valued each human
life at $2,600,000. This is reasonable for the rulemaking
purposes we are engaged in.
— Mariners, who crew OSVs, believe their lives are of equal
value to the lives of "offshore workers," "persons in
addition to the crew", "passengers" etc.
— Smoke detectors in accommodation spaces should also
have an audible alarm in the space that is protected by the
smoke detector. We cite: ALASKA SPIRIT, Seward,
Alaska, 1995 aka (osv) GULF FLEET 10 built in
Lockport, LA in 1974. This NTSB report should be
required reading for mariners and regulators.
PERSONNEL SAFETY AND FUEL TRANSFER. NOSAC
recommends that the transfer of fuel and/or drilling fluids be
prohibited when more than 36 offshore workers are aboard the
vessel. This appears makes sense from a safety point of view.
— However, if this becomes a regulation, it would be hard to
enforce. If the intent is to physically remove all offshore
workers from the OSV while fueling is taking place,
where would these workers go? What provisions would
be required to receive them? Would they be sent to sit on
hot steel grating for hours in summer or freeze in winter?
If off-duty and asleep in their quarters, would they be
awakened?
— As an employee-at-will, a Master might be pressured by
his employer, the charterer, toolpusher (etc) to conduct
fueling with the offshore workers on board. The Master
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— In light of the availability of training funds from government sources (i.e., "corporate welfare") OSV owners can
arrange and pay for mariner training that meets existing
requirements.
— GCMA encourages employers to provide the necessary
incentives and work to help existing employees obtain
existing upper-level licenses to work on any vessel of
comparable tonnage anywhere in the world w/o an OSV
restriction.
— The vessel owner is responsible for adequately training
each employee to operate any new, novel, or special
purpose equipment installed on his vessel that might not
be tested on a USCG license exam.
— *Subchapter T worked well for years and, unlike Subchapter L, is well covered by USCG exam questions. USCG
never set aside funds to develop Subchapter L exam questions, but should do so.
— *Because of the large size of OSVs between 3,000 and
6,000 tons (ITC), "unlimited" able seamen trained in all
types of survival craft (including those used on MODUs)
should be used on these vessels. We oppose using inexperienced deckhands to serve on vessels of this size and type
because of inherent dangers involved in the offshore oil
industry.

would be held responsible for violating such a reg if an
accident took place.
— The choice of a number like "36 offshore workers" fails to
recognize that a situation that may be dangerous for 36
offshore workers also may be equally dangerous for even
one offshore worker. Is there some magic number that
will allow us to cremate 36 but not 37 persons if a fuel
spill catches fire? DOT counts every human life as
valuable and has placed a figure of $2,600,000 on each
life.
STANDARD OF CARE FOR OFFSHORE WORKERS ON
OSVs. NOSAC recommends providing accommodations for
offshore workers assigned to the vessel for more than 24
hours.
— This proposal is unreasonable because basic
accommodations including bunks, linen, blankets, and
facilities are necessary to insure any offshore workers are
adequately rested after their tour of duty.
— Offshore workers should not have to catnap on bare
deckplates, invade the crew's quarters to lay down, or to
raid the vessel's refrigerator. Such actions irritate and
antagonize the vessel's crew.
— Inadequate provision for food, rest and relaxation leads to
industrial accidents.
— Avoid confrontation in confined spaces with adequate
planning during a vessel's design and construction stage
and in vessel operations.
— *Change "24 hours" to "immediately upon assignment to
the vessel."
— *Supervised patrols are needed when "offshore workers"
are carried just as when "passengers" are carried on
passenger ships.

CREWBOATS. We can understand why it would be
necessary to inspect crewboats greater than 100 GRT under
Subchapter L as their tonnage exceeds Subchapter T limits.
USCG should explain the technical issues of why crewboats
are not now included under Subchapter L.

RESCUE BOAT.
— What guidelines will be used to select a "suitable substitute" for a rigid inflatable rescue boat.
— We support the comments of Beverly Fife independently
submitted to the docket.
LICENSING. NOSAC wants to retain the existing regulatory
license structure for Masters and Mates believing it is
essential to the operation of older OSVs. This is reasonable
and provides some stability for the existing licensing program.
— 500 GT (ITC) and 3,000 GT (ITC) as equivalents for 200
GT and 1,600 GT licenses is already specified in STCW.
— NOSAC favors developing restricted OSV Licenses. We
disagree.
— The USCG took preliminary steps towards restricted OSV
licenses. We disagree.
— However, since specifications for the "new" OSV licenses
[46 CFR 10.491, 10.493, 10.495, 10.497, 10.551, 10.553,
& 10.555] have not been developed and promulgated as
changes to existing license tables [46 CFR Table 10.910-2
(deck) and 10.950 (engine)], USCG should stop work on
this project.
— Since inspected U.S.-flag vessels greater than
1,600/3,000 tons always required upper-level licensed
mariners, large OSVs purposely-built above previously
established tonnage limits (i.e., between 3,000 and 6,000
tons-ITC) should be manned by individuals holding
"upper-level" deck and engine licenses of appropriate
tonnage or horsepower.
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PRESS RELEASE

GCMA Files Suit Against ENSCO

Mariners Association Asserts marine Company Failed to Report Offshore Accidents to coast Guard
For Immediate Release
March 12, 2001

Contact:

Richard Block
985-851-2134
Mark Ross
GCMA Councel
337-266-2345

Houma, L4—The Gulf Coast Mariners Association has filed suit in federal court against ENSCO Marine Company and
ENSCO Offshore Company, two large offshore supply vessel and offshore drilling companies operating in the Gulf of Mexico.
The GCMA's complaint asserts that ENSCO violated federal law by consistently failing to report accidents involving their
offshore employees to the U.S. Coast Guard. The lawsuit was originally filed on August 30, 2000, but has remained under
seal until today in compliance with federal law.
The suit was brought under the False Claims Act, a federal whistleblower statute and was filed in U.S. District Court
in Lafayette, Louisiana. GCMA contends that federal law requires ENSCO to report all employee accidents requiring a
doctor's care. In particular, ENSCO must File an accident report (1 owu as a CG-2692) with the Coast Guard within five
days of any such accident. GCMA alleges that for many years, ENSCO systematically failed to report such employee
accidents to the Coast Guard except in cases involving fatalities.
GCMA's investigation of ENSCO's compliance with the law followed requests under the Freedom of Information
Act, seeking copies of ENSCO's Form CG-2692 reports for employee accidents that we re the subject of other lawsuits brought
against the company. Out of 44 accidents resulting in lawsuits in various federal and state courts, the US Coast Guard only
had one CG-2692 on file for ENS CO.
"Our investigation shows that the U.S. Coast Guard's marine safety data base, which the Coast Guard uses to track
accidents and make inspection decisions in the Gulf of Mexico, is effectively rendered useless by ENSCO's refusal to report all
relevant accidents," said GCMA President Penny Adams. "The safety aspects of offshore work are not as rosy as the Coast
Guard portrays them "
GCMA's complaint also alleges that ENSCO failed to produce copies of the employee accident reports during the
discovery process in prior lawsuits. A court transcript included with the GCMA's complaint shows that an ENSCO attorney
denied that any accident reports existed in conjunction with a particular plaintiffs injury. GCMA subsequently
determined that the accident report did exist, but that ENSCO had failed to provide the report to the plaintiffs counsel or to
the Coast Guard.
"Following that revelation, we asked the Coast Guard to write to ENSCO and demand an explanation of why the
Company had failed to file accident reports," said Richard Block, a GCMA board member. "Our members often ask us to
notify the Coast Guard about boat companies that break the law."

[ENCLOSURE # 8]
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Following the Coast Guard's inquiries, ENSCO's safety manager responded that ENSCO accident reporting to the
Coast Guard had "fallen through the cracks" during a change in the ENSCO safety group in the preceding few months.
However, GCMA's lawsuit alleges that ENSCO's failure to report reaches back much further and covers at least a five-year
period between 1993 and 1998 "We doubt that these reports had just fallen through the cracks for five years," said Block,
adding that "the failure to file these reports suggests a broader undermining of federal safety regulations."
GCMA's lawsuit charges that ENSCO violated the False Claims Act by providing the Coast Guard with a false
explanation of the company's failure to report accidents.
The GCMA's lawsuit is in the early stages of litigation and no trial date has yet been scheduled. One of the
Association's first goals is to determine how many accident reports are maintained. in ENSCO's records but have never
beers fled with the U.S. Coast Guard- "Proper reporting of accidents is a critical component of the Coast Guard's safety
strategy," said Block. "When companies fail to file the proper reports, mariners and regulators have no ability to assess
safety concerns at sea Our suit is aimed at holding FNSCO accountable to this important standard. We will also assess the
compliance of other companies on these counts."
The C}CMA.'s lawsuit seeks the proper filing of all accident reports by ENSCO, modification of ENSCO's reporting
requirements, and imposition of civil penalties. Federal law provides that ENSCO can be fined up to $25,000 for each failure to
report an accident. The False Claims Act also provides for treble damages and additional penalties of $5,000 to $10,000.
The GCMA is an association of mariners employed in the Gulf region. The Association represents mariners on issues
important to their profession and advocates for mariners and their families before the Coast Guard and other government
agencies.
A copy of the complaint is available upon request from GCMA.
###
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SU IT C L A IM S B O A T FIR M D ID N O T R E PO R T A C C ID E N T S
[Source: Houma Daily Courier, Thursday March 15, 2001, pgs A -1 & A -9]
A union-affiliated mariners group based in Houma says it has filed a lawsuit against a south Louisiana offshore oil and gas
services company, claiming that it failed to report accidents to the U.S. Coast Guard.
The Gulf Coast Mariners Association, which is supported by five maritime unions aiming to organize the offshore oil and
gas industry, has filed a lawsuit on behalf of the federal government in U.S. District Court in Lafayette against Broussard-based
Ensco Marine Co. Inc. and Ensco Offshore Company Inc. The companies, which are wholly owned subsidiaries of Ensco
International Inc., operate 28 supply vessels and 54 mobile offshore drilling rigs.
Ensco and federal court officials said they have no record of such a suit yet.
The suit was filed originally Aug. 30, 2000, and remained sealed until Monday, according to the attorney Mark Ross. Filed
whistleblower statute called the False Claims Act, the suit contends the Coast Guard was notified of only one of 44 accidents
that required medical attention during a five-year period between 1993 and 1998.
Ross said federal law mandates companies to file an accident report with the Coast Guard within five days of any such
accident.
"Our investigation shows that the U.S. Coast Guard's Marine Safety Data Base, which the Coast Guard uses to track accidents
and make inspection decisions in the Gulf of Mexico, is effectively rendered useless by Ensco's refusal to report all relevant
accidents," said Penny Adams, president of the mariners group. "The safety aspects of offshore work are not as rosy as the Coast
Guard portrays them."
Lt. Ruby Collins, public affairs officer for the Coast Guard's Morgan City Marine Safety Office, said the agency was aware of
the investigation, but could not comment.
"Since it is a lawsuit between two outside entities, it is not appropriate for the Coast Guard to comment on the matter," she
said.
Keith Mestrich, a consultant for Gulf Coast Mariners, said the case is simple.
"You can't make false claims to the U.S. government," he said. "We think we have evidence the company has failed to report
accidents and injuries and the Coast Guard uses those reports for the basis of inspections. When companies don't report that stuff it
doesn't allow the Coast Guard to do their job."
A spokesman for Ensco International in Dallas said the company won't comment until it sees the lawsuit. "We have not been
served with any lawsuit and have not been able to confirm the existence of a lawsuit,' he said.
Clerks at the U.S. Western District Court in Lafayette said they had been asked about the case several times, but have found
no such lawsuit.
Ross supplied a copy of the suit to The Courier. The document states its purpose is to "recover penalties and damages
arising from false statements made by defendants to conceal their decision to cease giving notice of marine casualties." The suit
also charges the company allegedly failed to determine "whether there is any alcohol or drug use by individuals involved in a
reportable marine casualty."
Ross and the lawsuit state the Coast Guard wrote Ensco on May 12 that it had been notified of injuries on Ensco rigs and
supply vessels between 1993 and 1998, but no required forms were submitted.
The suit said the company responded to the charges by saying it "failed to comply with any marine casualty reporting
requirements because Ensco had allegedly, 'recently reorganized its safety group,' and that, it would appear that some things have
seemingly fallen through the cracks during hand-over."
Ross said the company's response constitutes an attempt to avoid complying with the law.
"It struck me because this response was so silly," he said. "It's a pattern."
Ross said if the charges are proven and other companies are found to be avoiding reporting accidents to Coast Guard
officials, the agency's data base would be rendered useless.
"If it is proven, it isn't worth a bucket of warm spit," he said of the data.
If the charges are proven, the company could be fined up to 525,000 for each time it failed to report an incident, according to
the lawsuit. Also, the mariners group is seeking recovery of all costs and is asking the federal government to award them between
15 percent and 25 percent of the proceeds of the action.
No court date has been set for the suit, but Ross said he expects a resolution to the matter within nine to 12 months. Matt
Gresham is a staff writer at The Courier. He can be reached at 857-2204 or by e-mail at
news@houmatoday.com.
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standards on a continuing basis. The change from uninspected
to inspected status did not drive them out of business.
Even the commercial fishing industry with its uninspected
vessels such an abysmal safety record that Congress had to
intervene in 1988 to pass the Commercial Fishing Vessel Safety
Act. In doing so, Congress specifically rejected wellconstructed but unenforceable "voluntary" guidelines, and
directed the Coast Guard to properly regulate the industry. The
industry now has a set of vessel safety standards that provides
its mariners with at least minimal protection—often against
their own long-standing but inherently unsafe practices.
Educational organizations such as the Alaska Marine Safety
Education Association (AMSEA) have had a national impact in
their safety training efforts throughout the industry.
Towing industry management successfully warded off
Coast Guard vessel inspection for over 50 years. A sizeable
portion of the fleet, specifically companies that are members
of the American Waterways Operators (AWO), now operate
their mostly uninspected vessels under a well-designed but
"voluntary" set of guidelines. If these voluntary guidelines
are not successful and do not spread throughout the entire
industry, could Congress step in and demand Coast Guard
regulation of the towing industry as they did the fishing
industry?
Investigations following three major accidents in the past
decade shattered a number of myths and forced the Coast
Guard and industry to closely examine the high fatality rate in
the towing industry, the safety of its vessels and their crews,
towing operator qualifications, and licensing standards.
Many licensed towing vessel "operators" that will soon
become merchant marine officers with newly-authorized
Master, Mate and Pilot licenses, are starting to awaken to the
fact that they are responsible for many "things" that they were
never taught about in a "license-prep" class. But what
"things"? And how are licensed mariners vulnerable?

GCMA Report #R-276
March 8, 2001
TOWING VESSEL INSPECTION STANDARDS
By Richard A. Block
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OVERVIEW
The Coast Guard estimates there are over 12,000 licensed
tugboat and towboat operators operating over 5,200
uninspected towing vessels in United States waters. Today,
mariners holding several types of "lower-level" licenses
operate towing vessels from 25 to 1,600 gross tons on routes
that include oceans, near coastal and inland waters, the Great
Lakes, and western rivers.
Ever since the Congress required and the Coast Guard
imposed a licensing scheme on towing vessel operators in
1972, their safety, training and working conditions seldom
received more than passing consideration. In that year,
although Congress required operators to be licensed, they
decided not to require that their towing vessels be inspected.
This "uninspected" status continues today for all but a few
towing vessels. Those regulatory changes that occurred since
1972 resulted from reactions to a number of high-profile
accidents and environmental disasters involving towing
vessels.
These regulations scrupulously avoided the
apparently inviolate "uninspected" status of towing vessels.
During the same thirty-year period, other sectors of the
marine industry employing "lower-level" mariners with
comparable backgrounds on comparably-sized vessels
incorporated a number of improved Coast Guard safety
standards in vessel construction, manning and operation. For
example, the small passenger vessel industry and the offshore
oil industry now operate "inspected" vessels that must meet
rigorous Coast Guard construction, equipment, and safety

THE M/B PELICAN DISASTER
At 2:10 PM on September 1, 1951, the 42 foot charter
fishing boat PELICAN with an incredible 64 persons on board
capsized and sank in the Atlantic Ocean one mile off Montauk
Point on the eastern end of Long Island, New York, in a strong
northwesterly wind and two-knot current with the loss of 45
lives, mostly weekend fishermen from the city. An accident
report issued on October 8th set in motion a chain of events that
forever changed the small passenger vessel industry.
Up to this point, there was minimal regulation of
passenger-carrying vessels under 15 gross tons.
The
PELICAN disaster changed all that. New regulations at 46
CFR Subchapter T (aka "T-Boat" regulations) published in the
Federal Register of October 5, 1957 required the inspection of
a whole class of vessels admeasured at more than 15 but less
than 100 gross tons and that were 65 feet in length or less
carrying more than 6 passengers. A major revision in 1963
broadened the scope of the regulations to include vessels
longer than 65 feet but still less than 100 gross tons carrying
one or more passengers.
Subsequent minor revisions to these regulations made over
the next 33 years were unable to keep up with increases in

[ENCLOSURE # 9]
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vessel size and passenger carrying capacity engineered by
owners and naval architects to keep their vessels under the
100 gross ton threshold to take advantage of less burdensome
government regulations. Nor did these regulations foresee the
expanded services offered by many vessel owners over wider
routes accompanied by a host of technological advances.
After approximately 10 years of work, two new sets of
small passenger vessel regulations, one for T-Boats and one
for a new class of larger K-Boats, were published on
September 30, 1997.

involved in the program had a greater involvement with the
regulations that govern the industry. Other alternatives to a
pure Coast Guard inspection program are now permitted
under 46 CFR Part 8 as alternate compliance programs (ACP)
using approved classification societies and appears to have
less draconian effects on vessel operation.
OFFSHORE SUPPLY VESSELS
In the early 1970s, even though "T-Boat" regulations were
well developed and enforced in most of the country,
enforcement of these and any other regulations in the oil patch
had proven to be a problem. The industry, through its trade
association, appealed to Congress for assistance in dealing
with the Coast Guard and for an on-site study of industry
problems. The resulting study and report by Captain C.T.
Newman ("The Newman Report") in 1973 accommodated the
industry along the lines of accepting the existing "T-Boat"
regulations as guidelines.
However, the match between a rapidly emerging offshore
oil industry and traditional cargo ship regulations for the
larger "supply boats" up to 300 tons was not one made in
heaven. Working through Congress, the industry in Public
Law 96-378 agreed work toward inspecting all its vessels as
long as existing vessels used in the industry could be accepted
into an "inspected" status using reasonable guidelines. The
law also affected licensing in that it brought U.S. licenses into
line with our existing treaty obligations. By 1983, most
crewboats, utility boats, and supply boats were operating
under inspection guidelines of either 46 CFR Subchapter T or
Subchapter I. Following a well-publicized series of accidents
involving loss of life, self-elevating "lift-boats" were adopted
into the mix of inspected vessels. The change from
uninspected to inspected status in the industry was over in five
years.

THE SUNSET LIMITED DISASTER
A disaster similar in its casualties but far more costly than
the earlier PELICAN disaster occurred on September 22,
1993 as the AMTRAK Sunset Limited passenger train en
route from Los Angeles to Jacksonville derailed and slammed
into a bridge abutment displaced 28 inches by the tug
MAUVILLA and its tow. While crossing the Big Bayou
Canot Bridge, north of Mobile, AL, at 72 miles per hour the
11-unit train struck the bridge. The center bridge span
crumbled and three locomotive units and the first four
passenger cars plunged into the bayou. As a result of this
tragedy, 47 passengers and crew lost their lives and many
more were injured.
The response to this accident concentrated upon the real
and perceived faults of the operator licensing program that
had been in effect for the past 20 years. The criticism was
well-deserved and long overdue.
Corrective action on training and licensing problems took
place almost immediately. However, almost a year later, on
August 4, 1994, Coast Guard Commandant Kramek in a letter
to the Secretary of Transportation accompanying a Towing
Vessel Inspection Study recommended in part that "The
Secretary advise Congress that Coast Guard inspection of
towing vessels would not be the best use of resources in
preventing marine casualties involving towing vessels." The
industry apparently ducked the "inspection" bullet.

NEW OSV INSPECTION REGULATIONS
Following the entry into a vessel inspection program, the
industry trade association sought to establish a separate
classification for "offshore supply vessels" that would
recognize the differences between vessels working in the
offshore oil industry and typical small passenger vessels and
cargo ships. The Coast Guard agreed and embarked on what
turned out to be a 10-year path that led up to a new 46 CFR
Subchapter L for offshore supply vessels (OSV) that was
published in the Federal Register of September 19, 1997.
The offshore oil industry has reason to be pleased with its
existing Subchapter L regulations since they are exactly what
they agreed upon in their dealings with the Coast Guard. Few
outside the industry, and certainly no group representing
mariner organizations, had any effective input on these
regulations when they were written. This is because no
effective mariner Association such as the Gulf Coast Mariners
Association (GCMA) or trade union existed within the
industry until the formation of GCMA in April 1999.
In response to a Coast Guard notice of a public hearing to
consider revisions to the existing 46 CFR Subchapter L,
GCMA prepared an evaluation of Subchapter L regulations on
behalf of working mariners and submitted it to the docket
(USCG-1999-5951) and made oral presentations on August

TOWING VESSEL INSPECTION STUDY
Creating meaningful "standards" for towing vessels no
longer automatically involves a direct and rigorous
government inspection program. There are recognized
alternatives. It is counterproductive to sit on our hands and
wait for Congress to dictate a solution in response to some
future catastrophe. Some leadership is in order. This paper
offers a challenge to pick up the ball and run with it.
Starting in 1957, the Coast Guard imposed a rigorous
inspection program on small passenger vessels. The Coast
Guard demonstrated that such a program could and did work
in raising the standards throughout the small passenger vessel
industry. Like any new project, it was labor-intensive.
Consequently, by the mid-1990s, the Coast Guard, responding
to budgetary pressures, approved several meaningful
alternatives to the vessel inspection program. The streamlined
inspection program (SIP) emphasizing crew involvement not
only in the inspection process but in maintaining the vessel in
a good state of repair between inspections was one alternative
used to reduce the workload for the Coast Guard and, at the
same time, be less intrusive in company operations. Mariners
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26, 1999 at a public meeting. The thrust of the evaluation and
suggestions for improvement dealt with problems that
working mariners faced with the existing regulations they had
no part in writing. The point was and is that mariners have
certain interests that must be accommodated in any regulatory
package. The best time to take care of these interests is when
the rulemaking package is drafted.

was that of a very interested but somewhat skeptical reader. I
was skeptical, because I had heard the program denigrated by
countless mariners. After reading the program, I was no
longer skeptical.
It is obvious that this program was well-prepared by
professionals who not only know their industry but were well
grounded in the institutional history and progress of
everything that appears above. They knew exactly what the
Coast Guard knows and expected of them and have done their
best to prepare such a program. There is no good reason and
no worthwhile purpose to criticize the program as written.
It is understandable that the owners of towing vessels must
protect their personal and corporate interests. Concerns over a
crackdown by Congress after the SUNSET LIMITED disaster
were probably quite real when the Commandant offered an
olive branch of "self-regulation."
The direct reach of the Responsible Carrier Program,
however, extends only to those members who agree to accept
its standards. Apparently, most members did, but a few didn't.
Nevertheless, the RCP is a giant step in the right direction.
Although only about 150 boat companies are AWO members,
recent regulatory projects show over 1,100 operating
companies in the industry. The point is that "many" operators
are not AWO members. Without finger pointing, it is fair to
say that some of the non-members operate sub-standard
equipment, in an unacceptable manner, and thereby put at risk
the health, welfare, lives, and licenses of mariners who work
for them.
One example is a small, sub-standard towing vessel that
regularly pushes a "six-pack" on the lower Mississippi River
and Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. This vessel operates without
any installed engineroom doors whatsoever. Our frustration lies
when two Coast Guard Marine Safety Offices could not find a
regulation, policy or any other reason to stop the voyage for
safety reasons alone even after a Coast Guard Quality Action
Team (QAT) working with the American Waterways Operators
produced a videotape on downstreaming that vividly
demonstrates the need to close all doors on the lower deck to
prevent the towboat from sinking.
We believe that there must be a minimal body of
regulations that govern all towing vessels and protects the
mariners that work on them. It appears clear that the people
who prepared the RCP are in the best position to know what
those regulations should entail—and would tend to provide a
high quality of input. On the other hand, the smaller
companies also have an important point of view. Mariners,
too, deserve to have their input during the regulatory process.
The regulatory process itself allows for everybody's input.
The question is what will it take to put the regulatory process
in motion? A letter from the Commandant to the Secretary of
Transportation recommending such a program to Congress
might be enough to get the ball rolling before the next towing
disaster forces the issue.
In spite of the fact that the Responsible Carrier Program
exists and probably already meets the Coast Guard's
expectations, creating meaningful regulations for all towing
vessels will take many years—maybe as many as 10 years.
Initiating the process sooner rather than later has merit. If the
process is "ongoing" it may sidetrack inevitable knee-jerk
reactions from the next towing disaster that could occur at any
time—at the worst possible moment.

TOWING VESSEL REGULATIONS
While not all companies are created equal or are endowed
by their creators with the promise of success, not all
"uninspected" vessels are treated alike either. 46 CFR
Subchapter C contains the regulations governing uninspected
passenger vessels, uninspected towing vessels, and uninspected
fishing vessels. Of these three major subdivisions, only the
uninspected fishing vessels (46 CFR Part 28) have a
comprehensive set of regulations that approach those of
inspected vessels. Uninspected towing vessels do not.
Nevertheless, there are hints that a newly-created 46 CFR
Part 27 may become a depository for towing vessel
regulations. A number of new regulations are already there.
However, these new regulations certainly cannot be
characterized as "comprehensive."
Regulations that govern towing vessels and towing
operations do exist, but they are scattered all over titles 33 and
46 with no apparent rhyme or reason. They need to be
collected and put in one place if for no other reason than the
mariners working on towing vessels need one place to look
for regulations that govern their segment of the industry. This
task is one the Coast Guard is best equipped to undertake.
In 1996, Captain John R. Sutton, then President of the
American Inland Mariners Association (AIM) edited a book
for his members titled Towboatman's Guide to Federal
Regulations that collected every regulation that applied
directly to towing vessels and their tows. The book contained
approximately 372 pages of regulations! Nevertheless,
regulations comparable to 46 CFR Subchapter T or
Subchapter L or even to 46 CFR Part 28 for fishing vessels
are notably absent because they do not exist.
Mariners who work on towing vessels have good reason to
be concerned if for no other reason than the safety of their
floating workplace is almost totally unregulated. Not only is
it unregulated, it is also unsafe as hell. An internal Coast
Guard G-MVI report dated May 12, 1994 (as reported in the
TSAC meeting of May 6, 1994) indicated an estimated
average annual fatality rate of 72 persons per 100,000 as
compared to 47/100,000 for the fishing industry and well
above the 9/100,000 national industry average. This stands in
stark contrast to the industry's "safe" public image. There is
good reason for working mariners to be concerned—and a
good reason for mariners to request that something be done.
Some specific suggestions on what needs to be done appear
below for the consideration of our readers.
THE RESPONSIBLE CARRIER PROGRAM (RCP)
My approach to the Responsible Carrier Program (RCP)
as prepared by the American Waterways Operators (AWO),
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September 13-14, 2000 in which safety issues resulting from a
lack of specific regulations is a major problem. A copy of the
full report is available from GCMA as Document #R-254.
This topic explores the differences between the Coast
Guard regulations that govern inspected and uninspected
vessels from the standpoint of health, safety, and welfare of
crew members that serve on tugs and towboats. GCMA
pointed out at the TSAC meeting that we believe these "lowerlevel" mariners are shortchanged in light of the few
enforceable standards governing the construction,
maintenance, and operation of uninspected towing vessels.
Mariners have other problems as well including fatigue and
violation of the 12-hour rule; the inadequacy of towing vessel
logbooks; recruitment and retention within the industry;
CTVEP (discussed in detail) and as the results of a pilot safety
audit. We will focus only on "safety issues" here. Note: The
following items were edited and amended on March 8, 2001.]
Mariners who work on uninspected towing vessels have a
right to work in a safe workplace. Unfortunately, there are
tremendous differences between inspected vessels and
uninspected towing vessels that can adversely affect crew
safety, health, and welfare on towing vessels. When mariners
serving on these vessels look to the Coast Guard for
workplace protection, they find a general absence of
regulatory protection. Each one of the deficiencies listed
below does not exist on every uninspected towing vessel in
the industry. However, on vessels where a number of
deficiencies do exist, mariners often must work under substandard and even dangerous conditions. Consequently, we
believe that a comprehensive set of federal regulations to
establish minimum standards for all 5,200+ towing vessels
comparable to regulations for other classes of vessels is
necessary. Specifically:

ALTERNATIVES TO INSPECTION
One of the alternatives to vessel inspection is the
Cooperative Towing Vessel Examination Program (CTVEP).
This program is well developed, at least on paper.
Unfortunately, the Coast Guard has not funded it properly in
all marine inspection zones. Participation in CTVEP has been
voluntary both on the part of Coast Guard and industry. The
program could be "beefed-up," reflect new inspection
standards, and become a mandatory alternative to a Coast
Guard inspection program for those who do not participate in
RCP. [Refer to a detailed discussion in GCMA Report #R254 submitted at the September 2000 TSAC meeting.]
Other alternatives include inclusion in a streamlined
inspection program (SIP), a much less intrusive program than
a full-fledged formal inspection program. There could also be
an alternate compliance program (ACP) using approved
classification societies by those companies not participating in
the RCP. But first, there must always be an agreed-upon set
of standards in the form of a regulation.
Bringing vessels under "inspection" (i.e., under the
agreed-upon set of standards) could follow the same path that
was followed in the offshore oil industry under Public Law
96-378. It was not painless; however, it could and did shut
down "unsafe" operations until they were made "safe"; and it
did not happen overnight.
TIGHTEN EXISTING STANDARDS
Most of the complaints from working mariners center
around comments best summarized by GCMA consultant,
Captain Bill Beacom, quoted from Workboat magazine:
"...I suggest that the AWO must make all Responsible
Carrier Program audits completely random with a
representative sampling of boats. To do this, the following
criteria must be met: a random auditor must be picked by lot,
not by the company, 30 percent of the boats must be audited
instead of the present 10 percent, boats must be picked at
random by the randomly selected auditor, not by the company
which can then choose its best boats to inspect, and the timing
of the audit must be random in order to ensure that special
audit-trained crews are not used on the boats to be audited.
"Until the above conditions are met, the AWO
Responsible Carrier Program has no credibility. No amount
of posturing can change that fact."
These comments do not imply that this change could be
done overnight. A 30 percent audit rate implies a responsible
and thorough audit once about every three years. However,
this is considerably less oversight than the Coast Guard
expects for inspected vessels. Is it enough? Whether it is or
isn't, it's more than is done today and is moving in the right
direction. The importance is that RCP has been engineered
and does exist and does not need to be invented from scratch.

1. There are many laws and regulations on the books that
towing vessel personnel are expected to abide by. However, little attention is given to informing mariners of
these regulations in license preparation courses and
exams. In actual practice, lack of knowledge of these
regulations often impacts mariners after an accident. For
reasons of job security, towing vessel personnel need a
comprehensive set of regulations written in "plain
English" they can refer to at one place in the Code of
Federal Regulations.
Thereafter, copies of these
regulations need to be placed aboard each towing vessel
for reference.
2. Unlike inspected vessels, many uninspected towing
vessels were planned and built without the professional
knowledge and assistance of a naval architect. The
seaworthiness of a number of these vessels may be in
question.
3. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels may
be built without plans, plan review, or quality control
during construction. Serious defects may appear when
these vessels are placed in service. Mariners may be
injured as a result of such defects.

SAFETY ISSUES ON
UNINSPECTED TOWING VESSELS

4. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels have
no regulations requiring stability tests and do not have to
meet rigorous stability requirements. Some towing vessel
owners have added raised pilothouses and made other

[GCMA presented a report titled Serious Problems Facing
Mariners on Uninspected Towing Vessels at the Towing
Safety Advisory Committee meeting in Memphis, TN, on
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major structural conversions without a review of the vessel's basic stability by a naval architect. Consequently, the
Coast Guard does not issue a stability letter or other stability advice to towing vessel officers.

13. Unlike an inspected vessel, on an uninspected towing
vessel the quality of repairs made after an accident or fire
are not subject to review or approval by a Coast Guard
inspector before the vessel is placed back in service.
Unless the repairs are properly made, the crew may be at
risk.

5. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels may
be operated on any route without adequate professional
consideration of the vessel's seaworthiness for that route.
Blaming the master for the resulting accidents is not a
satisfactory approach.

14. Unlike inspected vessels, a damaged uninspected towing
vessel does not require Coast Guard permission to proceed
to another port for repairs (CG-948) after an accident.
Unsafe movements could result in sinking, damage to the
environment, channel blockage, or development of other
unsafe conditions.

6. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels are
not issued Certificates of Inspection (i.e., Safe Manning
Documents) that clearly spell out the size of the crew they
must carry, or their qualifications, or the hours they are
allowed to work. The manning regulations that govern
towing vessels in 46 CFR Part 15 are difficult to read and
comprehend, differ from regulations governing comparably-sized commercial vessels, and are frequently violated.

15. On an uninspected towing vessel, a crane may be installed
without calculating the effects of its use on vessel
stability. It may be operated by a person who has never
been trained to operate it.
16. Uninspected towing vessels do not have to be drydocked
at regular intervals. Neither do significant repairs necessary for the safety of the vessel and its crew have to be
made by the vessel's owner whenever a towing vessel is
drydocked.

7. Hours of work for crew members on uninspected towing
vessels are governed by archaic terms such as coal passer,
fireman, and watertender, etc., which vanished with steam
vessels fifty years ago.
Manning regulations for
uninspected towing vessels need to be brought up-to-date.

17. Tests and inspections of towing vessels under provisions
of NFPA 306 during repairs including welding, burning,
or other hot work often can be easily avoided. Dangers
from fire and explosion exist when such repairs are made
under unsafe conditions. The fact that a vessel is
"uninspected" means that unsafe repairs are more likely to
be attempted and that resulting accident statistics are less
likely to be reported.

8. Uninspected towing vessels have no regulations governing
the size and specifications of the accommodation spaces
that are provided for the crew to live in. Issues of ergonomics, safety, fire protection, ventilation, excessive
noise, sanitary construction, and sanitary inspections need
to be formally addressed in federal regulations as they are
for other comparably-sized commercial vessels.
9. Masters of towing vessels should be required to make
periodic sanitary inspections of the vessel following approved sanitary guidelines and log the results.

18. An "examination" performed by a Coast Guard Boarding
Party, if and when such an examination is made, is not
nearly as thorough as an inspection performed by a Coast
Guard Marine Inspector on an "inspected" vessel. However, the immediate impact of such an examination falls
directly upon the licensed officer on duty rather than on the
vessel's owner. The regulatory and statutory references
used by the Coast Guard for these examinations are not
required to be kept on board and available for reference by
vessel personnel. This always places a towing vessel
officer at a disadvantage when facing the Coast Guard. The
employer, who determines what he can afford to spend on a
vessel, needs to be more fully involved in "dockside" rather
than "underway" examinations.

10. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels are
not required to carry any survival craft, only life jackets
and ring life buoys. Carriage of survival craft, if any, is
done on a voluntary basis.
11. Towing vessels often engage in international voyages and
openly display the laxity of U.S. regulations governing uninspected vessels to foreign port state officials. For
example, dilapidated OSVs no longer fit for inspected oilfield service can surrender their Certificates of Inspection
and operate as uninspected towing vessels to the detriment
of their crew members.

19. The benefits of the Coast Guard's "Streamlined Inspection
Program" (SIP), namely the increased familiarity of vessel
officers and crew with Coast Guard safety regulations,
does not exist on towing vessels because they are not
inspected and are not part of such a program.

12. Fire drills were not required to be held aboard towing
vessels until January 19, 2000. Unlike inspected vessels,
uninspected towing vessels do not require "man
overboard" drills or "abandon ship" drills and instruction.
In fact, in the absence of a safe manning document on
uninspected towing vessels, there is no assurance that a
towing vessel manned with only two crew members (i.e.,
a Captain and a deckhand) will be able to physically
recover the deckhand if that person falls overboard. This
is a serious safety issue especially for fleet boats that elect
to operate with a two-man working in swiftly flowing
river waters.

20. Examinations by Coast Guard Boarding Teams are often
cursory in nature and may not involve reviews of all of the
following areas: Vessel structure; watertight integrity;
pressure vessels and appurtenances; piping; main and
auxiliary machinery; steering apparatus; electrical installations; lifesaving equipment; condition of work vests; fire
detection and extinguishing equipment; pollution
prevention equipment; sanitary condition of the
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accommodation spaces; fire hazards; FCC certificates; and
lights and shapes required by the rules of the road. Unsafe
conditions may still exist on the vessel after such an
examination even though the boarding team gives the
vessel a "clean bill of health" and plasters a safety decal
on the vessel. This is because there are no regulations that
require towing vessels to follow the safe installation
practices required on workboats of comparable size and
power, used for example, in the offshore oil industry.(1) [
(1)
Refer to 46 CFR Subchapter L.]

should be clearly marked and identified and not
overloaded by appliances. Each of the vessel's radios
should be on a separate circuit. Meaningful electrical
inspections by knowledgeable persons can provide this
assurance of safety for all crew members.
28. On uninspected vessels, there should be adequate batterypowered emergency lighting that automatically activates
in case of power loss so as to direct crew members to an
outside exit, even in the event of a vessel capsize or
sinking.

21. Unlike inspected vessels, there is no assurance on an
uninspected towing vessel that there are two adequate,
workable, and unlocked means of escape from all compartments normally occupied by or worked in by vessel personnel simply because there are no governing regulations.

29. Each towing vessel should have an adequate anchor and
ground tackle that can be handled by the crew. This
ground tackle must be able to hold the boat in the waters it
navigates under all foreseeable circumstances. This
should be viewed as a crew protection measure. A sea
anchor or suitable equivalent should be provided on ocean
and coastwise routes—again for the purpose of crew
protection.

22. Unlike inspected vessels, on an uninspected towing vessel
there is no assurance that all enclosed spaces in the vessel
are adequately vented or ventilated or that openings can be
closed and ventilation stopped in case of fire in any space.

30. A towing vessel should have an internal communications
system so that the person on watch can contact any other
crew member at any time for any reason without waking
other crew members. (Required after Oct. 8, 2001 on existing uninspected towing vessels.)

23. Unlike inspected vessels, on uninspected towing vessels
there is no assurance that guards have been installed in
dangerous places, especially around machinery-driven
auxiliary equipment. Also, there is no assurance that hand
rails and storm rails are placed in and on deckhouses or
that they are properly welded or otherwise secured in
place. On some vessels, unsafe methods of boarding
barges or other towed vessels exist and lead to serious
personal injuries.

31. Towing vessels should have a public address system to
contact crew members working on barges or on deck for
instructions and safety warnings. In lieu of such a system,
each crew member should have a working hand-held radio
if such a radio can provide an equivalent level of safety.

24. Unlike inspected vessels, on uninspected towing vessels,
the use of safety glazing materials in pilothouse windows
that will not break into dangerous fragments if fractured as
well as untinted glass that does not distort the color of
lights on other vessels and aids to navigation needs to be
provided. [Refer to ANSI Z 26.1-1977 with 1980
supplement.]

32. Towing vessels need machinery alarms in the pilothouse
to signal loss of propulsion power, loss of steering control,
fire in the engineroom or machinery spaces, high bilge
level, low lube oil pressure, loss of air pressure, or
abnormally high temperature for main engine(s) and
generator(s). Doors that are normally closed for offshore
passages need to have working alarms to indicate when
they are open. [Refer to the sinking of the ferry HERALD
OF FREE ENTERPRISE at Zebrugge, Belgium and the
sinking of OSV BOTRUC-26 at EI-354, Gulf of Mexico,
Nov. 6, 2000.]

25. All "vital systems" necessary to a new and existing towing
vessels' survivability needs to be evaluated for their
suitability based on a thorough knowledge of previous
vessel accidents. Experienced Coast Guard inspectors and
experienced surveyors are most likely to be familiar with
such information.

33. Like inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels' bilge
systems should be piped to all compartments and have
bilge strainers that are easily accessible for cleaning in
each compartment. The bilge pump should be used only
to pump the bilges.

26. On existing uninspected vessels, the presence of an adequate collision bulkhead as well as the presence and
integrity of other watertight bulkheads need to be
examined. All penetrations of these bulkheads need to be
examined and evaluated to determine whether they defeat
the watertight integrity of the bulkheads.

34. Towing vessels should have smoke detectors(1) in all crew
quarters to alert crew members to fire from smoking,
electric heaters, short circuits, and other causes. [Refer to
UL Standard 117, single station smoke detector. This
comment recognizes that fire detectors will be required
under new 46 CFR 27.210 and 46 CFR 27.310. We make
this comment in response to NTSB/ MAR-96/01
Conclusion # 6: "Because heat rather than smoke
detectors were used, the crew was not provided with
sufficient early warning of the fire, which led to the death
of the master and allowed the fire to go out of control."
Also, the resulting NTSB recommendation #M-96-5:

27. On uninspected towing vessels, all electrical equipment
and installations must be suitable for conditions the vessel
encounters, provide service under normal and emergency
conditions, protect crew members from hazards including
electrical shock and fire, and prevent ignition of
flammable vapor. On existing vessels, the cable and wire
must be suitable and capable of carrying the current that
passes through it. Battery banks can give off explosive
and toxic gases that could harm the crew. All circuits
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"Install smoke detectors in accommodation spaces on all
your vessels, regardless of whether heat detectors are
installed."]

purposes, a full supply of bottled water should be supplied
for crew use.
43. As on inspected vessels, paint lockers made of steel or
other non-combustible material should be required on
towing vessels for storage of paint, grease, gasoline for
outboards, and pump engines, etc. These should be
suitably protected by installed fire extinguishing
equipment. [Refer to Fire Aboard the Tug Scandia (etc.),
NTSB/MAR-98/03, pgs. 37-38 (analysis).]

35. Like inspected vessels, each uninspected towing vessel
should have at least one Coast Guard-approved survival
craft capable of holding all crew members. In addition
and respecting the views of the National Transportation
Safety Board (NTSB) as expressed for comparably sized
commercial vessels, this survival craft should be able to
support all members of the crew out of the water (to avoid
hypothermia, shark attack, snake bite, etc.) until help
arrives. Life floats and buoyant apparatus are not suitable
in this respect.

44. A proposed rule now recommends water mist or clean
agent fire extinguishing systems for use in enginerooms
on uninspected towing vessels in lieu of fire pumps, hoses
and nozzles. However, if the final rule does not require
installation of such equipment in the future, then
uninspected towing vessels should be required to have fire
pumps and fire main systems to protect the vessel, its tow,
and the crew comparable. Such equipment should be
comparable to equipment required on existing inspected
commercial vessels. At present, fire pumps, fire mains,
fire hoses, and fire nozzles are neither required nor
installed on many uninspected towing vessels. When fire
pumps are installed, they must be operable from outside
the engineroom. [Refer to NTSB Recommendation #M98-111. Also, NTSB/MAR-95/03 (Argo Commodore), p.
39, Conclusion #8: "Smoke in the engineroom would have
prevented the master from using the vessel's fire pump
and its fire hydrant, both of which could only be operated
from inside the engineroom." Also refer to NTSB
recommendation M-98-110.]

36. Like inspected vessels, inflatable liferafts and inflatable
buoyant apparatus, when such equipment is (voluntarily)
supplied, should be required to be unpacked and checked
by an approved service facility once a year to prove that it
is in good working order. Defective equipment should be
removed from service.
37. A towing vessel logbook and the availability of that
logbook for examination by boarding teams should be required. A rulemaking initiative to require such a logbook
was requested by the Gulf Coast Mariners Association in a
formal petition to the Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard on
March 28, 2000. However, no determination has been
made on our request as of the March 8, 2001. A
comprehensive list of all items required to be logged
should also be provided including onboard drills.(1) The
use of an official logbook on towing vessels greater than
100 gross tons on intercoastal and foreign voyages should
be clearly specified by regulation. The responsibility for
turning this logbook in to the Coast Guard at the end of
the voyage should be transferred from the Master to the
Company who is better staffed and equipped to comply
with this requirement. [ (1)Refer to NTSB recommendation
M-98-112.]

45. Require self-contained breathing apparatus (SCBA) and
fire-suits aboard towing vessels that (operate beyond the
boundary line)(1) as well as full training in their use.
[Refer to NTSB recommendation M-98-109. (1)NTSB
recommends this for all towing vessels.]
46. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected fishing vessels, and
recreational vessels, there are no requirements for towing
vessels to carry pyrotechnic distress signals including
smoke signals, red flares, and rocket propelled parachute
flares. This needs to be addressed.

38. There should be a requirement for the officer of the watch
to listen to Coast Guard Broadcast Notices to Mariners
(BNM) on a regular basis in order to avoid hazards
reported by these broadcasts. The same is true of weather
reports issued by the National Weather Service.(1) [
(1)
Refer to the sinking of OSV BOTRUC-26 at EI-354,
Gulf of Mexico, Nov. 6, 2000.]

47. Steering systems are of vital importance to all towing
vessels. Because the flanking systems installed on many
towing vessels may be of greater complexity than steering
systems of other comparably sized vessels, there are still no
regulations that specifically govern the installation and
maintenance of these systems on towing vessels.

39. Instructions and regulations governing the proper use of an
autopilot installed on an uninspected towing vessel should
be provided as is required on inspected vessels.

48. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels are not
required to carry first aid kits suitably stocked with provisions commensurate with possible needs for the vessel's
intended voyage. This oversight needs to be corrected.

40. Fire axes should be available and placed for rapid availability for firefighting purposes as well as to sever towing
hawsers and other towing connections in an emergency.
41. Towing vessels in offshore service should carry suitable
line-throwing equipment.

49. Unlike inspected vessels, uninspected towing vessels are
not required to mark or stencil escape hatches, emergency
exits, fuel shutoff stations, watertight doors, and emergency lighting (if installed). This marking may be important
to new crew members on the vessel in an emergency. In
addition, the name of the vessel should be marked on each

42. Drinking water and wash water from tanks on towing
vessels should be tested on a regular basis to determine if
it is safe to drink. If it is not satisfactory for drinking
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of the vessel's life jackets to assist in Coast Guard search,
rescue, and recovery operations.
In the past, in the absence of regulations protecting
mariners in their workplace, some mariners and their attorneys
have turned to OSHA for protection—usually without
effective relief. We understand, however, that the U.S.
Supreme Court has decided to look into the matter of
workplace rules coverage on inland waters. The matter of
jurisdiction between agencies of the Department of Labor
(OSHA) and the Department of Transportation (USCG) need
to be resolved for the protection of mariners, oilfield workers,
and others.
On the outer continental shelf, Congress specifically
tasked the Coast Guard with providing meaningful workplace
regulations for all who work there. Although the Coast Guard
has fallen 20 years behind in developing the mandated
workplace safety regulations, an Outer Continental Shelf
Activities rulemaking package(1) is now well developed. The
extended comment period has closed, and there is, according
to the Unified Agenda published in the Federal Register(2) a
reasonable expectation of seeing a final rule by June 2002.
Unfortunately, our question to the Coast Guard concerning the
applicability of the proposed workplace regulations to
uninspected towing vessels working on the OCS has gone
unanswered. Unfortunate as well is the fact that the rule's
priority is listed as "substantive and nonsignificant."
The Gulf Coast Mariners Association supports the
proposed improvements in workplace safety not only on the
outer continental shelf but in all waters where our mariners
serve. We believe that mariners on uninspected towing
vessels have been denied effective workplace protection and
that meaningful and effective change is necessary. [ (1)Docket
#USCG-1998-3868. (2)65 FR 74177, Nov. 30, 2000.]
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