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The Coast Guard could more effectively carry 
out the goal of its Commercial Vessel Safety 
Program--insuring safety of life, property, and 
the environment in waters subject to U.S. 
jurisdiction. 

Commercial vessel accidents have increased 
from about 2,400 in 1972 to over 4,000 in 
1976, resulting not only in loss of vessels but 
also in death or injury to personnel and dam- 
age to shoreside facilities in the surrounding 
area. 

Such disasters can be alleviated if the Coast 
Guard improves its 

--inspection of U.S. vessels, 

--boarding and examination of foreign 
and U.S. vessels, 

--licensing of merchant vessel personnel, 
and 

--promotion of international maritime 
safety. 
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To the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of tne House of Reprcsc,nt&tivcs 

Marine casualt ies and their effects, including loss of 
life and ecological and cost concider&tions are of great 
concern to the Congress and the I.ublic. This report 
describes how the Department of T'ransljortation can improve 
its Commercial Vessel Safety Prot:ru'n. 

Ke are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office of Management  and Budget; t.hlz Secretary of Trans- 
portation; the Secretary of Statr..; 3~~1 the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and W e lfare. 

4  

of t1:'e lnited States 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

HOW EFI%C'I'IVE IS THE COAST 
GLARE IN CAHRYING OUT ITS 
COMMERCIAL VESSEL SAFETY 
RESPONSIBILITIES? 

DIGEST - - - _ ~~ I 

Tile Coast Guard is responsible for insuring 
the safety of life, property, and the en- 
vironment in waters subject to U.S. jurisdic- 
tion. However, the following improvements 
are needed to more effectively carry out 
this program. 

--Expand in-house training, establish 
standards for qualifying inspectors, 
establish an inspection job classifica- 
tion, and extend the inspectors' tour 
of duty. (See p. 29.) 

--Reexamine the possibility of transferring 
some aspects of the U.S. vessel inspection 
program to the American Bureau of Shipping. 
(See p. 29.) 

--Provige comprehensive direction for 
boardings and examinations, improve fol- 
lowup on tankship safety Ideficiencies, 
expedite the development of the Marine 
Safety Information System, adopt an 
aggressive penalty assessment policy, 
and emphasize the boarding and examina- 
tion of cninspected U.5. commercial 
vessels. (See p. 46.) 

--Require a demonstratior of' competency 
for issuance or renewal of marine in- 
dustry personnel licenses, establish 
medical standards for cletermining the 
physical fitness of maritime personnel, 
seek jurisdiction over State pilots, 
and abolish the shippiily commissioners' 
function:, . (See p. 61.) 

--Study t!lri staffing nec,(lc>t~l to carry out 
activitit?s in the Coas' Guard's commer- 
cial and international ,i;;ft-ty programs. 
(See I'[]. 29 iilld 71. ) 
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TOTAL LOSS INCLUDED 8 DEATHS AND DAMAGE TO 260 OTHERVESSELS. 

SAN PEDRO BOAT WORKS 

SOUHCt NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 



INSPECTIONS _l. 

At eyery location GAO visited, a staffing 
shortage existed. The Coast Guard was able 
to keep pace only by working inspectors over- 
time and by using trainees and reservists who 
were--r?Zt always qualified as inspectors. 
(See p. 5.) 

In addition, many inspector-s are riot trained 
or qualitied. --This is due to a lack o,f yucj.tifi- 
cation staricldrds or criteri,3, an inability to 
provide necessary trainirlg in a timely man- 
ner, and a Lmotation policy Ndhich works against 
aevelopinq a11d retaining exl:)crtise. (See 
p. 10.) 

Various i; taffing problems ci>uld be alleviated 
if some inspection function -; were transferred 
to the &;n2-rjcan Bureau of Shipping, which 
is already dupiic‘Btiing much of the Coast 

D-L% CD k f' ;t 

Guard effort. (See p. 19.) 

VESSEL BOARDING AND EXAMINATION 

The vessi?l boarding progr-dlri was expanded in 
recent years to include ex=ilqination of both 
U.S. and fore *gn vessels fFc>l- compliance 
with regulaticons for poll.l'i. .on prevention, 
tankship saEet:y, cargo tran!;Eer, and naviqa- 
tion safety. Because the :'oast Guard has 
not prov idc;j <adequate direc:*.ion and guidance 
for implementing these? exit:;' ,.nations, the 
qua1 ity of the:: inspectiorr~-; ilas been incon- 
sistent. E'#lr- exdmpl.e, so':lt: inspectors 
marked the :tleck lists Lrlcl !.r*.lt:inq that the 
vessels were in (.:om[~: L iclnc,l li/lt.trl al.1 items 
had not ;:ic:t A<:! ly bec:n (.+!~cs *k t~!l. (See p. 32.1 

In the three district<-; !;A11 \,lsited, tank- 
ship safety examinatio;ls :~d\'i: been reduced 
from every 90 clays t-r> i’~~~(~” 1 ksc?ar’ and U.S. 
tankers generally have LJ<:~.': exzluded. In 
addition, i[lentified de!. .i -is rlclczs are not 
being tollowc-d up to i?sut 6 t:.:at corrective 
action has l,ct-n taken. (::I ' ]‘;J. 34 and 39.) 

Other proi,l4:Ir:s noted wr_rc’ i. ick of monetary 
penaltie:: to deter viol,:lt !!" 5; (see p* 43), 
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an inadequate Marine Safety Informatinn.. 
s&gk=aJsee P. 41), and low priority being 
given to boarding uninspected U.S. commer- 
cial vessels (see p. 44). 

MERCHANT VESSEL PERSONNEL PROGRAM 

The Coast Guard's program for licensing and 
certifying merchant vessel personnel should 
include assuring that mariners are physically 
fit and adequately qualified. 

An applicant for a license or a renewal 
should be required to demonstrate profes- 
sional competence by furnishing evidence 
of recent experience !.)r training. (See 
P- 49.) 

Neither the Coast Gu rd nor the Public 
Health Service has' stablished medical 8' 
standards or criteria for certifying that 
maritime personnel are physically fit for 
duty. As a result, the Public Health 
Service is declaring Inar-iners with serious 
physical and mental problems fit for duty-- 
after a union or company doctor has already 
declared them unfit for duty. (See p. 54.) 

Harbor pilots operating under local, State, 
or a pilot association's jurisdiction are 
excluded from Coast Guard disciplinary ac- 
tion. Because of the important role played 
by pilots in navigable waters, the Coast 
Guard's lack of authority to deal with 
incompetence and misconduct seriously af- 
fects its ability to assure' commercial 
vessel safety. (See 1). 58.) 

GAO concluded that thrl function of the 
shipping commissioner, which was estab- 
lished by law in 1872, has outlived its 
usefulness and should ble abolished, which 
could result in cost savings of about 
$800,000 annually. (Seri p. 61.) 

INTERNATIONAL MARITIMI, SAFETY ___-I.__ 

Since, over 95 percent U! oceangoing foreign 
cargo entering U.S. p(lrt: s is carried by 
vessels flying foreig* “lags, improvements 



in international maritime safety standards 
is of concern to the United States. 

The Coast Guard has participated, with the 
Department of State, in international ef- 
forts to improve maritilre 'safety and re- 
duce pollution. (See p. 65.) 

While the Coast Guard has responded to 
foreign government requests for technical 
and training assistance, such assistance has 
been minimal due to limited staff and the 
absence of direct funding. The Coast Guard 
has not determined its ability to provide 
assistance or to what extent planned assist- 
ance should be provided. (See p. 68.) 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
fl 6 <" ' rc .- ..: .'> 

The Department of Transportation, in com- "-1. _. 
menting on the report (see app. IV), agreed 
with most of GAO'S recommendations. It had 
already begun, and in two instances almost 
completed, (see pp. 17 and 34), implementing 
the recommendations. The Department dis- 
agreed with the need for increased tankship 
boardinys (see p. 39) and illanning interna- 
tional assistance (see p. 71). However, the 
Department said that its disagreements were 
because of philosophical differences or 
the lack of immediately available qualified 
personnel and not due to clst factors. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION - 

Marine casualties and their effects, including loss of 
life and ecological and cost considerations, are of great 
public concern. During the winter of 1976-77, several tanker 
accidents resulting in losses of life and property and en- 
vironmental damage, occurred in or near U.S. waters. These 
accidents demonstrated the need for an increased effort to 
improve vessel safety and reduce the risk of resulting pol- 
lution. With the increasing numbers of large vessels being 
built--very large crude carriers and liquefied natural gas 
carriers --preventive action is required to avoid potentially 
catastrophic results if present accident trends continue. 

The ut-.Gu+rdI.s Commercial Vessel Safetv (CVS) Program 
is responsible for assuring the safety of life, property, and 
the environment in and on waters subject to U.S. jurisdic- 
tion. This responsibility is accomplished through a number 
of activities, the major ones beincj 

--inspecting U.S. vessels during construction and 
periodically thereafter to assure that they are 
constructed in accordance with approved plans and 
are maintained in a safe condition throughout their 
life; 

--boarding both U.S. and foreign vessels in U.S. ports 
to examine them for-.~compliance with U.S. laws and 
regulations. Boardings are made for such purposes 
as examining for tankship (tanker) safety, navigation 
safety, and pollution prevention and tar monitoring 
bulk liquid cargo transfers and dangerous cargo; 

--administering a merchant vessel personnel program to 
assure that mariners are physically fit and technically 
qualified; and 

--participating in developing international maritime 
safety agreements. to insure that foreign vessels 
entering U.S. ports are constructed, operated, and 
manned in accordance with the highest degree of 
safety possible. 

The following summary statistical data on commercial 
vessel casualties reported to and investigated by the Coast 
Guard show that casualties have almost doubled during the 
period 1972 through 1976 and demonstrate the need for 
improving vessel construction, maintenance, and operation 
to better assure the safety of Lif:,?, property, and the 
environment. 
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Fiscal year 
1976 

Total casualties 
(note b) 

Type of vessels: 
Passenger and 
ferry 

Freight and 
cargo 

Tankships and 
tank barges 

Fishing, tugs, 
and miscellaneous 
(note c) 

Foreign 

Total vessels 
involved 

a/Fiscal year 1976 was - 

1972 1973 1974 1975 (note a) - - - 

2,424 3,388 3,108 3,305 4,211 

115 184 188 175 275 

621 652 616 561 688 

703 

2,429 

249 

4,117 

783 800 876 1,053 

3,078 3,521 4,691 

280 --I___ 

4,977 

288 

5,413 

3,545 

394 

5,551 

443 

7,150 

a 15-month reporting period. 

property b/Includes accidents involving damage to vessels and 
as well as injuries to mariners and loss of life. 

c/Most fishing and tug vessels are uninspected by the Coast 
Guard and generally do not fall within its CVS Program for' 
inspection or licensing and certifying personnel. 

According to the Department of Transportation, a 1968 
cost/benefit analysis of the Coast Guard's CVS Program 
identified large inequities in casualty reporting by vari- 
ous segments of the maritime industry, but this gap has been 
closing in the 1970s as reflected by an increase in casualty 
reporting- It added that the towboat operators licensing 
program in the 1970s has served to acquaint a large number 
of additional maritime personnel with the requirement for 
casualty reporting and has resulted in an increase in 
casualty reporting. Also, the $1,500 damage criteria for 
reporting incidents has been made less meaningful by infla- 
tion, thereby including many more incidents in the report- 
able category. 
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Information reported in Lloyd's Register of Shipping 
also shows that since 1974, vessels lost worldwide are 
increasing and that total tonnage lost during 1976 was 
the highest ever recorded. 

Calendar year 

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 ---_- 

Total vessels lost 371 3 6 3 311 336 345 

Gross tons (thousands) 949.3 919.8 869.6 995.2 1,156.l 

Associated with the concern over the increased number 
of casualties is the causes of accidents. This concern has 
been the subject of Coast Guard and other organizations' 
studies. The conclusion generally reached was that marine 
casualties result from many factors involving a series or 
combination of events and circmnst;Inc(?s. In most cases, how- 
ever, human error or personnel fault ;s a contributing, if 
not fundamental, factor. 

COAST GUARD 

The Coast Guard is one of the oldest continuous Federal 
Government oryanizations, having been established by the 
Congress in 1790. Although the Coast Guard is one of the 
armed forces of the United States, it functions under the 
Department of Defense only in times of war or national emer- 
gency. Its main functions under tile Department of Transport- 
ation during peacetime are to (1) administer programs designed 
to protect life and property at seii, (2) maintain regulatory 
control over much of the marine transportation industry, 
and (3) enforce all Federal laws c):‘ waters subject to U.S. 
jurisdiction. 

Marine InsLlection Offices (MIil.rs), Captains of the Port, 
and Marine Safety OfEices are the ciperating units which carry 
out the functions of commercial vessel and port safety in 
each district. The Marine Safety OfEice is a combination of 
an MI0 and Capt;lin of the Port. Scme of the major functions 
performed to insure commercial vescel safety and which are 
discussed in our report are 

--reviewing and approving plarls for vessels flying the 
U.S. fla(j in accordance wit11 standards prescribed in 
the Code of Federal Regu181t ons; 

--inspecting vessels while uncier construction at a ship- 
builder's yard; 
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--issuing a Certificate of inspection when a vessel 
is completed; 

--reinspectiny vessels periodically; 

-- inspecting vessels durincj drydock; 

--boarding and examining foreign flag vessels for tank- 
ship safety, navigation safety, and pollution prevent- 
ion; and monitoring bulk liquid cargo transfers and 
dangerous cargo; 

--licensing maritime personnel, including pilots, to 
certify that these personnel are physically fit and 
technically qualified; 

--signing on and signing off merchant mariners; 

--promoting internationai mar itime safety agreements; 
and 

--providing technical as:;ictance and training to 
foreign nations. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

We reviewed the CVS Program at Coast Guard headquarters 
in Washington, D.C., and at three Coast Guard districts--the 
EIth, New Orleans, Louisiana; thf! Filth, Long Beach, California; 
and the 13th, Seattle, Washington. 

We reviewed the laws, policies, and procedures for (1) 
inspecting U.S. flag vessels, (2) licensing maritime 
personnel, and (3) boarding and examining vessels. We also 
reviewed the status of agreements and policies dealing with 
international maritime safety a:ld the Coast Guard's involve- 
ment with thfl international mdr-itime community. 

We visited the Coast Guard Institute, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma; the Coast Guard Training Center, Yorktown, 
Virginia; the National Maritime Research Center, Kings Point, 
New York; and numerous organizations in and involved with 
the maritime industry to discuss and obtain information 
on matters dealing with the C'ohst Guard's responsibility 
for insuring commercial vessel safety in U.S. navigable 
waters. 



CHAPTER 2 

NEED TO IMPROVE THE EFFECTIVENESS 

OF THE COAST GUARD'S PROGRAM FOR -- .I_ 

INSPECTINc; U.S. VESSELS 

To reduce loss of life and damdge to property and the 
environment caused by vessel accidents in U.S. navigable 
waters, the Congress has passed many laws aimed at increasing 
marine safety. These laws require t.hat vessels be con- 
structed, maintained, and operated in accordance with 
established safety standards. The? Coast Guard's program for 
inspecting U.S. Flag vessels is only one of many designed to 
assure that the maritime industry complies with these safety 
standards. The various categories of U.S. vessel inspections 
the Coast Guard performs are descriljed in appendix I. With 
increased responsibilities being qiven the Coast Guard, such 
as environmental protection, interdiction of drugs, enforce- 
ment of the 200-mile fishing zone, and the tankship boarding 
program, tremendous demands have been placed on existing 
staff. Our review showed that the: znspection program's 
effectiveness is impaired because 

--shortages of staff and trained inspectors exist and 
experienced personnel are t-otated and 

--duplication exists between Coast Guard inspections 
and American Bureau of Shil'ping (ABS) surveys. 

If the Coast Guard is to improve the effectiveness of 
its inspection program, these problems will need additionai 
attention. Considering past experience in obtaining addi- 
tional resources and other programs' staffing demands, how- 
ever, a more feasible solution might be to transfer selected 
inspection activities to the maritime industry; specifically 
ABS. 

MARINE SAFETY PROGRAMS ARE 
IMPEDED BY STAFFING PROBLEMS 

The Coast Guard's CVS operating plan and our workload 
and manpower comparisons both show that the Coast Guard does 
not have sufficient personnel resources to effectively 
accomplish marine safety program workloads. Our comparisons 
of workload 1/ and available manpower shows that the districts - 

t 

1/ We did not evaluate the Coast Guard's workload standards. - 
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we reviewed had insufficient numbers of marine inspectors to 
accomplish their workloads without using extensive overtime. 

For example, one Coast Guard operating unit had a total 
of 18 personnel assigned to actual vessel inspection. Of 
these, 14 were fully or partially qualified as hull or boiler 
inspectors. Allowances for training and leave reduced this 
to the equivalent of I1 inspectors. The workload for calen- 
dar year 1977 compared to available staff resources is shown 
below. 

WORKLOAD AND RESOURCE HOURS 
3000 

2500 

1500 

1000 

500 ESTIMATED VESSEL INSPECTlOP 
WORKLOAD HOURS 

------ AVAILABLE INSPECTION 
RESOURCES (40~HhJR 
WORKWEEK) 

6 



As shown above, the workload peaked in the spring and 
fell off in the summer and fall, while inspection resource 
hours remained relatively constant. Operating unit officials 
explained that, although tanker and ferry inspection workload 
remains relatively constant throughout the year, inspections 
of container and general cargo vessels are concentrated from 
January through May. Charter fishing boat inspections are 
concentrated from April through June, with a second smaller 
peak in the fall. Inspection of coastwise barges is con- 
centrated from October through May. As a result, the 
inspectors were required to do extensive overtime work from 
February through May 1977. 

Operating unit officials stated that the workload has 
been accomplished through extensive overtime, but that this 
effort could not be sustained. Several memorandums have 
been sent to district headquarters outlining the continuing 
critical shortage of inspectors. Headquarters was informed 
in February 1978 that the situation was untenable and the 
ability to perform statutorily required functions would be 
seriously impaired. In May 1978 this problem was intensified 
by increased vessel construction, which left the unit 
critically short of marine inspectors to accomplish other 
inspection activities. 

At another operating unit, seven inspectors were as- 
signed to inspect IJ.S. flag vessels and to board and perform 
safety examinations of tankships. Officials of this unit 
stated that, considering time spent on scheduled training 
and annual and sick leave, only six inspectors were avail- 
able during the period January 1977 through June 1978. Dur- 
ing the peak workload months of April, May, and June, three 
individuals located at subunits were also assigned as inspec- 
tors. During calendar year 1977, the vessel inspection work- 
load was estimated at close to 16,000 hours, of which about 
2,500 hours were accomplished outside a 40-hour workweek. 

At still another operating unit, although 16 personnel 
were assigned as field inspectors, only 4 were considered to 
be qualified inspectors. The inspection workload for 
calendar year 1977 was about 17,700 hours. Total available 
staff was sufficient to meet this workload, but only the 
four were qualified, representiny ;i total of 6,750 hours. 
Operating unit officials stated that although the total 
number of inspectors was sufficient., it would be useful 
to have more qualified inspectors. 

Another operating unit at this location--which is 
responsible for vessel boardings and examinations, including 
tankship safety examinations--had 20 inspectors assigned to 
vessel boarding and cargo transfrr monitoring. Seven were 
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considered trainees. Many of the 4,850 boardings made during 
the period January 1977 through June 1978 were outside the 
40-hour workweek, as shown below. 

Available 
Estimated man-hour Workload 

hours resources hours accom- 
required (40-hour plished outside 

Time period for boardings workweek) 40-hour workweek .~ 

Jan.-June 1977 12,500 7,100 5,400 
July-Dec. 1977 11,600 7,100 4,500 
Jan.-June 1978 14,800 10,800 4,000 

Total 38,900 25,000 13,900 

A unit official stated that he had adequate personnel 
resources to accomplish his boar-ding and monitoring programs. 
The validity of this statement depends on several factors: a 
55-hour workweek with considerable overtime, adequately 
trained and qualified personnel, timing and number of vessel 
arrivals, and Coast Guard Reserve personnel performing about 
25 percent of tile workload. Another official directly in- 
volved in the boarding program +:old us that seven additional 
qualified inspectors were needecl. 

Another operating unit had a total of 44 officers and 
warrant officers assigned as field inspectors, of which only 
19 were considered qualified AS hull and/or boiler inspectors. 
This unit’s vessel inspection workload (actual reported hours 
for inspection of construction and local officials' estimates 
of time required for other inspections) was over 81,500 hours 
for calendar year 1977 and 47,500 hours for the first 6 
months of calendar year 1978. fsased on the number of 
inspectors available and a 40-hour workweek, resources for 
39,000 hours and 26,000 hours, respectively, were available. 
This would be equivalent to each inspector working 16 hours 
a day without any time for coll;rteral duties. 

Since our review disclosed that inspectors do not work 
16-hour days, we can only conclude that inspections are not 
being accomplished properly or Coast Guard workload standards 
are questionable and may need revision. The officer in charge 
of marine inspection told us that although all scheduled in- 
spections are physically accompiished, many unqualified per- 
sonnel are used and extensive o‘iertime is required. A 
May 1978 Coast Guard headquarters staffing study estimated 
a need for an additional 32 inspection positions for this 
unit. Earlier in March 1978, lt new positions had been 
allocated to this unit, but theTi were to meet the Coast 



Guard's new responsibility for inspecting offshore oil and 
gas platforms rather than for supplementing existing staff 
needs. These additional inspection duties have further 
strained staff resources. In addition, our analysis showed 
that the vessel inspection workload in this unit for the 
first 6 months of calendar year 1978 increased about 17 
percent over the last 6 months of 1977. 

The delay in documenting and reporting the results of 
inspections is another indication of this unit's heavy 
workload. Ideally, inspection reports are to be completed 
within 5 days after an inspection is completed. Some 
inspectors reach this goal, but others may take up to 1 month 
to submit their inspection report:;. 

In September 1978, the officer in charge of this 
inspection unit informed headquarters that it was imperative 
that immediate action be taken to retain qualified marine 
safety personnel and to fill authori.zed positions with 
trained personnel. At the same t imt:, he stated that the 
number of workiny hours must be maintained at a reasonable 
level to stop the flow of personnbzl from the Coast Guard to 
private enterprise. 

On July 18, 1977, the Commandant of the Coast Guard 
issued an overview statement discussing external changes 
which will affect how the Coast Guard carries out its 
missions. The Commandant stated that Coast Guard head- 
quarters and field personnel will need to use advanced fore- 
casting techniques "while relying less on intuitive forecasts 
and trend extrapolation." He concluded that "consideration 
of alternatives and balances among programs, supported by 
cost-benefits analysis, will be required." We believe that 
the Coast Guard needs to undertake a comprehensive and 
systematic study of the staff nei:dc?d for inspection 
activities. 

Agency comments and our evaluation 

The Department of Transportdtion, in commenting on our 
draft report, recognized the neell for such a staffing study 
and is determining which tasks mciy be eliminated without 
negatiuely affecting the marine :safIety area. In addition, 
the Department said that (1) the CVS Program standards are 
being reviewed to identify new mis >;ion areas assigned to the 
Coast Guard by recent legislation which have not been in- 
cluded in tabulating resource needs and (2) based on the 
revised Program standards, a computerized program will be 
developed to provide cost/benefit ,lnd productivity analyses 
which will enable the Coast Guard ':o better predict resource 
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needs as well as reallocate its existing resources in a more 
timely manner. We believe that the actions being initiated 
are responsive to our proposal. 

TRAINED AND EXPERIENCED PERSONNEL NEEDED 

Most of the inspectors in the three districts included 
in our review have had at least one tour of sea duty on 
Coast Guard cutters. Considering this sea experience, along 
with on-the-job and formal training, it would seem that most 
inspectors would be highly qualified. However, we found that 
relatively few field unit inspectors could be considered as 
qualified hull or boiler inspectors. This has occurred be- 
cause the Coast Guard has not established uniform criteria 
or procedures to determine whether inspectors are actually 
qualified and has not scheduled needed vessel inspection 
training in a timely manner. In addition, the rotation 
policy caused by the lack of a specialized job classifica- 
tion or career ladder contributes to the difficulty in 
achieving and maintaining expertise in marine inspection, 

Absence of standards and procedures for 
qualifying inspectors 

The Coast Guard has no established criteria or procedures 
for determining whether an individual is a qualified inspector. 
The Coast Guard Merchant Marine Safety Manual states only that 
it is a customarily accepted fact that it takes 3 years to 
become a qualified marine inspector. It further states that 
upon completing the Marine Safety Basic Indoctrination School 
an officer is considered to have a basic foundation for be- 
coming qualified in the various aspects of merchant marine 
safety. The manual goes on to say that individual officers 
may become qualified more quickly but does not specify how. 
Because specific criteria have not been provided, field units 
have to use their own criteria and procedures in determining 
whether an individual is qualified. 

One operating unit we reviewed had developed a formal 
system for determining when an individual is considered 
qualified to perform vessel inspections on his own. The 
system is based on a qualified inspector observing a 
trainee making an inspection and signing a "qualification 
data" sheet stating that the individual is qualified to 
perform a particular type of inspection on a particular 
type of vessel. The individual is qualified in successive 
steps (with a separate qualific:ation sheet for each) as a 
hull (structural) or boiler (machinery) inspector capable 
of performing drydock or certif'ication inspections of 



different types of vessels, such as cargo ships, tankships, 
and passenger vessels. 

In contrast to this formalized system, another operating 
unit has no system for qualifying an inspector. The chief of 
the inspection department stated that, in the absence of any 
criteria, he considers all personnel assigned to be qualified 
once they have completed the 3-month Marine Safety Basic 
Indoctrination School. As discussed below, we do not believe 
that completing this training course qualifies an individual 
as an inspector. Rather, it should be considered only as 
an indoctrination in marine safety activities. 

Operating unit officials in the other two districts 
we reviewed stated that they considered the entire initial 
3-year tour in inspection to be a training experience. 
Officials at both locations stated, however, that these 
trainees do become qualified to perform certain types of 
inspections on particular types of vessels during their 
initial inspection assignment. They told us that the 
determination of when a trainee becomes a qualified inspector 
is a judgemental decision. 

Delays in scheduling needed 
vessel inspection traininq 

The Coast Guard has a number of training courses for 
individuals assigned to inspection activities. The basic 
course taken to qualify as an inspector is the marine safety 
basic indoctrination course. Other short term courses cover- 
ing specific aspects of inspection, such as weld inspection 
and ultrasonic testing, are also provided. Personnel as- 
signed to inspection also receive on-the-job training by 
accompanying qualified inspectors on vessel inspections and 
boardings. 

The 3-month marine safety basic indoctrination course 
is intended for officers on their first assignment in marine 
safety. Examples of the background and experience of inspec- 
tors are shown on pages 14 and 15. The purpose of the course 
is to indoctrinate these officers in the basics of marine 
safety responsibilities and functions. It covers laws, 
regulations, and standards governing vessel and facility 
inspections, investigations, documentation, merchant 
personnel licensing, suspension .:Ind revocation preceedings, 
and pollution response. The couTsC! includes all aspects of 
vessel inspection, such as welding, nondestructive testing, 
boilers and piping, and electrical installation; however, 
each of these general areas are covered in 17 hours or less. 
Specific parts of these general subject areas, such as the 
different types of nondestructive +:esting, are given an 
additional 1 to 3 hours coverage. 
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As indicated by its stated purpose, this course is only 
intended to be an indoctrination in marine safety, and in 
itself does not qualify an individual as an inspector. This 
course must be supplemented with other short term specialized 
inspection training courses as well as on-the-job training. 
Failure to provide the necessary training has contributed to 
the continuing shortage of qualified inspectors. 

In February 1978, the officer in charge of one operat- 
ing unit pointed out to headquarters that of 18 inspectors, 6 
were scheduled for transfer and 2 were retiring. He stated 
that of the remaining ten inspectors, four had 3 years in- 
spection experience, two had 2 years experience, and four 
had 2 months or less experience. Only four of the ten were 
qualified. He said the shortage of qualified inspectors was 
critical because the qualified inspectors would be burdened 
with training 13 newly assigned trainees over the next 
several months. He partly attributed this problem to the 
difficulty trainees have in securing space in the marine 
safety school. He said one officer currently attending the 
school had to wait 5 months to get in; another officer, who 
had not yet attended the school, had to wait 6 months; and 
a third had been waiting 3 months and the unit had still 
not been able to reserve a space in any class. An official 
of this unit stated that it has also been difficult to get 
personnel into the follow-on specialized training courses 
which are necessary to further qualify inspectors. He added 
that as a result, these inspectors have had to continue to 
perform inspections without such training. 

In another operating unit in another district, we also 
found that training was of major importance in meeting the 
unit's workload and the marine safety basic indoctrination 
course was not available to all trainees as quickly as 
needed. In December 1977, the officer in charge informed 
headquarters that he was willin< to have his trainees sit 
outside the classroom and listen through the windows. The 
lack of inspectors qualified in this unit to provide inten- 
sive on-the-job instruction has also inhibited trainees' 
progress toward qualification. As a result of these prob- 
lems, very few trainees ate designated as qualified inspec- 
tors during their first assignment. In September 1978, the 
officer in charge of this unit expressed concern to district 
headquarters that trainees were training other trainees and 
senior officer positions were filled with personnel with 
limited experience. 

The chief of the Marine Safety Basic Indoctrination 
School said there are about 175 officers who have been 
waiting for at least 6 months to take the marine safety 
basic indoctrination course. He attributed part of this 
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backlog to the training of the additional inspectors that 
was required when the tankship safety examination program 
was started. He stated that the backlog would be eliminated 
by the end of fiscal year 1979 because the course was to be 
offered seven times during the year rather than four or 
five times as it had been in the past. However, only one 
additional course has been scheduletl for fiscal year 1979, 
bringing the total to six. The cL-jit;f of the school also 
predicted that the Outer Continential Shelf Lands Act 
responsibilities would affect the backlog because more 
inspectors will be Ileeded. 

Our observations of Coast Guard 
vessel inspections - 

We accompanied inspectors on njimerous vessel inspections 
and boardings of tankships and ot:i(:u- vessels. We observed 
inspections during construction; lri:;peections for recertifica- 
tion; drydock examinations; rnidpl>irIT: inspections; and 
inspection of repairs or alteratit,>t-ii 0n various types of 
vessels, including large and smaLL :Jassenger vessels, tank- 
ships, container ships, general. i‘ii~ JC ships, and barges. 
Although we noted various inspecti::n and documentation 
practices, the inspectors generall,y appeared to be conscien- 
tious in performincj the inspectic.tn. However, in many cases 
the inspector had not yet compl.etpt tf,e required training or 
qualification period and was still eor.sidered a trainee. 
For example, of 12 inspections in! :in~. district, 4 were 
performed by trainees without a liudljfied inspector present. 
Of ten inspections in another di:-‘tr,irt., five were performed 
by trainees or by partially qua1 f t,ii inspectors. 

Rotation policy and lack of a Cal-per ladder 
have reduced inspectors' effectiT:eryess --- _~ -~- - I 

Every 2 to 3 years the Coas:. ; uard rotates its staff 
among various duty stations SUCLI d': search and rescue, buoy 
tenders, and hiyh- and medium-erl!cirance cutters. Promotions 
are based primarily on experience:, performance, and expertise 
in a specialized job (e.g., deck ot' engineer officer, machin- 
ery technician, gunners mate, boit!;wain mate). It takes at 
least 3 years for an inspector 5) tjecome qualified, and about 
the time personnel become profic:Lt‘!lt in one area, such as 
vessel inspection, they are tran;ft!rred and assigned to an- 
other job. We found that few fic?lil inspectors had previous 
inspection duty or consecutive aJs;qnments at marine inspec- 
tion offices. The Coast Guard 1115; not established a special- 
ized job classification for insr;'?::“:ion activities and has been 
unable to keep experienced and t.~~~Iincd staff in the vessel 
inspection area. Because promotl<>?s are based primarily on 
expertise, perf i:>rl;,a?ce, and expr Y‘ Nznr e in areas other than 
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vessel inspection, assignment to an MI0 or Captain of the 
Port can affect a staff member's career. 

Some typical rotation experiences of field inspectors, 
excluding initial training or education, such as the Coast 
Guard Academy, are shown below (current assignment is 
shown first with initial assignment shown last). 

Current and past duty 
Period 

assigned 

OFFICERS 

Inspector A 

MI0 (boiler inspector) 1 year 
Cutter 1 year 
Ice breaker 2 years 

Inspector B 

MI0 (hull and boiler inspector) 
Ice breaker 
MI0 (vessel inspection--2 l/2 years) 
Ice breaker 
District Office--naval engineering 
Cutter 

Inspector C: 

MI0 (hull inspector) 
LORAN station 
Cutter 
Ice breaker 

WARRANT OFFICERS .___ 

Inspector D 

MIO/MSO (note a) (boiler inspector) 
Cutter (two different vessels) 
Light ship 
LORAN station 
Cutter 
Lifeboat station 
Lighthouse 
Cutter 

Inspector E 

MI0 (hull and boiler inspector) 
Cutter 

l/2 year 
l/2 year 
4 years 
l-1/2 years 
l/6 year 
3/4 year 

1 year 
l-1/2 years 
l-1/2 years 
l/3 year 

1 year 
2 years 
l-1/2 years 
4 years 
2 years 
2 years 
2 years 
2 years 

2 years 
1-l/4 years 
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Current and past duty 
Period 

assigned 

Coast Guard base 
Group 
Cutter 
Ice breaker 
Coast Guard base 

ENLISTED 

2 years 
l/4 year 
3-l/4 years 
2 years 
2 years 

Inspector F 

Fort Safety Station (port safety) 3 years 
Coast Guard cutter (two cutters) 2-l/2 years 
Port Safety Station (port safety) 3 years 
Vietnam (port safety--explosive loading) 1 year 
Port Safety Station (port safety) l/2 year 
Coast Guard cutter (two different vessels) l-3/4 years 
District--Armory 3/4 year 

Inspector G 

Port Safety Station (port safety) l-l/2 years 
Coast Guard cutter--deck l-1/2 years 
Coast Guard base--search and rescue 2/3 year 

Inspector H 

Port Safety Station 
(port safety/pollution prevention) l-l/2 years 

Coast Guard station--search and rescue 1 year 

a/Marine Safety Office. - 

Officers assigned to an operating unit spend only part 
of their 3-year tour of duty actually assigned to vessel in- 
spection. They are rotated within an MI0 to other areas, such 
as licensing and certificating of merchant marine personnel, 
investigations, vessel documentation, and shipping commis- 
sioners activities. For example, in one operating unit we 
found that officers were assigned to vessel inspection only 
about 18 months, which included the 3 months for the marine 
safety basic indoctrination course. 

Coast Guard officials and personnel, as well as 
individuals in the maritime industry, expressed concern about 
how the Coast Guard rotation policy affects the overall ef- 
fectiveness of inspection activities. Some stated that even 
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inspectors with previous inspection experience never reach 
maximum proficiency. The intervening periods of other duty, 
resulting from the rotation policy, interrupt the inspectors' 
experience and this, along with constant changes in vessel 
standards from new legislation, make it necessary for inspec- 
tors to constantly relearn their job on subsequent assignments 
as an inspector. Operating unit inspectors said that inspec- 
tors needed to have additional expertise to gain the respect 
of the maritime industry. One said that, at present, most 
inspectors are not knowledgeable enough to provide industry 
with a precise interpretation of marine rules and regulations. 

The officer in charge of one operating unit told district 
headquarters in September 1978 that an evaluation of the 
present 3-year rotation policy was essential. He said the 
present policy was not realistic and it precluded many units 
from functioning properly. He cited his own unit, where most 
assigned personnel were untrained, as an example of trying to 
simultaneously achieve quality production with trainees where 
both work volume and variety were excessive. He stated that a 
3-year tour of duty with trainees precluded quality perform- 
ance and a professional image. Some personnel have never 
boarded a ship before this assignment where they must deal 
with port captains or engineers with 20 to 30 years experi- 
ence. He suggested a 6-year tour of duty at his particular 
marine inspection office to provide for both training and 
production capability. 

Officials of three operating units in two other districts 
also suggested that the 3-year tour of duty be extended to 4 
or 5 years. They stated this would give personnel time to 
become knowledqeable in all of the unit's activities, gain 
experience, become more proficient in vessel inspection, 
and contribute to the accomplishment of the workload. 
In addition, officers were also? required to become know- 
ledgeable in other areas, such as licensing and investigation 
activities, pollution prevention and response, and port 
safety and security. Officials felt it was too much to 
expect that an individual could become highly proficient in 
all or any of these activitit:ly in such a short time. 

Another Coast Guard off;clal stated that rules and 
regulations governing vessel inspections change so often, 
an individual would have to work with them continuously 
to stay proficient. He and an<)ther official stated that a 
3-year assignment was sufficient for an individual to become 
a proficient inspector, but th(? rotation policy interfered 
with the individual maintaininy proficiency. Two inspectors 
with prior inspection experience but intervening rotation to 
other duty r;tiiJ it took them f:~om 6 to 12 months on the 
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new inspection assignment to regain the proficiency level 
acquired on the previous assignment. 

The U.S. Maritime Administration and industry officials 
were concerned about the inconsistent manners in which 
vessel inspections were conducted at different ports. They 
stated that the Coast Guard's 3-year rotation policy caused 
discontinuity in inspection practices at different ports and 
that Coast Guard inspectors were unable to acquire the 
necessary expertise before rotati.on. Another official said 
that while, overall, the Coast Guard did a good job of vessel 
inspection, disparities in inspections at different ports 
definitely existed. He attributed this to the Coast Guard's 
rotating its personnel every 3 years and to the relative 
autonomy of districts and field units in carrying out their 
responsibilities, resulting in d.ifferent interpretations of 
marine safety requirements. 

Position qualification system developed - ----_I- 

The Coast Guard, recognizing 3 need to identify quali- 
fied inspectors, recently developed a position qualification 
system. Through1 this system the Coast Guard can keep track 
of individuals who develop expertise in a special area and 
the various positions requiring ::;u~h expertise. 

We recognize that alternative approaches exist for 
retaining qualified personnel in tI!e inspection program. 
We believe that the new system should show improvements in 
(1) keeping track of qualified per:;onnel who develop expertise 
in a special area <and (2) using ,suc:h information to reassign 
personnel to positions needing S.JC~I expertise. We believe 
that establishing a separate spe:icilty for the inspection 
function would be a more effecti:Je method of retaining 
experienced per:;onnel because thaw individuals would have (1) 
professional advancement opportuti j +:ies in their specialty 
and (2) an incentive to maintain !ob knowledge even when not 
on inspection assignments. We btri -eve that individuals with 
this specialty --when reassigned t,t the inspection areas-- 
would provide continuity of req,: .a 414 skills as others leave 
and would proville such ,:ontinui! without additironal training. 

Agency comments and our evaluate ;I - -.-__-- -----. 

The Department of Transport<j t ion agreed that a need 
exists for more trained and experij?nced personnel and 
added that in-house training war; Leing expanded. One ac- 
tion being taken is to install vl:itzotape training machines 
in all field units during the si.l~~~-lr of 1979. The Depart- 
ment stated that it plans to tort: 3ct for establishing 
standards for personnel qualifications. The contract will 
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require (1) identifying skill requirements necessary to 
perform each of the tasks performed by field personnel 
and to determine what qualifications are necessary, (2) 
reviewing the Coast Guard's existing training programs to 
identify gaps, and (3) providing recommendations for ef- 
fective and comprehensive training for marine safety per- 
sonnel. We believe that this action is responsive to our 
proposal. 

The Department said that enlisted personnel who serve 
in the CVS Program have had applicable training. If a new 
inspection rating was established, the needed training would 
no longer be available and an entirely new and duplicative 
training effort would have to be undertaken. In addition, 
several Coast Guard mission areas can use the existing rat- 
ings, but an inspection rating would be limited to one pro- 
gram. The Department added that the Coast Guard has con- 
sidered both establishing an inspection specialty classi- 
fication and extending the inspection assignment tour. The 
Department also said that enlisted qualification codes are 
to be expanded, which will provide the assignment officers 
with the necessary information to better utilize individuals 
after their initial tour at a lr;arine safety office. It added 
that establishing an inspection: specialty classification is 
conceptually more appealing, b;,t when considerations of the 
Coast Guard's multimission nature are taken into effect, the 
existing system better fills tl-le needs of the entire Coast 
Guard. Officers are given specialty classifications and 
rotate in and out of the CVS Program based on the overall 
needs of the service. 

We recognize that the Coa:;t Guard operates under a 
multimission concept. We believe, however, that establishing 
an inspection specialty classification for both officers and 
enlisted personnel would still (I) allow rotation between 
various noninspection offices and (2) provide continuity of 
required inspection skills as persons with such a rating 
are reassigned to an inspection unit. This is especially 
true since their professional advancement would be based on 
their inspection expertise, thereby enhancing the inspection 
program without significantly lffecting the Coast Guard's 
multimission concept. 

We agree that an applicable training program would 
have to be established for an inspection rating and that 
some persons in other ratings--an engineman, electrician, 
etc.-- should still receive inspection training when assigned 
to an inspection unit, would perform inspection duties when 
assigned to such a unit (under the multimission concept), 
and an inspector would perforn: other duties when not as- 
signed to an inspection unit. A person wit!: an inspection 
rating would have more spec:;t"ized training and, in our 



opinion, the benefits of assuring such inspection expertise 
is maintained outweighs the effect of some duplicative 
training. 

DUPLICATION BETWEEN COAST GUARD 
INSPECTIONS AND ABS SURVEYS 

ABS was created in 1862 by the New York Legislature as 
a nonprofit, international ship classification society with 
the primary function of certifying the soundness and sea- 
worthiness of merchant ships and other mar'ne structures. 
ABS has been inspecting vessels almost as ‘t, 1 ng as the Coast 
Guard and its predecessor agencies. Just as the Coast Guard 
sets vessel safety standards, ABS establishes standards known 
as 'Irules" for the design, construction, and periodic survey 
of vessels. ABS classes ships for the ship owners so that 
insurance can be obtained. The classification is based on 
design review, inspection during construction, and periodic 
surveys thereafter. This classification, which vessel owners 
pay for, assures owners, shippers, underwriters, and others 
that the vessel is structurally and mechanically safe and fit 
for its intended service. ABS personnel who inspect and 
class ships are collectively known as surveyors. They in- 
clude naval architects, marine engineers, and experienced 
seagoing engineers. ABS has about 640 surveyors located in 
major ports throughout the world. 

The Coast Guard is actively involved in the direction 
and administration of ABS. The Commandant is an active 
member of the ABS executive committee. In addition, Coast 
Guard representatives are members of committees and subcom- 
mittees to assure that the rules adopted by ABS for vessel 
structure and equipment meet the minimum standards of Federal 
regulations. ABS sphere of interest is almost identical to 
the Coast Guard's except that it leas no enforcement authority 
for Federal laws and regulations; that is the Coast Guard's 
responsibility. 

Although the responsibility for certain aspects of 
marine safety have already been delegated to ABS by statute 
and regulations and ABS attempts to cooperate with the Coast 
Guard wherever possible, overlap and duplication still exist. 
To eliminate this duplication, certain aspects of the Coast 
Guard inspection program could bcl transferred to ABS, This 
would allow the Coast Guard to rt:iallocate personnel re- 
sources to other programs that ar-e experiencing increased 
demands on staffing. 
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Transferring inspection responsibility 
to ABS has been considered 

Transferring the responsibility for inspecting U.S. 
flag vessels to ABS has been considered in the past. A 1968 
Coast Guard study of cost, benefits, and effectiveness of 
the Merchant Marine Safety Program considered in detail the 
possibility of combining Coast Guard inspection activities 
with those of ABS. The alternatives considered were 

--accept ABS inspection results as proof that a ship 
is safe and 

--pay ABS to do additional inspection, either using 
Government funds or payment from vessel owners. 

The study noted that ABS classed all U.S. flag seagoing 
merchant vessels, although this is not required. The study 
also noted that the Coast Guard has already delegated certain 
plan review and inspection and certification functions to ABS. 
For example, the Coast Guard accepts ABS 

--assigned load lines and annual load line surveys (see 
picture on page 21), 

--Cargo Ship Safety Construction Certificates as required 
by the 1960 International Convention for the Safety of 
Life at Sea (SOLAS), 

--Cargo Gear Certificates as evidence that a vessel's 
cargo handling gear is rn satisfactory condition, and 

--welders qualification a:< proof of a welder's 
competency. 

Also, when a vessel is designetj to ABS rules and ABS approves 
the design, the Coast Guard, ac a matter of policy, does not 
duplicate the ABS plan review LJrocess. The study report noted 
the cooperation that exists t)etween inspectors and surveyors 
from the Coast Guard and ABS, even to the extent of sharing 
the workload during peak periods. It further commented that 
for several years the Coast Guard had been reviewing its 
relationship with ABS in an ef‘[ort to eliminate duplication 
of efforts. 

The study concluded that. : ecduse ABS surveys were di- 
rected at deteriorating mach:nt:ry and hull, but not at per- 
sonnel hazards or safety equ,;)illent, accepting ABS surveys as 
presently conducted would sit-in j flcantly reduce safety ben- 
efits. The study considered :!.creasing the scope of ABS 
inspection to include person-:(> tlazards and safety equipment 
and charginq vessel owners 6)~ ip:5pection. The study report 
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concluded, however, that the same result would be achieved if 
the Coast Guard instituted user charges for its inspections. 
Apparently, no consideration was given to combining ABS 
surveys as presently conducted with the Coast Guard inspec- 
tion of vessels for personnel hazards and safety equipment. 

A National Academy of Sciences December 1970 report on 
the U.S. merchant marine safety regulatory system noted the 
considerable duplication in safety standards, certification, 
and survey activities among Government agencies and non-Gov- 
ernment bodies. The Academy concluded that unnecessary regula- 
tion and enforcement procedures should be eliminated. The 
report cited as an example, Coast Guard and ABS duplica- 
tive regulation of vessel machinery. The report noted that 
90 percent of Coast Guard and ABS machinery standards were 
similar and that Coast Guard inspectors and ABS surveyors 
often inspected the same structural and machinery items, 
often accepting each other's inspection results. 

The Academy noted that Coast Guard and ABS inspection 
of new vessels during construction was essentially the 
same. ABS surveyors checked all materials and workmanship 
to assure the vessel was built according to approved plans 
and applicable rules. The Coast Guard inspected material, 
machinery to be installed, lifesaving and firefighting 
equipment, and the vessel's structure to assure the vessel 
complied with applicable regulations and the approved plans. 
The report stated that since the Coast Guard and ABS often 
cooperated in conducting inspections, much potential dupli- 
cation had already been eliminated. The Academy also noted 
the duplication of testing by inspectors of the different 
agencies, but commented that often one agency's tests were 
accepted by the other and concluded that the practice of 
agencies accepting each other's inspections should be 
expanded to reduce the number of inspections. 

In addition, the Academy noted the considerable duplica- 
tion between ABS rules and Coast Guard regulations for 
periodic inspections of operating vessels. Both agencies 
required an annual inspection that covered essentially the 
same items--structure, boilers, machinery, and equipment. 
The Coast Guard also examined fire protection, lifesaving 
equipment, and other safety equipment. At Z-year intervals, 
both the Coast Guard and ABS inspected the boilers, steering 
gear, piping systems, tail shaft, hull structure, and water- 
tight doors. Although the Coast Guard certification (2-year 
interval) inspection is considerably more detailed than the 
ABS inspection, every 4 years ABS conducts special surveys 
considerably greater in detail and scope than the Coast Guard 
and the scope increases as the vessel ages. The report 
commented that it appeared the periodic ABS and Coast Guard 
inspections could easily be coordinated, but cited several 
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factors making this more difficult, such as the inspections 
by the oryanizations often being out of phase and the pos- 
sibility of ARS surveys being conciticted in foreign countries. 

The report recommended that the Coast Guard delegate to 
A3S all regulatory functions regarding ship structure and 
machinery, including design and plan approval, inspection, 
survey, and certification. It noted that a change in 
legislation would be required to permit this delegation. 
The Academy also recommended that. the Coast Guard retain 
authority and responsibility for- marine safety functions, such 
as lifesaving, danijerous caryo, c:a::,ualty investigations, and 
licensing and discipline of seayoirl(] personnel. 

The situation described aboc(tl still exists today. The 
Coast Guard and ABS each conduct periodic inspections or 
surveys to determine the condition of a vessel's hull and 
machinery. However, the local Coast Guard officer in 
charge of marine inspection or tile AI% principal surveyor 
generally has the prerogative of accepting the other's in- 
spection result:,. The Coast Guard still has the additional 
responsibilities!, llowever, of assut. 1r-icJ compliance with life- 
saving and firefighting equipment., pollution prevention 
regulations, anti manning standards. 

In observirlg vessel inspections by Coast Guard inspec- 
tors, we found that ABS surveyor-:-; were at times inspecting 
the same work. For example, we clbseerved a Coast Guard inspec- 
tion of machinery repairs on boaL,ci a iJ.S. flag tanker; the 
Coast Guard inspector and ABS surveyor were examining the 
repaired machinery together. Their joint conclusion was that 
the repair was satisfactory. Thc.3 Coast Guard inspector in 
this case told us this was a good t:xample of duplication. 
On another Coast Guard inspection which we observed, an ABS 
surveyor was also present and inspected the same work. The 
Coast Guard inspector in this ca:;e stated that many times the 
Coast Guard and ABS perform insp6lctions simultaneously and at 
times split the war-k and share t,il<d results. 

The Coast Guard CVS operatitrg plan, as revised in March 
1978, addressed the ABS inspecticln alternative which the Coast 
Guard studied in 1968 and the National Academy of Sciences 
studied in 1970. The plan cornmerited that the ABS alternative 
had been effectiveiy addressed i!l the 1968 study. The pro- 
gram plan stated that the Coast Kudrd and ABS and other non- 
profit oryanizatiotls dedicated to ,r,aterial safety objectives 
had enjoyed a long term partnersl.ii and that the Coast Guard 
had delegated rcsponsibili ty to tl‘:c-se other organizations for 
CVS standards, suctl as plan apprc.I\7..jl, load lines, cargo gear, 
and cargo storac;e. Ttle program t' ! J n, while recognizing that 
ABS and other ti-,ir(j party agencitmc, serve important objectives, 
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concluded that ABS objective was protecting the owner's in- 
vestment and that it was in reality "servile" to the vessel 
owner. 

We do not believe that any difference exists between 
a vessel that is safe for an owner and a vessel that is safe 
for the public or that the maritime industry is any less 
concerned about the safety of a vessel than is the Coast 
Guard. While the ship owners pay A5S for classing a vessel, 
it is done primarily for the underwriters who insure the ves- 
sel. Without such insurance, the shipper would be reluctant 
to use the vessel. The inspections are done in accordance 
with rules that are established and approved by an ABS execu- 
tive committee which has as a member the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard or his representative. Although the Department 
of Transportation stated that this does not constitute effec- 
tive control of the ABS standards or to the decisions made by 
field surveyors, in our opinion it prevents ABS from being 
totally servile to the maritime industry. Additional con- 
tro1s, such as Coast Guard rnonltoring of ABS inspection 
activities, can be instituted to accommodate the need for 
independence. 

Comments from Coast Guard officials and the maritime 
industry varied on the feasibility of ABS assuming certain 
inspection responsibilities presently performed by the Coast 
Guard. Some disagreed, some had reservations about certain 
items, and others totally favored ABS taking over this 
function. 

One Coast Guard headquarters official stated that while 
the Coast Guard referred to ABS standards for hull and 
machinery surveys and accepted its load line certification, 
ABS surveys were narrower than the Coast Guard's because they 
did not concern themselves with personnel protection and fire- 
fighting equipment. ABS officials agreed that they do not 
make personnel protection and tire equipment inspection 
aboard ships. However, they s:.id that they could make such 
inspections. ;1/ 

l/The Coast Guard inspects safety equipment at manufacturers' 
plants. ABS officials said that they do not wish to make 
such plant inspections because it would require significant 
increases in its staff. 
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Other headquarters officials said that ABS structural 
and mechanical standards did not vary "that much" from Coast 
Guard standards, but that standards for boilers, piping, and 
electrical systems were different. Also, ABS has no standards 
for fire protection systems. In these areas, ABS largely 
followed rules of SOLAS 1960. The officials agreed that dupli- 
cation existed between ABS and Coast Guard surveys and in- 
spections and that Coast Guard could delegate some areas of 
its inspection program to ABS. The specific areas would have 
to be negotiated by the Coast Guard and ABS. As an alter- 
native, they suggested that perhaps a quality assurance system 
could be worked out with shipyards -dhere the Coast Guard would 
monitor the shipyard's program. Thr, inspectors, thus freed 
up, could be used in other priority Coast Guard programs, such 
as boarding uninspected U.S. vessr::l::,. 

One operating unit official stated that the Coast Guard 
has already delegated some marine safety activities to other 
organizations and relies on them to help assure vessel safety. 
For example, the Coast Guard relies on ABS-issued Load Line 
Certificates for U.S. flag inspecteti vessels. Also, the Coast 
Guard does not duplicate certain ABS plan reviews, but accepts 
its plan approval essentially at face value. 

This official also stated that transferring all or some 
Coast Guard U.S. flag vessel inspection activities would re- 
lease needed inspection personnel resources for other marine 
safety activities needing attention; fC)r example, the board- 
ing and examination of uninspected :f.S. commercial vessels. 
He said it would 3e desirable to ex~l.ani' the vessel boarding 
and examination activities-- foreign flag tank vessel board- 
inqs and safety examinations of U.S. commercial uninspected 
vessels. 

Further, thi!; official stated that he had no doubts as 
to the capability of ABS surveyors tc> perform vessel inspec- 
tions. He said the scope of the ABS vessel survey would have 
to be expanded to cover personnel safety aspects to a greater 
extent than it does at present. He ritdted that although some 
difficulties may occur in working )u': the mechanics, he saw 
no reason why the Coast Guard coull root issue Certificates of 
Inspection to U.S, flag vessels ba~-;e(l .?n ABS inspection re- 
ports. He added t-hat the language o! +3me vessel inspection 
legislation would have to be modific- 1 ':(:I allow this. 

Another operating unit offici,-11 stated that the Coast 
Guard should leave the vessel inspection business. He said 
that in the case of new vessel con:;t :uction or vessel conver- 
sion, the vessel owner, the vessel jl-Asurer, ABS (in the case 
of classed vessels), 7 and the Coast C,SAal-~l bqere all inspecting 

25 



the same work-- which was unnecessary duplication. He said 
that, in the case of reinspections, midperiods, and drydock 
examinations of operating vessels, Coast Guard and ABS 
inspectors often worked side by side. He said that ABS 
inspectors are highly qualified--more so than Coast Guard 
inspectors-- because they are not sidetracked by intervening 
assignments to other duties. He further stated the manpower 
resources which the Coast Guard expends on inspecting U.S. 
vessels under construction and on reinspecting them during 
their operating life could be more productively used in other 
marine safety programs. 

ABS headquarters officials stated that ABS had been 
working with the Coast Guard for many years. They commented 
that some progress has already been made in reducing dupli- 
cation between AUS and Coast Guard activities. For example, 
ABS has primary responsibility for reviewing vessel hull 
plans, while the Coast Guard has primary responsibility for 
vessel machinery plans. Also, the Coast Guard accepts ABS 
load line determinations. ABS, in its surveys, is primarily 
concerned with a vessel's hull and machinery. On the other 
hand, the Coast Guard is also c:,ncerned with personnel pro- 
tection and firefighting system:; and equipment. ABS could 
handle additlonal Coast Guard responsibilities, such as con- 
struction and periodic vessel inspections, with little 
increase in personnel or in fees to the shipowners. Author- 
izing legislation would be required for ABS to assume any 
further Coast Guard vessel inspection or certification 
responsibility. 

One ABS principal surveyor stated that ABS would be 
willing to assume Coast Guard b!ulL and machinery inspections, 
but that the Coast Guard shoti retain responsibility for 
life support systems and safety equipment. He commented that 
duplication of effort was present in ABS surveys and Coast 
Guard vessel inspections. Be said that both ABS surveyors 
and Coast Guard inspectors could be found performing drydock, 
hull and machinery, tailshaft, electrical, and boiler surveys 
or inspections together. He stated that the Coast Guard's 3- 
year rotation policy made it impcjssible for its inspectors to 
become experienced. 

Another ABS principal surveyor was optimistic that 
ABS could assume additional responsibility for vessel 
inspections. He stated this would just be an extension of 
what ABS now does. He stated that legislative changes, as 
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well as negotiation between ABS and the Coast Guard, would be 
required. The ABS staff has been very stable and the surveyor 
views the Coast Guard's rotation policy as the Coast Guard's 
major problem because it has many untrained or inexperienced 
inspectors. AUS encourages coordination of its $!irvey work 
with Coast Guard inspectors. The surveyor also stated that 
ABS survey and Coast Guard inspection work used to be 
liberally shared, but this has decreased because of the less 
qualified Coast Guard inspectors. 

Officials of various shipyards held differing views. 
Some stated that both the Coast Guard and ABS should continue 
inspecting vessels, while officials of other shipyards thought 
this was unnecessary duplication and that ABS could assume 
all Coast Guard vessel inspection. One official who held 
the first view said Coast Guard inspectors had the "clout" 
necessary to force the few vessel owners that would not 
abide with current standards to make required changes. This 
was not true of ABS. Others stated they thought that if 
ABS was responsible for vessel inspection rather than the 
Coast Guard, safety standards wo~lld be reduced. 

Shipyard officials who believed that ABS should assume 
all vessel inspection from the Coast Guard commented on the 
duplication of inspection effort. At the same time, they 
expressed the thought that the Coast Guard should continue 
inspecting safety equipment, such as life boats and jackets 
and navigation equipment. These same officials commented on 
the Coast Guard's general lack of trained inspection personnel. 
One added that as Coast Guard inspectors become qualified they 
are tranferred (rotated). 

Vessel owners and operators also held differing views. 
An official of one shipping company stated that the Coast 
Guard should not be involved in inspecting commercial vessels 
other than for personnel protection and firefighting equip- 
ment. An official of another shipping company stated the 
Coast Guard inspectors were "sharp" but lacked the experience 
of ABS surveyors. He commented furttler that Coast Guard 
inspection and ABS surveys overiappecl and that Coast Guard 
drydock and boiler inspections c~o117;1 I>(, eliminated because 
these were "done so well" by AB::. A third shipping company 
official, on the other hand, commented that if U.S. vessel 
inspection were transferred to RBS and the Coast Guard 
stopped inspecting vessels, the safety of U.S. flag ships 
would decrease. He commented that both Coast Guard and ABS 
inspections were needed because they provided a "check" on 
each other. 
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Aqency comments and our evaluation 

The Department of Transportation aqreed that duplica- 
tion exists between Coast Guard inspections and ABS surveys. 
It added, however, that this is not necessarily bad and has 
not been proven cost ineffective. Further, it stated that 
more often than not, especially in new construction, it is 
more apt to be ii team effort rather than the individuals go- 
ing over the same ground. No thouqht is given to duplication 
of effort, because each individual brings varied background 
and experience i-0 the testing and the end result is a safer 
product. 

We recognic,e that the Coa:;t. Guard inspectors and ABS 
surveyors try tc~ work together where possible to reduce 
duplication; hctiever, with thF2 :; ignificant number of un- 
qualified Coast Guard inspect-jr:;, we believe that the extent 
to which ABS surveyors can rely" on the expertise of the 
Coast Guard inspectors is limit.i?d. 

The Deip,ir-tmc?r-le concurred with our recommendation that 
consideration Le given to transferring more aspects of the 
inspection program to ABS anti has the matter currently under 
consideration. It added, however, that concerns have 
arisen which indicate that ti.i:, matter must be handled with 
great care t.1 insure that tht t.ransfer of further inspection 
functions dues not prove cour;terpr.oductive. These concerns 
are that (I) rc:nioval of perst I I el from inspection activities 
will further rrsduce expertise !>ect:ssary in other areas of 
marine safety, (2) it was th+ *-ailure of third party inspec- 
tion agencies cur foreign govi l.-:Ile!lts that led to the present 
Coast Guard inspection of fol-eiqn flag passenger ships in 
1966 and rnor-e b:ecently the fc,r+-iqn flag tank vessels in 1977, 
(3) ABS doe: not class small 1),3ssenger vesseis, certain 
public vessels, inland barge-;, towboats, or offshore supply 
boats and AIriS is not the on1.j .:lassification society employed 
for U.S. ‘: ltiq !JeSSelS, and (4) 3 monitoring procedure 
necessary to assure that Cod';b Guard authority is complied 
with wouil? ; erluire a fairly Lir:ge staff, which might result 
in a min;ma. saving of resou~~X‘125;. 

We agr~r? that care sh0u1~1 be exercised in considering 
the transfe:- of additional insj?ection functions to ABS. 
However, we believe that the iib?partment's concerns can be 
overcome ani3 appropriate safetidards established to assure 
that U.S. fiacj vessels conti:?~~~2 t.o comply with safety re- 
quirements. To accomplish t!!,s,, an inspect ion specialty 
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classification for monitoring personnel and specialized 
training with assistance provided by ABS could be estab- 
lished. Also, we feel confident that existing Coast Guard 
authority to withhold issuance of a Certificate of Inspection 
would provide the maritime industry with incentive to comply 
with safety requirements. 

CONCLUSIONS AIJD RECOMMENDATIONS 

Generally, Coast Guard personnel who inspect U.S. vessels 
are conscientious and dedicated to assuring that U.S. vessels 
are safe. However, these characteristics alone will not over- 
come the staffing problems identifi<:d in our review. We be- 
lieve that the staffing shortages, lack of trained inspectors, 
and rotation of experienced personnel, make the inspection 
program's effectiveness somewhat L]uestionable. To alleviate 
these problems, we recommend that the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation direct the Commandant of the Coast Guard to: 

--Comprehensively and systematically study the staffing 
needed to carry out the varic>us activities in the 
Coast Guard's CVS Program. Such a study, based on 
cost/benefit analysis as identified by the Commandant, 
should determine and justify staff resources needed 
and those resources which the Coast Guard can rea- 
sonably expect to obtain to meet its responsibilities 
under existing mission requirements. 

--Improve tile quality of existing staff by-ea~.nd-ing 
in-house training and establishing standards for 
personnel qualifications in the inspection area. 

--Retain expertise by establishing an inspection job 
specialty classification and/or extending the length of 
the rotation cycle for inspection personnel to provide 
the expert leadership needed in this mission. 

In view of the Coast Guard's limited resources, transfer- 
ring certain aspects of the inspection program to ABS may be 
feasible. By transferring these aspects to ABS, with the 
Coast Guard maintaining a monitorintg role, the inspection 
responsibility would be fulfilled. Further, personnel 
resources could be made available for other Coast Guard 
programs. If this alternative is selected, the Coast Guard 
should initiate action to develop, in conjunction with ABS, 
the specifics for this transfer. Reservations previously 
expressed, such as ABS independence, should be considered 
during negotiation between ABS ard the Coast Guard and 
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appropriate provisions included in the legislation author- 
izing ABS to assume the inspection function. After the 
details have been agreed on by both parties, the Coast Guard 
should seek congressional approval for the transfer. To 
accommodate the need for ABS independence and quality inspec- 
tion, the legislation authorizing ABS to assume the inspection 
function for U.S. flag vessels should include necessary 
controls, safeguards, or requirements. The Coast Guard should 
establish a quality control program to periodically check on 
the quality of ABS inspections. 

i 
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CHAPTER 3 

VESSEL BOARDING AND EXAMINATION PROGRAMS 

SHOULD BE EXPANDED AND IMPROVED 

The Coast Guard boards and examines U.S. and foreign 
vessels to determine compliance with regulations for tankship 
safety, pollution prevention, navigation safety, and the hand- 
ling of hazardous/dangerous cargo. This is to provide greater 
assurance that U.S. ports and waterways are safe. Our review 
showed that these programs are not as effective as they could 
be because: 

--Headquarters has provided minimal direction. 

--The frequency of boarding tankships has been reduced. 

--The Coast Guard has ineffectively followed up on 
identified tankship safety deficiencies. 

--The Marine Safety Information System (MSIS) is not 
accomplishing its intended purpose. 

--Monetary penalties are not effectively used to 
deter vessel safety and pollution prevention 
violations. 

--Low priority is given to boarding uninspected U.S. 
commercial vessels. 

In addition to inspecting U.S. flag vessels during con- 
struction and periodically thereafter, the Coast Guard has 
been boarding U.S. and foreign flag vessels to insure 
compliance with safety regulations. Until recently, these 
examinations were limited to checking firefighting and 
safety equipment, documentation, and hazardous cargo 
manifests and stowage. 

In 1974, the vessel boarding program was expanded to 
include examination of foreign and U.S. flag vessels for 
compliance with pollution prevention regulations. In January 
1977, the Coast Guard again expanded its boarding programs 
to include tankship safety examinations, which included 
examining cargo venting and handling systems, related 
safety equipment, and cargo transfer procedures. In June 
1977, the boarding program was further expanded to include 
examination of U.S. and foreign flag vessels for compliance 
with newly established navigation safety regulations. 
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More than one examination is usually performed during a 
boarding. For example, pollution prevention and navigation 
safety examinations of tankships are usually performed in 
conjunction with a tankship safety examination. At the same 
time, the Coast Guard may monitor the cargo transfer opera- 
tion. Also, navigation safety, pollution prevention, and 
dangerous cargo examinations may be performed on the same 
boarding of a cargo vessel. The various types of boardings 
and examinations the Coast Guard conducts are described in 
appendix I. 

HEADQUARTERS HAS PROVIDED MINIMAL DIRECTION 
IN BOARDING AND EXAMINATION PROGRAMS 

Coast Guard headquarters has played a minimal role in 
developing and administering the boarding and examination 
programs. The Commandant issued instructions in January 1977 
initiating the program for boarding and examining U.S. and 
foreign tankships to assure the integrity of cargo venting 
and handling systems, related safety equipment and installa- 
tion of such equipment, and proper cargo transfer procedures. 
These instructions did not specify how frequently the tankship 
safety examination should be performed nor did they establish 
any standard procedures for the examination. 

Because headquarters did not provide any frequency 
criteria or procedures for boarding and examining tankships, 
the districts and field units developed their own. As a 
result, many inconsistencies exist among the field units 
conducting the boardings and examinations, as discussed be- 
low. 

Headquarters did not provide a standardized checklist 
for field units to use in performing the foreign tankship 
safety examinations, provide a format for letters to the 
vessel's master stating the results of examinations, or 
establish an examination frequency until February 1978. 
In May 1978, headquarters directed all field units to adopt 
the standard form letter provided with the February 1978 
instruction. This was prompted by repeated complaints from 
foreign vessel owners and operators, as well as foreign 
administrations, about the indiscriminate use of locally 
prepared letters for stating the examinations' results. 

Inconsistencies in conducting 
vessel boardings and examinations ._~_~__ 

Generally, vessel boardinys and examinations by 
inspectors we observed appeared to be consistently thorough 
and complete. In other casc~js, however, we noted weaknesses 

! 2 



and inconsistencies in the examinations' quality. Some 
inspectors were not as qualified or experienced as other 
inspectors (see ch. 2) and often merely "went through the 
motions" of examining the vessel. In reviewing case files on 
boardings of selected tankships in each district we visited, 
inconsistencies in the findings of inspectors in different 
ports were found. 

For example, one tankship was boarded on June 9, 1977, 
and three safety deficiencies were found which were required 
to be corrected before the vessel's next visit to a U.S. 
port. On June 13, 1977, just 4 days later, the vessel was 
boarded in another district, and the deficiencies had not 
been corrected. Eight days later, on June 21, 1977, the 
vessel was boarded in a different. district for a tankship 
safety examination and no deficiencies were found. Two days 
later, on June 23, 1977, the vessel was again boarded for a 
tankship safety examination in this same district but at 
another port and the inspector fourid that the same deficien- 
cies noted on June 9 still existed and identified four other 
tankship safety deficiencies and ;l violation of pollution 
prevention regulations. 

We accompanied inspectors on numerous cargo vessel 
boardings for dangerous cargo, pollution prevention, and 
navigation safety examinations and monitoring of bulk liquid 
and oil transfers between vessels and onshore facilities. 
Again, inconsistencies existed in how the inspectors per- 
formed these examinations. Some examinations were superficial 
and incomplete and appeared to serve no useful purpose. For 
example, on one boarding, inspectors did not see or even ask 
for the required signed copy of a dangerous cargo manifest or, 
although they requested to see the vessel's certificate of 
financial responsibility for damage to the environment, it was 
never furnished for examination. Further, many inspection 
checklist items were marked as being in compliance even though 
the inspector had not checked the item. No violation report 
was issued for noted violations ot hazardous cargo regulations. 
The inspectors making the examination appeared to be concerned 
only in completing it quickly wrtt[ no regard for thoroughness. 
This examination was completed ln approximately 30 minutes. 
A Coast Guard inspector told us tllat a thorough examination 
using the checklist would require as much as 32 hours. His 
supervisor said, however, that c,uc:h an examination should 
take about l-l:'2 hours. 

On a cargo transfer monitoring that we observed, the 
inspectors were lax in checking compliance with pollution 
prevention regulations. Again, i,? many instances, the 
checklist was marked showing the 'Jesse1 to be in compliance 
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even though the inspector had not checked the item. For 
example, the monitoring checklist requires the inspector to 
check the emergency shut-down switch on the vessel. Although 
the inspector had marked the checklist to show this item to 
be in compliance, when asked to show us the device, he could 
not and in fact we had to identify it for him. 

We observed another examination which appeared to be 
adequately done, but violations found were never reported 
to the district office so that a penalty could be assessed 
against the violator. A thorough vessel examination 
serves no useful purpose if the vessel's master, operator, 
or owner is never advised of violations found so that 
corrective action can be taken. 

Although headquarters has directed all field units to 
adopt the standard form letter to be issued to the vessel's 
master stating the results of tankship safety, navigation 
safety, and pollution prevention examinations and has provided 
a standardized checklist to be used in performing these exam- 
inations, inconsistencies still exist. 

Agency comments and our evaluation --. 

In commenting on our draft report, the Department of 
Transportation agreed that minimal direction had been pro- 
vided by Coast Guard headquarters for boarding and examin- 
ing U.S. and foreign tankships. The Department added that 
additional program direction has been given to field units 
and continued effort is being expended in this direction. 
Such action, if fully taken, would be responsive to our 
proposal. 

FREQUENCY OF BOARDING TANKSHIPS FOR 
SAFETY EXAMINATIONS HAS BEEN REDUCED 

In addition to the staffing problems discussed in chap- 
ter 2, there was an absence of boarding frequency criteria 
from headquarters in its January 1977 instructions initiat- 
ing the tankship safety examination program. Some districts 
established procedures to conduct tankship safety examinations 
every 90 days. In addition, tankships coming into a port 
with outstanding deficiencies were boarded and examined to 
see that the deficiencies had been corrected. In February 
1978, revised headquarters instructions reduced the frequency 
of boarding tankships for these safety examinations to once 
annually. 
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It does not appear that performing safety examinations 
only annually is sufficient to assure that tankships are safe 
and will present no hazard to U.S. ports in the intervening 
year. The types of deficiencies found in these examinations 
are caused by normal corrosion and wear encountered at sea 
and thus can recur over a short term. The various deficien- 
cies are constantly found on repeat boardings of the same 
vessels over short periods of time. 

Our analysis of tanker boarding and examination files 
and reports showed continued tankship safety examination 
deficiencies from boarding to boarding, even on repeat board- 
ings of the same vessel on a go-day or greater frequency. 

Some specific examples are shown below. 

C 

D San Francisco 3/16/77 
Seattle 4/05/77 
San Francisco 6/09/77 
Los Angeles 6/13/?7 
Seattle 6/23/77 
Los Angeles 2,/10/78 

E New Orleans 
New Orleans 
New Orleans 
Corpus Christi 

Vessel 
Port where 

boarded 

A Baltimore 
Port Arthur 
Philadelphia 
Seattle 
Boston 

Date of 
boarding _I_~ 

2/19/7? 
6/12/77 
7/26/77 
g/03/77 

12/19/77 

Port Arthur 3/23/77 
Seattle 4/19/77 
Los Angeles 5/15/77 
Seattle 7/05/77 
Port Arthur 10/15/77 
Seattle 3,'16/78 

Seattle 
Seattle 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Seattle 

2/17/77 
4/29/77 
7/09/77 
g/18/77 
4,'04/78 

7/20/77 a/ 6 
g/,29/77 a/ 5 

11/11/77 a/ 5 
12,'21/77 a/ 0 

Tankship safety 
deficiencies found 

6 
28 

7 
12 

2 

11 
4 
2 
0 

a/ 0 
a/ 7 

a/ Navigation safety and/or pollution prevention violations - 
were also identified. 
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The safety deficiencies most commonly found in tankship 
safety examinations include cargo and pumproom vent system 
deficiencies such as defective or missing flame screens 
(see picture on p. 37) and pressure/vacuum valves, and 
wasted and holed vent piping (see picture on p. 37), masts, 
and headers. Cargo handling and piping system deficiencies 
most commonly found are inoperative or excessively leaking 
cargo pumps and valves and wasted, holed, and leaking piping, 
flanges, and connections. Defective explosion-proof lights 
and improper wiring causing a possible ignition of fumes and 
fire protection system deficiencies, such as inoperative 
fire pumps and wasted and holed fire main piping, are also 
commonly found. Defective steering gear systems and defec- 
tive or inoperable auxiliary or emergency generators are also 
often found. 

Coast Guard vessel inspection officials agreed that it 
was common for new deficiencies to be found on tank vessels 
even when boarded at frequent intervals. Some stated that 
continuing to board and examine tank vessels on the original 
go-day frequency criterion would still be desirable and that 
"problem child" tankers should be boarded even more 
frequently. 

The vessel inspection officials stated that tankship 
safety deficiencies recur because vents and cargo piping are 
subject to constant corrosion from saltwater: pumps and 
valves are subject to normal wear: and piping joints, bulk- 
heads, and plating are continually subject to cracking due to 
the stresses imposed by the vessel "working" while at sea. 

U.S. flag tankships are no 1onz-r included 
in examination program 

During the first year of the tankship safety examination 
program, in the districts we reviewed, U.S. flag tankers, 
as well as foreign flag tankers, were boarded for tankship 
safety examinations every 90 days. 
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SOURCE: NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 

SOURCE: COAST GUARD 
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The January 1977 headquarters instructions which 
established the tankship safety examination program specific- 
ally included U.S. flag tankers and provided for the same 
scope of examination as foreign tankers. In February 1978, 
however, these instructions were modified, establishing 
standardized guidelines and procedures for examining foreign 
flag tank vessels. The instructions stated that the inspec- 
tion procedures for U.S. flag tank vessels were well estab- 
lished and further guidelines were not considered necessary. 

District officials told us they interpreted the new 
instructions to exclude U.S. flag tankers from the tankship 
safety examination program. They stated, however, that a 
tankship safety examination of U.S. flag tankers would be 
done annually as part of the vessel's midperiod, dry dock, 
or recertification inspection. 

Boarding files for selected U.S. flag tankships showed 
that deficiencies were often found on repeat boardings of 
the same vessel over short periods of time. Some examples 
are shown below. 

Year 
Vessel built 

A 1945 

B 1943 

C 1949 

a/ Nearest 1,000 - 

b/ Six pollution - 

Gross 
tonnage 
(note a) 

10,000 

16,000 

19,000 

tons. 

prevention 

Number of tankship 
Date of safety 

boardings deficiencies found 

3/06/77 g/ 4 
4/21/77 7 
5/20/77 2 

l/21/77 2 
4/02,'77 15 

3/18/77 2 
12/11/77 3 

violations were also found. 

One district official told us that the reason so many 
deficiencies were being found on U.S. flag tankships in his 
area was that these were generally older vessels used in 
coastwise trade. He said many were built during the second 
world war and are near the end of their service lives. He 
categorized them as "basket cases" which are not economically 
feasible to maintain free of deficiencies, for they need 
continuous maintenance. This official and officials in 
another district also stated it could not be said that U.S. 
flag tankers were better or worse than foreign flag tankers; 
this depended on the individual vessel. 
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As is the case with the previously discussed foreign 
flag vessels, we believe an annual tankship safety examin- 
ation of U.S. flag tankers is not sufficient to assure 
that they are safe and will not present a hazard to U.S. 
ports in the intervening year. 

Agency comments and our evaluation 

In commenting on our draft report, the Department of 
Transportation said that the frequency of boarding foreign 
and U.S. tankships has been reduced. However, the Depart- 
ment disagreed that more frequent boardings and examinations 
of these tankships are needed. The Department stated that 
the Coast Guard had established a proyrarn in January 1977 
to board and examine a maximum number of tankships in a 
minimum amount of time because 01' casualties which occurred 
during the severe winter of 1976-77. The Department also 
stated that the Coast Guard has determined that boarding 
and examining each tankship at its initial arrival at U.S. 
ports and at least annually thereafter will insure that 
substandard tankships will continue to be denied entry into 
U.S. ports, which is consistent with the President's initia- 
tives of March 1977 and the Port and Tanker Safety Act of 
1978. 

We believe that annual tankship boardings will not 
insure whether deficiencies are identified and that U.S. 
ports and waterways are safe becau::e certain deficiencies-- 
defective or missing flame screens and wasted and holed 
vent piping-- are recurrent problems, which occur in all 
types of conditions. The Coast Guard, when boarding tank- 
ships at least every 90 days, cant j.nually identified such 
deficiencies. 

INEFFECTIVE FOLLOWUP ON IDENTIFIED 
TANKSHIP SAFETY DEFICIENCIES - 

Foreign and domestic tankships with safety deficiencies 
are entering U.S. ports without being reboarded by the 
Coast Guard to see that tankship safety deficiencies found 
in other ports have been corrected. Conversely, other tank- 
ships are being continually boarded on repeat visits to U.S. 
ports even though these boardings consistently show the ves- 
sel in compliance with tankship safety, navigation safety, 
and pollution prevention requirements. 

Our analysis shows that tankships are arriving and 
leaving U.S. ports with tankship safety deficiencies that 
have been outstanding for extended periods and that the Coast 
Guard is not reboarding these ships to see whether these 
deficiencies have been corrected. For example, one foreign 
tankship was boarded for a tankshi.p safety and pollution 
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prevention examination on March 23, 1977. After the deficien- 
cies were temporarily repaired, the inspector permitted the 
vessel to discharge cargo, but the vessel owner was required 
to permanently correct a total of 12 deficiencies within 30 
days. The required corrections included repair or replace- 
ment of wasted and holed cargo tank vent lines, pressure 
vacuum valves, patched cargo piping on deck and in the 
p umproom, cracked cargo pumphousings, a crack in the cargo 
pumproom bulkhead, inoperable pumproom ventilation system, 
and damaged explosion-proof light fixtures. Several pollu- 
tion prevention violations were also found. For example, no 
direct means existed for removing oily wastewater except by 
pumping it over the vessel's si.de, which is a pollution 
violation. Although the violations required extensive repairs, 
the vessel subsequently entered three other U.S. ports before 
it was again boarded on October 15, 1977, for an examination. 

Occasionally, the number of vessels in a port will exceed 
the capability of the Coast Guard to board all vessels. In 
one district we noted the following problems. 

--One team consisting of only three people, was 
generally responsible for all tanker boardings during 
the week. On occasion, a second boarding team was 
formed using trainees. On weekends, the boat-dings were 
done by reservists and Lnspectors who had weekend duty. 
Ne were told that sometimes the weekend duty personnel 
have little or no experience in boarding tankers. 

--BoarLiiny teams were often delayed due to difficulty 
in obtaining information on which vessels were 
actually at dock and thf:ir location. 

--The geographical area covered over 200 miles of port 
facilities and if the team had more than a few 
waterfront facilities trl visit it could not possibly 
cover them all. 

--Transportation to the facilities was not always 
available. 

Additional reasons for vessels not being boarded are discussed 
in the following section. 

At the same time that tankships with known outstanding 
safety deficiencies have been entering U.S. ports without 
being boarded, other tankships with very few deficiencies 
or violations have been boarded repeatedly. For example, 
a U.S. flag tankship stopped at U.S. west coast ports 64 
times during the 8 months fr~om October 1977 to June 1978. 
The Coast Guard boarded thir-; vessel on 40 of the 64 visits. 
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The 40 boardings included eight tankship safety, eight 
navigation safety, and nine pollution prevention examinations, 
as well as the monitoring of 34 cargo transfers. On only one 
of these boardings was a deficiency or violation noted. In 
this case a minor tankship safety deficiency was corrected 
immediately. 

MSIS is not accomplishing 
its intended purpose 

The Presidential initiatives for tanker safety and marine 
pollution prevention announced on March 17, 1977, included 
the immediate development of an MSIS that would identify 
tankers with a history of poor maintenance, accidents, and 
pollution violations. A long-range MSIS was already being 
developed by the Coast Guard; however, it was not at the 
development stage that would satisfy the Presidential mandate. 
The long-range MSIS is scheduled to be operational by 1982. 
Meanwhile, the Coast Guard created an interim MSIS that 
contains limited information on tankers. This system uses 
the existing Port Safety Reporting System. The interim system 
provides descriptive data on tank vessels, pollution 
violations, vessel casualties, and a historical record of 
boardings, including deficiencies found during tanker 
examinations. 

On receiving advance notice of a vessel's arrival, 
Coast Guard field units are to consult MIS to familarize 
themselves with the vessel's past boarding history and to 
ascertain whether it has any outstanding deficiencies. Based 
on this information, a decision is made on whether or not the 
vessel needs to be boarded and examined. 

We found that MSIS is not always properly used; 
information in the system is being misinterpreted; and the 
information is not always accurate, complete, or current. 
MSIS could potentially be a valuable tool to improve the 
vessel boarding and examination program's effectiveness. 
To accomplish this, however, the field units must use the 
system and the results of boardings and examinations must 
be entered into the system accurately and on a timely 
basis. 

In one district, for 14 examinations which we observed, 
MSIS was accessed before each boarding. However, the 
results of four boardings or the fact that they actually did 
occur were not entered into the system as required. In two 
other boardings, which were entered into the system, pollution 
prevention and navigation safety violations were identified. 
However, the subsequent MSIS entries relating to these 
boardings do not list the violatio*>s. 
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In one district, we found that information in MSIS 
was being misinterpreted. The terminology for category of 
boarding or inspection shown on the MSIS printout varies by 
location. The inspectors in one operating unit in this 
district were interpreting the entry "NO violation/deficien- 
cies noted, bulk liquid cargo" to mean that a complete 
tankship examination had been conducted at another location. 
However, the MSIS user's manual shows that the entry is not 
to be used for a tankship safety examination. To clarify this 
confusion, two vessels with this entry on the MSIS printout 
were boarded in October 1978 at our request to determine what 
type of boardinys had been conducted. The master of each 
vessel stated that these boardings were walk on/walk off and 
no documents or letters were issued. District personnel 
stated that probably many tankers had not been boarded 
due to this misinterpretation of MSIS data. 

On one boarding in another inspection office in this same 
district, an entry was made in MSIS showing that a violation/ 
deficiency had been found and that a report of violation would 
follow. Later, we found that a report of violation was never 
prepared and a violation letter was never issued. The 
inspector stated he did not have time to prepare the letter 
and he therefore dropped the case. Also, we found cases in 
which deficiencies had been corrected but this fact was never 
recorded in the system. 

During our analysis of tankship boarding files and MSIS 
printouts, we found instances in which examinations had been 
performed and deficiencies found but the type of examination 
or deficiency was not recorded in MSIS. Thus, an inspector 
at another port could not tell what type of deficiency was 
found unless he contacted the port where it was found. 

Agency comments and our evaluation 

The Department of Transportation stated that our 
indictment of the MSIS system is too broad and based on a 
few examples without recognizing the system's overall ef- 
fectiveness. The Department added that some of the dif- 
ficulties inherent in the system design have been addressed 
and hopefully corrected. It added that the Coast Guard is 
moving as expeditiously as possible to complete the MSIS 
system. 

Although completion and effective implementation of the 
system should help eliminate some of the problems we identi- 
fied, the Coast Guard still needs to take further action in 
following up on identified tankship safety deficiencies. 

42 



MONETARY PENALTIES ARE NOT EFFECTIVELY USED 
TO DETER VESSEL SAFETY AND 
POLLUTION PREVENTION VIOLATIONS 

The Congress has provided that monetary penalties may be 
assessed for violations of U.S. navigation safety, pollution 
prevention, and dangerous/hazardous cargo regulations. The 
Coast Guard, however, has made minimal use of these penalties 
to enforce compliance with these provisions. The maximum 
penalties which may be assessed for violating these regula- 
tions are set forth in the U.S. Code and vary in amounts up 
to $10,000 for each day of violation or $5,000 per individual 
violation. 

During calendar year 1977 one district processed 59 cases 
for violations of hazardous cargo regulations. Although each 
violator could have been assessed a penalty of up to $10,000, 
in only one case was a penalty assessd--for $250. The 
district also processed 39 cases for violations of navigation 
safety regulations. Penalties were not assessed against any 
of these violators, although penalties of up to $10,000 could 
have been assessed. Four of the cases were closed with no 
action and the other 35 violators were only issued warnings. 
In addition, this district processed eight pollution 
prevention violation cases in which penalties of $10,000 
could have been assessed. Five of these violators were 
issued warnings and three were assessed penalties of $400 
(mitigated to $501, $225, and $300 (mitigated to $lOO), 
respectively. This same situation was found in the other 
districts we reviewed. 

Coast Guard officials stated that they preferred to 
obtain compliance with regulations through education rather 
than by assessing penalties. They said, however, that 
penalties would be assessed against repeat violators. 

Agency comments and our evaluation 

In commenting on our draft report, the Department of 
Transportation agreed that a more aqgressive policy should 
be adopted for assessing penalties for pollution violations. 
The Department said that vessel safety monetary penalties 
are minimal and would be assessed against the master of the 
vessel and that a better method of enforcing compliance is 
the threat of withholding the inspection certificate. 

The Department, however, did not acknowledge that the 
minimal penalties and withholding of the inspection certifi- 
cate is only applicable to those domestic vessels having 
safety deficiencies identified during inspections. Larger 
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penalties on foreign and domestic vessels can be assessed 
for violations of regulations for navigation safety, 
dangerous/hazardous cargo, and pollution prevention. In our 
opinion, these penalties, which can be up to $10,000 for 
each day of violation or $5,000 per individual violation, 
should deter violations if the Coast Guard had a more 
aggressive policy of assessing such penalties. 

LOW PRIORITY GIVEN TO BOARDING 
UNINSPECTED U.S. COMMERCIAL 
VESSELS FOR SAFETY EXAMINATIONS 

The Coast Guard has recognized that uninspected U.S. 
commercial vessels, particularly towboats and fishing vessels, 
are more hazardous than inspected U.S. flag vessels. A May 
1978 workload analysis showed there were 56,000 uninspected 
commercial vessels sailing in U.S. navigable waters. The 
Coast Guard's operating program plan provides for boarding 
these vessels for safety and pollution prevention examinations 
only to the extent that available resources allow. We believe 
that boarding more uninspected vessels for safety examinations 
would reduce the potential for accidents and improve their 
safety record. 

Commercial uninspected vessels (excludes recreational 
or pleasure boats) are vessels which are not inspected or 
issued a Certificate of Inspection by the Coast Guard. The 
main categories of commercial uninspected vessels are towboats 
and commercial fishing vessels. Miscellaneous other vessels, 
such as various types of barges and dredges, are also included. 
The uninspected commercial vessels are, however, required to 
have life preservers, fire extinguishers, adequate ventila- 
tion, engine flame arrestors, and navigation lights, and are 
subject to bridge-to-bridge radio telephone and pollution 
regulations. In some cases they are also required to be 
operated by licensed personnel. 

The CVS Operating Program Plan mission performance 
standards call for courtesy examinations once every 3 
years of all documented, uninspected commercial vessels 
to determine whether they meet safety and pollution 
prevention standards. The standards call for this only to 
the extent resources are available and specify that this 
should not take priority over other tasks. 

A 1968 Coast Guard study of its Merchant Marine Safety 
Program stated that persons aboard inspected vessels were, 
on the average, 8.8 times safer than those aboard uninspected 
vessels. The report estimated that four times as many 
accidental deaths occurred on uninspected commercial fishing 
vessels as on inspected seagoing merchant vessels--l2 deaths 
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compared to 3 deaths per million days of exposure. Although 
the report stated that some of the data was suspected to 
contain significant errors, it concluded that the most 
promising area to pursue from a cost/benefit standpoint was 
how and to what extent the high 105;s of life on uninspected 
vessels, particularly fishing vessels, could be reduced. 

The number of uninspected comntercial vessels has 
continued to grow. Tile 1968 Coast Guard study stated there 
were 37,000 U.S. uninspected commercial vessels. By 1978 this 
number had incrchased to 56,000. Ti-c CVS Operatirq Program 
Plan (revised through March 1978: ttated that the Coast Guard 
still considerec the contents of tie 1968 study to be valid 
and projected that over twice as many accidental deaths 
occurred on commercial fishing vfr!sCeLr-, as on oceangoing tank 
and freight ships (0.87 deaths ccmr~ arcid to 0.38 and 0.31 
deatils per million hours exposur(m, r!!'3pectively) s The plan 
also stated as 2: program premise' r +. icl~ the number of U.S. 
fishing vessels would continue t, , !'<,lW a 

Coast Guarti statistics indi(at.r that the safety record 
of commercial uninspected vessel:, c:ontinues to deteriorate. 
These statistics show that 49 peac:t.nt. of the 4,011 vessels 
involved in marine casualties in\,estiyated by the Coast 
Guard in the year clnded June 30, 1968, were U.S. uninspected 
commercial vessels. Of these, 1,512 were fishing vessels and 
tug/towboats. The statistical summary for the 15 months 
ended September 30, 1976, showed that of the 7,150 commercial 
vessels involved ir. casualties, 64 percent were U.S. un- 
inspected commercial vessels. Of these, 2,907 were fishing 
vessels and tugjtowboats. 

In the districts we reviewed, Limited attention was 
being given to boarding uninspected commercial vessels. For 
example, officials in one district told us that these ves- 
sels are not routinely boarded beca'lse it was not required 
by statute and sufficient personnel were not available. In 
another district, a team of two inspectors was assigned for 
1 day a week (24 hours) to randomly board uninspected towing 
vessels. 

Agency comments dnd our evaluation .-._ -- 

In commenting con our draft report, the Department of 
Transportation agreed that boarding and examining un- 
inspected U.S. commercial vessels should be emphasized, 
especially during off--peak periods. The Department stated 
that a triennial dockside safety boarding program is under 
development. Ac<:orcling to the Department, approximately 
30 additional billets have been approved to implement this 
plan. The Department added that t,hs- Coast Guard LS also (1) 
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supporting proposed legislation to provide the Coast Guard 
with the authority to inspect and regulate commercial towing 
vessels and equipment, as well as require the licensing of 
officers and certification of crews and (2) considering a 
proposal for authority to issue vessel safety equipment and 
occupational safety and health regulations for fishing ves- 
sels. These actions are responsive to our proposal. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Although Coast Guard vessel boardings and examinations 
have been generally effective in identifying tankship safety 
deficiencies and violations of regulations covering pollution 
prevention, navigation safety, and the handling of hazardous/ 
dangerous cargo, we believe that the effectiveness of these 
programs could be improved to provide greater assurance that 
U.S. ports and waterways are safe. Therefore, we recommend 
that the Secretary of Transportation direct the Commandant 
of the Coast Guard to: 

--Provide additional proqram direction and uniform 
criteria to achieve consistency among field units 
in conducting boardings and examinations. 

--Require more frequent boardinqs and examinations of 
foreign and U.S. flag tankships. 

--Improve followup procedures on tankship safety 
deficiencies to assure that they are corrected. 

--Correct deficiencies in the information systems 
currently used and expedite development of the long- 
range MSIS. 

--Adopt a more aggressive policy for assessing 
penalties for violations to induce compliance 
with safety regulations. 

--Emphasize boarding and examining uninspected U.S. 
commercial vessels, especially during off-peak 
periods. 

46 



CHAPTER 4 

NEED TO IMPROVE THE 

MERCHANT VESSEL PERSONNEL PROGRAM 

The Coast Guard, through its Merchant Vessel Personnel 
Program, is responsible for assuring that mariners are 
physically fit and adequately qualified to safely operate 
the U.S. merchant marine fleet. Tkiis program includes 
examining, licensing, and certificating maritime personnel 
and signing on and signing off of seamen on certain voyages. 
Our review showed that 

--no demonstration of professional competency is 
required for issuing an initial or renewed 
officer's license and marj.ncr'; certificate, 

--no medical :;tandards or reyLirement for periodic 
physical examinations exist for maritime personnel, 

--the Coast Guard has no juri!:dir:tion over pilots 
operating under authority of a State-issued license, 
and 

--the shipping commissioner's functions are duplicated 
by industry and are unnecessary. 

The importance of a well-qualified merchant marine is 
demonstrated by Coast Guard statistics which show that human 
error or personnel fault is a contributing if not fundamental 
factor in 80 to 85 percent of all casualties. Between fiscal 
years 1972 and 1976 the total number of vessels involved in 
casualties has increased by 74 percent. (See ch. 1.) Many of 
the vessel casualties resulted from groundings, collisions, 
fires, and founderings, most of which involve human error. 

With the introduction of lar-ger, faster, and more sophis- 
ticated vessels, the probability and consequences of casual- 
ties have increased dramatically. The largest and most 
visible vessels in terms of public ,awareness are the oil 
supertankers. The tankers of the 1'340s were 16,000 dead- 
weight tons. Today, there are tankers that exceed 500,000 
deadweight tons. (See illustration on p. 48.) One reason 
for the anxiety aver these supertankers is their clumsiness. 
Their great size makes them difficult to steer, especially at 
low speeds in restricted waters. The typical 20,000 horse- 
power engine for a lOO,OOO-ton tanker can be compared with an 
engine of one-sixteenth of 1 horseprjwer for a 15-foot motor- 
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boat, which would normally be powered by a lo-horsepower 
or larger motor. Once underway, the supertankcr's momentum 
is such that stopping it is not easy. With engines turning 
full astern (reverse), it may take 20 minutes and 3-l/2 miles 
to bring a supertanker to a crash stop from cruising speed. 
To offset some of this ungainliness, today's modern vessels 
rely on sophisticated navigation, docking, and collision- 
avoidance systems. It takes human skill and diligence to 
handle this kind of equipment: therefore, better training 
and qualification measures, such as shiphandling simulators, 
are needed to assure that the people who operate these 
vessels are competent. -.--- 

-COMPARATWE TANKER SIZES 

, I .  
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.’ tr ,- 



NO DEMONSTRATION OF COMPETENCE IS REQUIRED IN 
THE LICENSING OF MARITIME PERSONNEL 

Marine accidents have steadily increased in numbers, 
cost, and environmental impact. Investigations of maritime 
accidents have supported the fact that most accidents 
(i.e., collisions, rammings, and groundings) have occurred 
in restricted waterways (harbors and approach waters, includ- 
ing rivers and bays). Statistics show that in fiscal year 
1976, 3,136, or 75 percent, of the 4,211 casualties involving 
commercial vessels occurred in restricted waterways and that 
human error was the major contributing factor in more than 
80 percent of the accidents. Therefore, the competent U.S. 
mariner is a key factor in assuring safe commercial vessel 
operations. We believe the Coast Guard's licensing program 
does not provide assurance that mariners will be proficient 
or competent because candidates are not required to demon- 
strate their skill in handling vessels and equipment. We 
believe a written test and a requirement for experience at 
sea is not adequate to determine competence. 

One means of demonstrating competence is through the use 
of simulators; several recommendations have been made to 
require deck officers and pilots to take simulator training 
as a prerequisite to being licensed. Many industries already 
use simulators for training, licensing, monitoring proce- 
dures and discipline, and testing proficiency. Major simula- 
tion facilities have been constructed and operated by com- 
panies around the world to train and evaluate personnel in 
specialized fields. (See picture and drawing on pp. 50 
and 51.) 

The aviation industry, in which flight control tasks 
somewhat parallel those of merchant vessel operations, uses 
the simulator as an integral part of its training and li- 
censing process. Using simulators for training and licensing 
is largely regulated by the Federal Aviation Administration. 
To maintain their certification, pilots and copilots receive 
periodic training and proficiency checks on simulators. 
Simulators are also used for "upgrading" in position (e.g., 
from second in command to captain); "transition" training 
to new aircraft and "differences" (e.q., new variation of 
same airplane) training programs. The aviation simulators 
are periodically inspected and certifi.ed by the Federal 
Aviation Administration to ensure their effectiveness in 
the particular training or qualification role. 

The nuclear power generation industry is another 
extensive user of simulator-based training. Utility managers 
are presently training and qualifyirlg large numbers of highly 
skilled reactor operators. Factors relating to safety, 
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SOURCE: MARINE SAFETY INTERNATIONAL 

FROM WITHIN BRIDGE WHEELHOUSE, OFFICERS VIEW LIVE VIDEO PRESENTATION OF SCALE MODEL OF 
REAL-LIFE HARBOR ON PANORAMIC SCREEI\J, WIHICE INSTRUCTOR IN REAR I’VlONlTORS EXERCISE, 



CUTAWAY DRAWING SHOV\IS MARINE SAFETY SHIPHANDLII\ lG SIMULATOR’S BRIDGE CHARTROOM AND WHEELHOUSE 
AND “GAMING AREA” PROJECTED ON CURVED SCREEN BY THREE PROJECTORS APlD MIRROR SYSTEM UNDER BRIDGE 
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economics, and training effectiveness influence their deci- 
sion in using simulators. The I>ower generation industry 
also uses simulators for requalLfying senior reactor opera- 
tors and for refresher training. Initial qualification of 
reactor operators, who usually ~:ome from the U.S. Navy, 
may occur through a combination of participatory assign- 
ments at operating reactors and/or suitable reactor 
simulators. 

The National Aeronautic:, and Space Administration and 
the aerospace industry have rel ietl almost totally on simula- 
tion training. Although airiiorne simulators are used to a 
large extent in advanced devtllcpment systems, ground simula- 
tion remains the most cost-e!ffctive method for basic skill 
development. To fly prototyiit, aircraft, National Aeronautics 
and Space Auministration pilot..:. \jre frequently compelled to 
train and qualify solely thr.)Ll<!h the use of simulation. 

Coast (.;uard headquarter-; officials stated that more 
emphasis is being placed on <irlulator training and a study 
of a shiphandling simulator i:- currently being made at 
Kings Point, New York. These officials added that very 
few shiphandling simulators erist, making it difficult to 
mandate simulator training. 

A district licensing official stated that using simula- 
tors for testing professional competency is definitely better 
than using written examinations. A licensing official in 
another district stated that requiring the radar observers 
test to be given on a simulator would give the Coast Guard 
better assurance that the aI;pIicant is competent. 

A union official agreec? t.hat mariners should demonstrate 
competence through the use ~>f a simulator. Computer-based 
simulators are very useful Ln shiphandling training. Pre- 
sently, a radar simulator is /)eing used for training at the 
union's school. Other union officials stated that union 
members would support simulator and other forms of periodic 
training for deck officers, ilcludinq pilots. 

The chairman of a State ;gilot commission stated that 
a need definitely existed ior. more sophisticated pilot 
training. He agreed that using computerized simulators would 
be a good addition to training and testing of maritime per- 
sonnel. The State's propose(! pilot training plan calls for 
simulators or' model trainir:c; for pilots. 

A Merchant Marine Acatierly /official stated that ship- 
handling and radar simulator> could supplement the Coast 
Guard's professional exami,ratio?. In addition to taking 



a multiple-choice examination, mariners should be required 
to demonstrate their knowledge, and a simulator is one alter- 
native means of doing this. 

A Maritime Administration official stated that the 
Coast Guard is considering amending regulations by providing 
that a licensed deck officer can only obtain a radar observer's 
endorsement by attending a Coast Guard approved radar simulator 
training facility. 

An Educational Testing Service officer suggested to 
the Coast Guard as early as 1969 that it regionalize licen- 
sing testing centers and in this way mariners could periodi- 
cally be tested on simulators. 

A Tanker Advisory Center official stated that every 
mariner should be required to be trained on simulators. 
There should be a required practical examination given to 
mariners, and simulators could be used for such an exam. 

An American Institute of Merchant Shipping official 
stated that there is no doubt that mariners should have to 
demonstrate professional competence on simulators or by some 
other means. 

The director of Marine Safety International stated 
that two oil companies are training their officers with 
simulators. He believed that masters and pilots should be 
trained on simulators, especially in Light of ship casual- 
ties caused by human error. Presei-!tly, only three maritime 
simulators are available, resultln? in expensive training 
costs. However, when more simulators become available the 
cost of training mariners will prolrably decrease. An oil 
company vice president stated that the Marine Safety Inter- 
national program will help ship's officers with advanced 
training to supplement ongoing training programs to upgrade 
its marine offic:ers for the increased protection of the 
environment, vessels, and crews. 

Agency comments and our evaluatil>n .- 

In commenting on our draft report, the Department of 
Transportation agreed that no practical demonstration of 
competence is required to obtain a merchant mariner's 
license. The Department added that. actions to establish 
more stringent regulations and t!) consider the use of 
simulators are cllready being taken. These actions include 
(1) drafting proposed changes to licensing regulations 
adopting the mandatory parts of the recent International 
Convention on Standards of Traininil, 'Certification, and 
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Watchkeeping for Seafarers, 1978, that exceed present 
licensing requirements, (2) a contract between the Coast 
Guard and the Maritime Administration for a feasibility 
study concerning the use of simulators, and (3) plans to 
issue proposed regulations to require certain deck officers 
to undergo radar simulator training before issuing a Radar 
Observer Endorsement. Such action is responsive to our 
proposal. 

LACK OF MEDICAL STANDARDS 
FOR MARITIME PERSONNEL 

The physical fitness of maritime personnel is important 
to the safe operation of the merchant marine fleet. Due to 
the strenuous requirements of some positions and because medi- 
cal attention usually is not immediately available, it is 
important for mariners to be physically and mentally fit. 
With the larger and highly automated vessels, the number of 
crew members has been reduced, thereby making each position 
vital to the ship's continued safe operation. Also, the 
average age for operating personnel in the U.S. merchant 
marine is approaching 50 and the range extends to age 70. 
During 1976, about 14,370 illnesses and injuries were re- 
ported for the approximately 20,800 mariner jobs in the U.S. 
merchant marine. We believe that these factors point to a 
need for developing well-defined medical standards for mari- 
time personnel and requiring periodic physical examinations 
as a requisite for license renewal. 

All applicants for an original license are required to 
pass a physical examination conducted by the Public Health 
Service (PHS). Also, PHS may examine seamen after an illness 
to see if they are fit for duty. However, the Coast Guard, 
in conjunction with PHS, has established only general medical 
standards for determining personnel's physical fitness 
for sea duty. The only specific requirement is for color 
sense and eye acuity. The procedures for a medical examina- 
tion are left to the individual physician's discretion. 
Also, the Coast Guard does not require maritime personnel to 
have a periodic physical examination for license renewal. 

Some unions and shipping companies have already estab- 
lished medical standards and requirements for physical 
examinations before employment and on an annual or other 
periodic basis. The standards are specific as to conditions 
or causes for disqualification ar:d rejection. 

Although some mariners receive a physical by a union 
or shipping company doctor, PHS is the usual medical 
authority on the physical condition of maritime personnel, 
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even though this is not the legal responsibility of PHS. 
The Coast Guard, however, retains the final responsibility 
for (1) deciding if an individual is capable of performing 
his sea duties and (2) the licensing of mariners. Some 
union and shipping company officials told us that the 
determination of whether a mariner is fit or not fit for 
duty is often influenced by the individual mariner's desires. 
A union official in one district said that PHS will certify 
anything the mariner wants. A shipping company official 
said that PHS reverses 85 percent of the cases for his com- 
pany where a mariner is found "not fit for duty." Another 
shipping company official said that PHS will practically 
ask the mariner whether a "fit" cr "not fit" for duty is 
desired. A union official told us that the PHS examination 
is a farce and if a mariner wants to be declared fit or un- 
fit for duty he can arrange it. While PHS physicans would 
not admit that mariners receive the duty status desired, 
more than one said that the Coast Guard and PHS standards 
are not adequate. 

One PHS chief physician talc: US that physical examina- 
tion procedures for mariners have been standardized to con- 
form to other physical examination:; given at the hospital. 
A physician's assistant who performs the exahinations told 
us that since the Coast Guard has not issued comprehensive 
examination criteria, determining Fitness for sea duty 
is largely judgmental and PHS is rr:luctant to deprive 
someone of their livelihood. Th<: Lirector, Bureau of Medi- 
cal Services, Health Services Admil~:istration, said that he 
believes the above statements unfairly characterize the 
PHS staff because these individucjly do not distinguish 
between licensed and unlicensed ])ersc)nnel. Much of PHS 
workload is concerned with servic:il-g anlicensed seamen who 
have specific illnesses (cut or mi:Ising fingers, 
muscle problems, etc.). 

A PHS physician and a consultant in clinical and 
industrial audiology told us that rn definitive hearing 
standards exist for mariners. The\ estimated that 75 percent 
of all mariners working aboard shirts LO years or more have a 
substantial hearing loss, especi<dl:y <at the high ranges: that 
is, ability to understand the spoken word is impaired or 
destroyed. They felt the hearinc; ‘ass in most instances is 
directly attributable to the noi.;e aboard vessels. Another 
physician told us that he has never- found a mariner not fit 
for duty because of a hearing lo<;:; since there are no stand- 
ards. Both the PHS physician an13 t.he consultant stressed 
that the problem is compounded bl?c;tuse neither shipping 
companies, unions, nor the Coast G\lard require the use of 
hearing protective devices. A :;b:n .:)I- PHS physician felt 
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that duty status determinations by unions, shipping com- 
panies, and private physicians were reversed in many cases 
because more complete medical histories are not available to 
PHS. Thus, mariners may be determined fit for duty even 
though they have a history of illness or injury. 

Unfit mariners found fit for duty 

As stated above, the physical fitness of seamen is 
important to the safe operation of a vessel. If a crew 
member becomes ill or incapacitated during a voyage, other 
crew members have to perform his duties until he can be 
replaced or recovers; often, vessels have to be diverted 
to the nearest port for a replacement. Not only does this 
situation jeopardize a vessel's safety, but it is costly to 
the shipping companies. 

In one district eight mariners having a history of injury 
or illness were examined and found fit for duty by PHS, allow- 
ing them to sail and serve on board U.S. merchant vessels. 
These mariners subsequently shipped on board vessels and 
within a matter of weeks or months became incapacitated for 
duty. Two of these individuals had heart bypass surgery be- 
fore being found fit for duty. One of these mariners, who had 
bypass surgery in August 1976, had to be flown back to the 
United States in December 1977 after his ship was diverted to 
Singapore because of his illness. Six months later, in June 
1978, he again had to be flown back to the United States for 
treatment related to his heart illness after his ship had 
diverted over 1,000 miles to Ijonolulu. There are no precise 
PHS or civilian standards for when an individual can return 
to duty after such surgery. 

We found several cases in another district where union 
clinics had examined and found mariners not fit for duty and 
PHS subsequently found them fit for duty. One of these 
cases involved a chief mate who was rejected for hyper- 
tension and extreme severe obesity. A shipping company 
official said that the man had difficulty descending and 
climbing ladders aboard ship. Nonetheless, PHS found the 
man fit for duty. A review of PHS medical records revealed 
that the man had a long history of obesity problems. There 
are no standards for when obesity is disabling. 

In another case, after dn altercation on board a vessel, 
an assistant engineer was found not fit for duty by PHS be- 
cause of a mental disorder. EIe had a history of psychiatric 
treatment and had twice before undergone psychological 
evaluation at the Coast Guarci's request. On this occasion, 
after beilig placed on medication, he was declared fit for 
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duty with continuing medication. However, the district in- 
tervened on the grounds that the PHS Division of Hospitals 
and Clinics operations manual states that "the evaluee is 
not fit for duty until restored to a symptom-free state 
from his or her psychosis for at least one year." One 
month later PHS reversed its decision and declared him not 
fit for duty. The Coast Guard then attempted to suspend or 
revoke his license on the grounds of mental imcompetence, 
but a Coast Guard medical officer found him fit for duty. 

In a similar case, a mariner suffering from a mental 
condition was determined to be not fit for duty. In the 
following month, PHS found him fit for duty with medica- 
tion. The mariner joined a vessel the following month but 
failed to take his medication on ttle voyage and subsequently 
became ill and attempted suicide. The mariner was taken 
off the vessel and examined by a ptlysician who recommended 
repatriation. The mariner committed suicide in his hotel 
room the same night after being taken off the vessel. 

The medical director for a local steamship company 
stated that communication is a major problem among the 
various medical facilities, including the PHS hospitals, 
because mariners can obtain different medical opinions until 
they get the desired diagnosis. The director, who is a 
doctor, suggested that each mariner be required to carry a 
health record so a complete medical history will be avail- 
able at all times. A PHS doctor suggested that mariners 
be required to surrender their license or document if a 
medical examination results in a not fit for duty. This 
would prevent them from going tr, another PHS hospital to get 
their duty stattis reversed. 

The medical director is also the vice chairman on a 
task force for the Seamen's Health Improvement Program. 
The task force includes representatives of unions, private 
industry, and Federal agencies. The program is looking at 
mariners' physical qualifications, care at sea, access to 
care, and safety aboard ship. 

Aqency comments and our evaluation ~-__I-. 

The Department of Transportation, in commenting on 
our draft report, agreed that a lack of medical standards 
exists for merchant marine personnel. It said that in 
November 1978, the Coast Guard started formulating draft 
proposals to establish basic physical standards and to im- 
plement a job-to-individual profile for all physicians to use 
in examining merchant marine pel.sonnel. The Department added 
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that members of the maritime industry, as well as PHS offi- 
cials, have reviewed and offered sound criticism and advice 
on the initial proposals. 

The Director, Bureau of Medical Services, Health Services 
Administration, PHS, also agreed with the need to establish 
medical standards. He said that the Bureau was meeting with 
the Coast Guard, the Maritime Administration, and maritime 
industry, including union officials, to establish medical 
standards for (1) employment and licensing and (2) related 
renewals. He also stated that a computerized system is 
needed to communicate a patient's status between doctors at 
different locations and that such a system would also assist 
PHS doctors in reviewing seamen's medical conditions for duty. 
Such joint efforts are responsive to our proposal. 

THE COAST GUARD HAS NO JURISDICTION 
OVER PILOTS OPERATING UNDER 
STATE-ISSUED LICENSES 

On the basis of a 1976 U.S. District Court decision, the 
Coast Guard determined that it cannot suspend or revoke the 
license of pilots operating under the jurisdiction of local, 
State, or harbor pilot associations as provided in 46 U.S.C. 
214, even thouqh the pilots are involved in severe marine-. 
FZFXiZlty incidents resulting from misconduct or incompetence. 
Accordingly, pilots may be allowed to make repeated mistakes 
without substantive threat of reprisal or license revocation 
from the Coast Guard. Current Coast Guard policy states 
that: 

u* * * in the case of a pilot acting, under the 
authority of a State commission, no action to 
suspend or revoke a license is available, but if 
there is evidence of violation of a statute 
providing for a monetary penalty, a recommendation 
should be made for further investigation under 
civil penalty procedures." 

We noted a number of cases, as illustrated by the 
following examples, where accidents occurred as a result of 
State pilot negligence with the Coast Guard being unable to 
take action and no action being taken against the State 
pilot by the State commission. 

--In October 1975, a pilot failed to monitor the actions 
of assisting tugboats and collided with a wharf causing 
about $285,000 damage. 

--In October 1976, a pilot violated the rules of the road 
for port-to-port passage when two vessels were meeting 
head to head, thus <:ausing a collision. 
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--In May 1975, a pilot was charged with negligence for 
contributing to the cause of a collision: however, the 
charge was dismissed because of a June 14, 1976, U.S. 
District Court decision l/ that the Coast Guard does 
not have jurisdiction over State pilots acting solely 
under the authority of their State pilot commissions. 
As a result of the decision, the Coast Guard issued a 
policy statement 

II* * * to follow the 'Dietze' decision 
not only in the Eastern District of 
Louisiana but in all cases involving 
pilots acting solely under the authority 
of their State pilots commissions." 

In December 1977 he again lost control of a vessel and 
struck a barqe, three wharves, and a motor vessel, 
causing over $900,000 damage. 

-- .On November 22, 1975, a pilot negligently navigated 
a vessel into a drawbridge causing severe damage 
($150,000) to the bridge. The Coast Guard furnished 
the State board of pilotaye commissioners a copy of 
their report. The commission determined it would take 
no action against the pilot. This pilot was involved 
in another incident in April 1977. He improperly 
maneuvered a vessel from 3 pier causing extensive 
damage to the vessel. 

--On June 11, 1978, a pilot navigated a vessel into a 
bridge's support structure rendering the bridge 
inoperative. The bridge may be replaced at a cost of 
$100 million to $150 million. The Coast Guard found 
evidence of negligence on the part of the pilot and 
headquarters is presently reviewing the case for 
possible civil penalty acticbns against the pilot. 
The State pilot commission !.as deferred discussion 
about the incident until ttlc~y receive the Coast 
Guard's report. 

In some cases, however, actiorb has been taken against 
pilots by State and harbor commissions. An attorney for the 
board of harbor commissioners in one port told us that the 
board had discharged only two pilot-s over the past 5 years 
for negligent action. The negligent actions resulted in 
damage to a wharf and vessel tot.3li.ng $250,000 and $30,000, 
respectively. 

l/ Dietze v Siler, 414 F. Supp. 1105 (E. D. La. 1976). - 
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The chairman of the pilotaye commission in another State 
told us that no disciplinary action has been taken against any 
pilot since he became chairman in mid-1977. A review of 
commission documents disclosed that since 1969, this commis- 
sion sent ten reprimand letters to State pilots judged to 
have erred in their job performance and two suspensions were 
handed down. However, a court rejected one of the suspensions 
and the other suspension was for 30 days. In another suspen- 
sion case, a pilot received a 15-day suspension from the com- 
mission: however, the pilot declined to accept it and the 
commission then closed the case with only a strong letter of 
reprimand. 

Another State pilot association official told us 
that four pilots have been discharged for negligent actions 
over the past 30 years. The State pilot commission initiated 
the actions against the pilots which resulted in their 
discharge. 

Concern about the lack of 
authority over pilots 

In August 1978, the Commander of one district expressed 
concern about the competency of pilots and stated that recent 
marine casualty investigations have given cause to question 
the knowledge and competency of pilots in shiphandling. Be- 
cause of his concern in this area, one operating unit in his 
district had already formulated questions on shiphandlinq in 
narrow channels for inclusion in the first-class pilot 
examinations. 

One operating unit official told us that the Coast Guard 
needs authority over pilots to achieve uniformity in juris- 
diction over all maritime personnel and in taking discipli- 
nary action against licensed personnel. 

The American Institute of Yerchant Shipping supports 
Coast Guard authority to investigate incidents involving 
possible pilot incompetence, misconduct, and the need to 
take appropriate disciplinary or corrective actions. 

Change in law needed 

A U.S. District court has interpreted 46 U.S.C. section 
211, to mean that the Coast Guard does not have jurisdic- 
tion over the licenses of local harbor pilots when they are 
acting under the authority of the State license or commission. 

To rectify this situation;, the Coast Guard has proposed 
that the following language bc, added to 46 W.S.C. 211: 
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"Any person authorized by a State to serve as a 
pilot must also hold a valid pilot's license issued 
by the United States and while so serving that 
person is acting under the authority of the Federal 
license and is subject to suspension and revocation 
proceedings established pursuant to this title, 
without regard to any action taken by the State. 
It is unlawful to employ, or for any person to 
serve as, a pilot aboard any vessel under this 
section who is not licensed by the United States 
for the class of vessel piloted." 

Agency comments and our evaluation 

In commenting on our draft report, the Department of 
Transportation agreed that proposed legislation should be 
submitted giving the Coast Guard jurisdiction over vessel 
pilots operating with State licenses. The Department said 
that it has already drafted a legislative proposal granting 
authority to suspend or revoke Federal licenses, documents, 
and certificates held by seamen who, in the performance of 
their duties, commit acts which reveal them unfit or unsuit- 
able to retain a license, document, or certificate. Our pro- 
posal will be met when such legislation is introduced and 
enacted. 

THE SHIPPING COMMISSIONER'S FUNCTIONS - 
ARE DUPLICATED BY INDUSTRY 
AND ARE UNNECESSARY 

The shipping commissioner's function was established 
by law in 1872 to defend the rights of merchant seamen by 
keeping a register of their names and characters, super- 
vising their signing on and signing off at the end of a 
voyage, and providing other miscellaneous services. 

The laws pertaining to the duties of the shipping 
commissioner and welfare of seamen have basically not changed 
since their original enactment. For example, the law still 
provides that 

--the shipping articles specify the type and quantity of 
provisions to be allowed and served during the voyage; 
e.g., 3/4 ounce of green berry coffee daily; l/2 pint 
of molasses on Sunday, Tuesday, and Thursday; and 
l-1/2 pounds of fresh bread daily; 

--the shipping commissioner shall ascertain that a boy 
has voluntarily consented to be bound for apprentice- 
ship to sea service, and that the parents or guardians 
of such boy have consented to such apprenticeship, 
and that he has attained the age of 12 years, and 



is of sufficient health and strength, and that the 
master to whom such boy is to be bound is a proper 
person for the purpose; 

--the master of every vessel shall serve lime or lemon 
juice, and sugar and vinegar, to the crew within 
ten days after salt provisions mainly have been 
served out to the crew, and so long afterward as 
such consumption of salt provisions continues; the 
lime or lemon juice and sugar daily at the rate 
of one-half an ounce each per day; and the vinegar 
weekly, at the rate of one-half a pint per week for 
each member of the crew; 

--every vessel shall be provided with a slop chest con- 
taining a complement of clothing for each seamen 
including boots or shoes, hats or caps, undercloth- 
ing and outer clothing, oil clothing, and a full 
supply of tobacco and blankets. Any of the contents 
of the slop chest shall be sold to the seamen at a 
profit not exceeding 10 percent of the reasonable 
wholesale value at the port where the voyage 
commenced; and 

--for continued willful disobedience to lawful command 
or continued willful neglect of duty at sea, at the 
master's option, a seaman shall be placed in irons, 
on bread and water, with full rations every fifth 
day, until such disobedience shall cease. 

As of December 1978, there were a total of 32 shipping 
commissioners. According to the Coast Guard, the total 1978 
annual direct cost for the shipping commissioner function 
which included salaries, allowances, and support costs, was 
about $791,300. 

Officials from maritime unions, shipping companies, 
and the Coast Guard, and merchant seamen told us there was no 
need for shipping commissioners. They told us commissioners' 
functions were archaic and that they had outlived their use- 
fulness. Also, functions performed by the commissioners, such 
as attesting to the "signing on and signing off" of the crew, 
approving allotments, and accepting wages of deceased or 
deserted seamen could be performed by the vessel's master, 
labor unions, civil authorities, and/or shipping companies. 
Additionally, current labor agreements have made it un- 
necessary for the commissioner to examine or witness the 
signing of "shipping articles“ (legal contract between the 
master and crew). As one labor union official stated, 
the original purpose of the commissioner and specifically the 
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articles was to protect merchant seamen while overseas, 
but current labor agreements meet or exceed the require- 
ments of the shipping articles. 

Agency comments and our evaluation 

The Department of Transportation in commenting on our 
draft report, agreed that the shipping commissioner's func- 
tion is no longer necessary and stated that proposed legis- 
lation to abolish this function will be undertaken. The 
enactment of such legislation would meet the intent of our 
proposal. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The importance of well-trained and competent maritime 
personnel cannot be overemphasized when discussing the safety 
of life, property, and the environment in and on waters 
subject to U.S. jurisdiction. In the current merchant marine 
of larger, faster, and more sophisticated vessels, increased 
attention must be given to human skills and capabilities if 
our ports and waterways are to be kept safe. We believe 
that the Coast Guard's Merchant Vessel Personnel Program 
could be improved to more adequately assure that mariners 
are capable of safely operating the U.S. merchant marine 
fleet. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of Transportation direct 
that the Commandant of the Coast Guard: 

--Require as a prerequisite for license issuance or 
renewal that the mariner demonstrate competence by 
furnishing verifiable evidence of recent performance 
in the position applied for, furnish evidence of re- 
cent training, or take a practical examination con- 
ducted by the Coast Guard to demonstrate competence 
by using simulators. 

j 

--In consultation with PHS and the maritime industry, 
establish medical standards for determining the 
physical fitness level necessary for maritime 
personnel to perform their duty at sea and require 
a physical examination for all licenses and renewals 
in accordance with those standards. 
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--Submit to the Congress proposed legislation to 
amend the appropriate sections of the U.S. Code, 
giving the Coast Guard jurisdiction over pilots 
operating under a State-issued license. 

--Submit to the Congress proposed legislation to 
- abolish the shipping commissioner's functions. 
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CHAPTER 5 

OPPORTUNITIES TO ENHANCE 

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME SAFETY 

As discussed in chapter 3, the Coast Guard boards and 
examines foreign vessels that enter U.S. ports to determine 
compliance with a number of safety regulations. However, 
these examinations are limited by international agreement or 
lack of jurisdiction and, as a result, many vessels are not 
subject to Coast Guard inspection as are U.S. flag vessels. 
During a boarding, the Coast Guard will determine if a vessel 
has a current Certificate of Inspection and if the crew is 
licensed. The documents which are issued by the nation under 
whose flag the vessel sails are generally accepted by the 
Coast Guard as proof that a vessel has met the required 
international standards. Since over 95 percent of oceanborne 
foreign cargo entering U.S. ports is carried by foreign flag 
vessels, improvements in international maritime safety 
standards, as well as the safety standards of the nations 
that comprise the world's merchant marine, are of concern to 
the United States. 

Since 1958, one method to help improve international 
safety standards has been throuyh U.S. participation in the 
United Nations Inter-Governmental Maritime Consultative ..-. -.~.-.."_^. 
Organization (IMCO). IMCb^sponsors international conferences 
to adopt conventions on various maritime related matters, 
including vessel safety and preventin< pollution from ships. 
Another method to improve international maritime safety has 
been for the Coast Guard to provide technical assistance and 
training to foreign countries. 

According to the Coast Guard, as of December 1978 the 
United States had actively participated in developing 15 
IMCO-related international agreements and various amend- 
ments to these agreements, which pertain to vessel safety 
and pollution prevention matters. (See app. III.) The 
United States has not ratified a number of these agreements 
and amendments. 

According to the State Department, the Coast Guard 
provides the most active participation of any member state 
of IMCO, which makes the United States one of the most, 
if not the most, influential member of IMCO. Further, the 
Department stated that the Coast Guard's IMCO involvement, 
such as the submission of proposals, has ultimately led 
to international agreements whict-1 increase the safety of 
life and property at sea and improve the protection of the 
marine environment, as well as provide a means of technology 
transfer from the United States 1~) developing countries. 
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We found that the Coast Guard has not determined in a 
comprehensive manner how and to what extent its staff re- 
sources should be used to assist foreign countries. 

STATUS OF INTERNATIONAL 
AGREEMENTS AND AMENDMENTS 

Of the 15 IMCO-related international agreements pertain- 
ing to vessel safety and pollution prevention matters, 10 are 
presently in force internationally. In order for agreements 
to enter into force internationally, a required number of 
countries with a specified percentage of the world's merchant 
shipping tonnage must formally adopt the terms of the 
convention and submit the acceptance to IMCO. The particulars 
of entry into force requirements vary depending on the 
agreement. 

Of these 15 agreements, the President has signed 9, 
signifying their ratification by the United States. We found 
that of the nine, the amount of time spent from the final 
agreement date (final act of a conference) until it was 
ratified ranged from 7 months to 85 months. According to 
Coast Guard officials, some agreements have taken longer to 
ratify than others primarily because they contained complex 
and technical requirements which took time to address. 
For example, IMCO adopted a new SOLAS in 1974 which is 
targeted for entry into force internationally in June 1979. 
This convention, which contains a number of very technical 
safety requirements for vessels, was submitted to the Senate 
in mid-1976 for its advice and consent to ratification, was 
ratified in August 1978, and was deposited with IMCO in 
September 1978. 

Of the agreements that the United States has not yet 
ratified, we found that two were finalized by IMCO over 9 
years ago and one over 7 years ago. The United States 
is still considering some of the unratified agreements. 
Examples of these include the 1969 International Convention 
on Civil Liability for Oil Pollution Damage and the 1971 
International Convention on the Establishment of an Inter- 
national Fund for Compensation for Oil Pollution Damage. 
These two conventions were entered into force inter- 
nationally in 1975 and 1978, respectively. 

To modify or add requirements, existing agreements are 
amended. As of December 1978, there were 15 amendments to 
the 15 agreements. Of these amendments, 2 were in force 
internationally and 11 had been ratified by the United 
States. 
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According to the Coast Guard, of the agreements that had 
;lot been ratified, four had been sent to the Senate for its 
advice and consent to ratification and two were still 
with the Department of State. Of the amendments that had 
not been ratified, the Coast Guard stated that two were 
sent to the Senate and two were with the Department of State 
pending further action. (See app. II for a description of 
the ratification process and a more detailed description of 
these international agreements.) 

Current international and domestic - 
maritime safety efforts 

The President's March 1977 initiatives emphasized that 
oil pollution and vessel safety were global problems requir- 
ing global solutions and that international accord was a 
priority concern. 

The President recommended the following measures to 
achieve U.S. objectives: 

--Ratify the 1973 International Convention for Prevent- 
ion of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL 1973). 

--Reform ship construction and equipment standards 
for all oil tankers over 20,000 deadweight tons, 
United States and foreign, which call at U.S. ports. 

--Improve the international system for inspection 
and certification of tankers. 

--Improve crew standards and training, including 
raising U.S. licensing and qualifications standards 
for American crews and upgrading international crew 
standards. 

--Develop an expanded tanker boarding program and MSIS. 
(See ch. 3.) 

--Approve comprehensive oil pollution liability and 
compensation legislation. 

--Improve Federal ability to respond to oil pollution 
emergencies. 
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In 1977, the Secretary of Transportation appeared before 
IMCO to push for a timely international conference on tanker 
safety and pollution prevention and an earlier date for an 
international conference on training and certification of 
seafarers. IMCO accepted both recommendations. The results 
of these conferences and their implementation by the Coast 
Guard are described in appendix II. 

ADDITIONAL DIRECT ASSISTANCE TO 
FOREIGN COUNTRIES COULD BENEFIT 
INTERNATIONAL MARITIME SAFETY 

The Coast Guard has responded to requests from foreign 
countries for training and direct technical assistance. 
To respond to such requests, however, the Coast Guard has 
had to take staff away from existing responsibilities. We 
believe the Coast Guard should determine how and to what 
extent it can provide training and technical assistance to 
foreign countries to improve international vessel safety and 
pollution prevention, without detracting from its own work. 

The Coast Guard is authorized to provide personnel and 
facilities to assist agencies of other governments. Under 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, it is also authorized 
to train foreign representatives at formal resident courses 
or by on-the-job training. 

In fiscal year 1978, the Coast Guard's involvement with 
foreign countries included (1) visiting 44 foreign nations 
to exchange technical advice and information and attend 
meetings and conferences, (2) receiving over 250 foreign 
representatives at Coast Guard facilities, and (3) training 
70 foreign representatives from 24 countries at Coast Guard 
facilities. 

The United Nations Development Programme is IMCO's 
principal means to provide international technical assist- 
ance. Its primary objective is to assist developing nations 
in their efforts to better use their human and natural re- 
sources. Activities are financed by the Programme and con- 
ducted by various United Nations agencies. These activities 
include providing technical and professional advice, re- 
cruiting international experts, subcontracting for special- 
ized services, and procuring project equipment. IMCO 
provides technical assistance, which can take from a few 
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weeks to several years. To facilitate its technical work, 
IMCO has appointed regional maritime advisors from various 
member countries. These advisors can be accommodated through 
United Nations Development Programme financing. According to 
the Coast Guard, these advisors are responsible for assisting 
developing nations in such maritime-related matters as train- 
ing, developing safety standards, vessel inspections, and en- 
forcement. As of December 1978, IMCO had a roster of nearly 
600 experts from around the world who could be employed for 
specific projects. 

IMCO has also established the Marine Safety Corps to 
help developing nations meet international standards for such 
things as vessel safety and pollution prevention. The Corps 
is comprised of specialists identified by member nations who, 
on request, can be made available for technical and training 
assistance. When a nation desires assistance, it will first 
contact IMCO, which will then determine the member nation 
capable of providing the assistance. If the United States 
is selected, the Department of State, which is the U.S. 
focal point, will contact the appropriate Federal agency 
(Coast Guard, Environmental Protection Agency, etc.) capable 
of providing the assistance. After discussing the matter 
with the appropriate agency, the Department of State will 
then inform IMCO of the U.S. agency selected and level of 
U.S. participation. Funding for such assistance would be 
provided by the requesting nation or by the United Nations 
Development Programme. The United States has supported 
the Marine Safety Corps development and has indicated to 
IMCO areas of expertise it believes it can provide on request 
for a limited period of time. 

According to Departments of State and Transportation 
officials, there are a number of areas where the Coast Guard, 
through IMCO, could offer training and technical assistance 
directly to other nations, especially developing nations, 
on a cost reimbursable basis. These include training or 
technical assistance in such areas as preventing and 
controlling marine pollution, ship construction, training of 
maritime personnel, inspecting vessels, and general law 
enforcement. According to these officials, due to the Coast 
Guard's apparent staffing shortages, it does not have adequate 
staff to meet these additional needs and, as a result, 
individual countries may not receive Coast Guard assistance. 
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Coast Guard officials told us that although they 
recognize the value in providing assistance to foreign 
countries, they do not have the staff to travel to many 
different countries to assess their needs and determine how 
the Coast Guard could provide additional assistance. They 
also told us, however, that in fiscal year 1978 the 
Commandant traveled to several foreign nations and had 
received numerous inquiries regarding attending formal 
Coast Guard training courses in the United States. 

No direct funding is provided to the Coast Guard for 
assisting foreign countries: therefore, technical and training 
assistance is offered on a reimbursable basis. According 
to Coast Guard officials, there are primarily three ways the 
Coast Guard can provide assistance: reimbursements from 
the Department of State's Agency for International 
Development, the Department of Defense's Military Assistance 
Program, or the requesting nation. Assistance provided to 
foreign military personnel and members of foreign 
ministries of defense is provided under the Military Assist- 
ance Program while other assistance is provided through the 
Agency for International Development. 

We found that the Coast Guard has provided direct train- 
ing and technical assistance to foreign countries and we 
believe the Coast Guard should continue to offer such assist- 
ance. We believe that by providing such assistance, foreign 
nations would benefit from the Coast Guard's expertise, 
especially in matters pertaining to vessel safety and 
pollution prevention. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Because most oceangoing merchant vessels operating in 
U.S. waters are foreign and thus not subject to many U.S. 
regulations, the international standards and regulations 
applying to all vessels are extremely important. The 
maritime standards and regulations of the countries whose 
flags these vessels fly are also important to the United 
States. Consequently, the United States should participate 
in developing international standards and cooperate in their 
adoption and implementation. The United States would also 
benefit by assisting foreign countries in developing strong 
marine safety and pollution prevention regulations and 
programs. 
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The Coast Guard, in conjunction with the Department of 
State, has long participated in international efforts to 
improve maritime safety and reduce pollution and its 
consequences. This involvement, primarily through IMCO, has 
increased during the last year and a half. While the 
Coast Guard has responded to foreign government requests 
for technical and training assistance, such assistance has 
been minimal because of limited staff and the absence of 
direct funding for such assistance, except by reimbursement 
through the Agency for International Development, the 
Military Assistance Program, and/or individual requesting 
nations. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since the Coast Guard has limited staff resources and 
funding for helping other countries develop strong maritime 
safety and pollution prevention programs, we recommend that 
the Secretary of Transportation direct the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard to determine the staff resources it needs to pro- 
vide foreign assistance to improve commercial vessel safety 
and to what extent this assistance should be provided on a 
planned basis. We believe that this long term planning is 
important, whether the assistance is to be provided on a 
multilateral basis through IMCO and the United Nations 
Development Programme or bilaterally through the United 
States Agency for International Development Program. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

j 

In commenting on our report, the Department of Trans- 
portation agreed that additional direct assistance to foreign 
countries is needed. However, the Department did not agree 
with our recommendation because it believed that (1) the 
ability to determine staff resources needed to provide 
foreign assistance or to determine the extent this assist- 
ance should be provided on a planned basis is extremely 
difficult when such direct assistance is provided on an "as 
requested," cost reimbursable basis, (2) under existing 
resource restraints, even if new resources were made avail- 
able, the skill levels required will need a lengthy time 
frame for development, and (3) if resources were defined, 
the Coast Guard would not be able to shift its existing re- 
sources to meet the need. 

, 

We recognize that planning on an as requested basis is 
difficult, but it is not impossible. The Coast Guard can 
use past experience as a guide to projecting possible re- 
quests for assistance and related staffing needs. Also, any 
additional staff, either though transfers or new positions, 
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would have to receive sufficient training which would result 
in such staff not being immediately available. However, as 
trained staff becomes available, additional assistance to 
foreign countries could be provided. We believe that because 
such assistance has been minimal and for reasons cited by the 
Department making it difficult to meet additional assist- 
ance needs of foreign nations, it is even more important 
that the Coast Guard comprehensively plan on a long term 
basis how and to what extent it can provide additional needed 
foreign assistance. 

The State Department in commenting on our draft report 
(see app. VI, believed that while the working relationship in 
IMCO between it and the Coast Guard is excellent and the Coast 
Guard has never failed to consider any request by the State 
Department for foreign assistance, the Coast Guard's ability 
to provide more than a short consultative visit or training 
literature is even more limited than we have indicated. We 
concur with the State Department's position. 

Because of the increased emphasis on the need to address 
vessel safety and pollution problems on a global basis and 
the potential the Coast Guard has for offering individual 
foreign nations its expertise in maritime-related matters, 
we believe that it is essential that the Coast Guard deter- 
mine the staff resources it needs to provide additional 
foreign assistance and to what extent this assistance should 
be provided on a planned basis. 
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TYPES OF VESSEL INSPECTIONS AND 

EXAMINATIONS CONDUCTED BY THE COAST GUARD 

VESSEL INSPECTIONS 

Standards for construction, operation, and maintenance 
of U.S. flag vessels are prescribed in title 46, chapter I 
of the Code of Federal Regulations. Subchapters prescribe 
rules and regulations by vessel type as follows: 

Subchapter D - Tank vessels 
Subchapter H - Passenger vessels 
Subchapter I - Cargo and miscellaneous vessels 
Subchapter R - Nautical schools 
Subchapter T - Small passenger vessels 
Subchapter U - Oceanographic vessels 
Subchapter N - Dangerous cargoes 
Subchapter 0 - Certain bulk dangerous cargoes 

Three other subchapters prescribe rules and regulations 
for marine systems and equipment as follows: 

Subchapter F - Marine engineering 
Subchapter J - Electrical engineering 
Subchapter Q - Specifications 

To be certified, a U.S. flag vessel must meet the 
requirements prescribed in these subchapters. To determine 
whether vessels meet these standards, the Coast Guard inspects 
them during construction and periodically thereafter during 
their operating Life. 

Before construction of a new vessel begins, plans must 
be submitted to the Coast Guard for review and approval in 
accordance with standards prescribed in the Code of Federal 
Regulations. Various types of equipment, such as pressurized 
containers, ship's boilers, and firefighting and lifesaving 
equipment are also subject to Coast Guard approval. The Coast 
Guard also reviews and approves plans for major repairs and 
alterations during the vessel's life. The specific types of 
vessel inspections discussed in this report are described 
below. 

Inspections during construction 

Vessels are inspected while under construction at a 
shipbuilder's yard. Certain items of machinery and 
equipment are inspected at the place of manufacture before 
installation in the vessel. As a vessel is being constructed, 
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Coast Guard marine inspectors conduct tests and inspections. 
When the vessel has been completed, the Coast Guard issues 
the initial Certificate of Inspection to the vessel owner. 

Inspections for recertification 

Certificates of Inspection are issued for a definite time 
period-- 1 year for passenger vessels; 2 years for cargo and 
miscellaneous vessels, tankships, and tank barges; and 3 
years for small passenger vessels. Vessels which are idle 
for extended periods each year, such as Great Lakes vessels, 
receive a l-year certificate. 

On all except small vessels and barges, inspections for 
recertification are conducted by two inspectors working as a 
team. One inspector, the engineering or boiler inspector, 
covers those items generally within the purview of the ship- 
board engineer. The engineering inspector examines the 
vessel's propulsion machinery; boilers: auxiliary machinery, 
such as bilge and ballast systems, lubrication systems, and 
steering machinery; electrical systems including generators, 
switchboards, and control systems: watertight integrity and 
hull structure; and fire and personnel protection systems. 
The deck or hull inspector covers the items generally 
under the cognizance of the shipboard deck officers. The 
deck inspector examines lifesaving and fire protection 
equipment; ventilation systems; navigation equipment, such 
as steering and compasses; anchoring and mooring equipment; 
hull structure and arrangement; and on tankships, special 
equipment for safe handling of combustible liquids. The 
inspector may determine the inspection's scope by regulat- 
ing the detail in which each system is examined. Older 
vessels and vessels showing a lack of proper maintenance 
normally receive a more detailed examination than newer and 
well-maintained vessels. 

Midperiod inspections 1 

Midperiod inspections cover the same items as inspec- 
tions for recertification, but with much less detail. On 
typical seagoing vessels, midperiod inspections take about 
one-third the time required for an inspection for recerti- 
fication. Large passsenger vessels receive a midperiod 
inspection about every 3 months: small passenger vessels 
every year; and tank, cargo, and miscellaneous vessels 
every year. Great Lakes vessels are inspected midway 
through the operating season. 
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Drydock inspections 

Vessels are required to be drydocked at intervals of 
from 1 to 10 years, depending on the vessel's age, trade, 
and route. Except for small passenger vessels, each time a 
vessel is drydocked the owner or master is required to notify 
the Coast Guard. In order for the drydocking to meet regula- 
tory requirements, marine inspectors must examine the vessel. 

During the drydock inspection, the vessel's hull is 
examined for deterioration and repairs are made if necessary. 
The inspectors examine all of the vessel's internal and 
external structural members, including gaging of thickness 
where considered necessary; welds, riveting, fastening, 
structural modifications, and previous repairs; openings in 
the hull, sea chest, and sea valves: and the tail shaft, 
propellers, and rudder. 

Inspection of major repairs and alterations 

The Coast Guard must inspect major repairs of damage 
received in an accident or of equipment that has failed. 
Plans for major alterations to a vessel must be reviewed 
and approved by the Coast Guard like plans for new 
construction. Inspections are made to insure that the 
repair or alteration has been made in accordance with the 
approved plans, that the workmanship is satisfactory from 
a safety viewpoint, and that the ve:;sel continues to meet 
the regulations' requirements. 

VESSEL BOARDINGS AND EXAMINATIONS 

In addition to inspecting U.S. flag vessels, the Coast 
Guard also boards vessels, both U.S. and foreign, to examine 
them for compliance with U.S. laws and regulations and with 
provisions of international agreements. Foreign tankships 
are examined on entry to U.S. water:; under the authority of 
SOLAS 1960 to determine their compliance with international 
requirements for safety and load lines certificates, the 
Officer Competency Convention, and 1J.S. tankship and naviga- 
tion safety and pollution prevention standards. Foreign 
vessels carrying passengers from U.S. ports are also 
examined under the control provisions of SOLAS 1960. 
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The specific types of boardings and examinations re- 
viewed and discussed in this report are the tankship safety, 
navigation safety, pollution prevention, bulk liquid cargo 
transfer monitoring, dangerous cargo, Letter of Compliance, 
and uninspected vessel safety examinations. 

Regulations dealing with tank vessel safety, dangerous 
cargo, hazardous materials, and pollution prevention appear 
in titles 33, 46, and 49, of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
Title 33, chapter I, subchapter 0 prescribes regulations for 
pollution prevention, including vessel design and operation 
and oil transfer operations. Subchapter P prescribes 
regulations for ports and waterways safety, including 
navigation safety regulations. Title 46, chapter 1, sub- 
chapter D prescribes rules and regulations for tank vessels, 
including the tankship safety examinations. Subchapters N 
and 0 prescribe regulations for dangerous cargoes. Subchap- 
ter 0 also prescribes regulations for Letter of :;ompliance 
examinations of foreign flag vessels carrying certain bulk 
liquid cargoes involving potential unusual risks to life and 
property in U.S. ports. Title 49, chapter 1, subchapter C 
prescribes regulations for the transportation of hazardous 
materials. Title 46, subchapter C prescribes rules and 
regulations for U.S. flag commercial uninspected vessels. 

Tankshipy examinations 

The tankship safety program includes a general exam- 
ination of the vessel's weather decks, pumproom and piping 
systems, ventilation systems, fire protection and lifesaving 
equipment, and cargo handling, ballasting, and bunkering 
procedures and practices. Its purpose is to assure safe 
cargo handling conditions and procedures and to eliminate 
dangerous cargo vapor emissions and possible sources of 
ignition of these vapors. 

Pollution prevention examination -- 

A pollution prevention examination includes a general 
observation of the vessel's oil transfer procedures, cargo 
transfer emergency shut-down equipment, communication system 
between vessel and shore facility, cargo containment system, 
and ballast discharge systems. 

Navigation safety examination -. 

A navigation safety examination includes a review of the 
ship's log to ascertain that the vessel's steering gear and 
propulsion system controls wet-e tested before entering U.S. 
waters. A visual observaticln is made to ascertain (1) 
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the existence of current charts and other marine publications 
and (2) that a maneuvering information fact sheet is 
prominently displayed in the wheelhouse. The examination also 
includes a check of critical navigation equipment, such as 
radars and compasses, to determine that they are operable. 

Cargo transfer monitorinq 

The Coast Guard monitors transfer of bulk oil, both 
cargo and bunker fuel, from tank vessels (barges as well as 
ships). The inspectors observe one or more critical aspects 
of the operation, such as the hookup, topping off, 
or disconnect. The cargo transfer monitoring may be done 
in conjunction with the pollution bjrevention examination. 

Dangerous cargo examinations ~- 

A dangerous cargo examinatior: includes reviewing the 
ship's manifest to determine the presence and proper ident- 
ification of dangerous cargo. It also includes examining 
the ship's stowage plan for camp ;i;ncc with safe stowage 
requirements. Finally, it could lrlclude examining the cargo 
itself for proper labeling and tilr: stowage of the cargo on 
the vessel. 

Letter of Compliance examination:; 

Foreign vessels carrying bu Lk dangerous cargoes involv- 
ing potential unusual risks to U.S. ports are required to 
have a Coast Guard Letter of Comijliance. The Coast Guard 
first reviews and approves the vtissel's plans and examines 
the vessel on its first entry to a U.S. port to insure that 
it has been built in accordance with these plans. The Letter 
of Compliance is issued for a per-icd of 2 years. All 
foreign tankships carrying liquef~ic6 gas are to be boarded 
and examined on each entry to a I:.:<. port. 

Uninspected U.S. commercial 
vessel safety examinations 

Uninspected U.S. commercial vessels may be boarded and 
examined to ascertain compliance with cetain minimal fire- 
fighting, lifesaving, navigation, and pollution prevention 
equipment regulations. This is a courtesy examination and 
is voluntary on the part of the vessel owner. The Coast 
Guard's goal is to board each unlnspected vessel once every 3 
years. 
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DESCRIPTION OF INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS 

PERTAINING TO MARINE SAFETY AND 

POLLUTION PREVENTION 

During a conference held by IMCO, member nations 
negotiate on the specifics of proposed requirements to be 
ultimately contained in a convention, agreement, or treaty. 
Generally, for such an agreement to enter into force inter- 
nationally it must be accepted formally by individual gov- 
ernments through instruments of acceptance, approval, or 
accession; a process which differs in each country. Ordi- 
narily, international maritime treaties require that a 
certain number of countries with a specified percentage of 
the world's merchant shipping tonnage become parties to the 
convention before it can enter into force. Depending on the 
agreement's complexity, the conditions to bring a convention 
into force may vary. For example, SOLAS 1974 requires that 
25 countries (States) representing not less than 50 percent 
of the world's gross merchant shipping tonnage become 
parties to it. The 1972 Convention on International Regula- 
tions for Preventing Collisions at Sea required 15 countries 
with over 65 percent of the world's merchant shipping. 
Agreements which affect only a few countries or are less 
complex, however, have less stringent requirements for entry 
into force. For example, the 1971 IMCO Convention Relating 
to Civil Liability in the Field of Maritime Carriage of 
Nuclear Material came into force 90 days after 5 countries 
became parties to it. 

IMCO forwards a certified true copy of the convention, 
adopted by a conference, to the Department of State. When 
the Department of State and the U.S. delegation agree that 
the text is accurate, it is siclned by the United States 
subject to ratification. If there are discrepancies, they 
are reconciled by appropriate Liiscussions between the U.S. 
representatives and IMCO. 

The Secretary of State tr;lnsmits the convention to the 
President who then transmits it. to the Senate for its advice, 
and consent as to future ratification. The final convention, 
along with any accompanying documents, is referred to the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. The committee holds 
hearings where interested witntasscs and Federal officials 
testify on the convention. That committee may require draft 
legislation and implementiny rctgulations which provide 
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details on how the responsible U.S. agency intends to 
implement the convention. The Department of State and the 
Coast Guard are normally witnesses at the hearings to 
answer questions and offer testimony. 

The committee normally will then make a recommendation 
to ratify the convention. The full Senate must then vote 
and by a two-thirds margin, give its advice and consent. 
The original convention is then transmitted back to the 
Department of State which prepares ;i letter of ratification 
for the President's signature. Once? signed, it is sent 
back to the Department of State whil:h transmits it to IMCO. 

For the United States to implement international agree- 
ments, legislative and regulatory actions are normally 
necessary. If existing statutory authority and regulations 
already address or exceed new international requirements, 
however, no further U.S. action is required. The United 
States must still ratify the agreement if it wishes to be a 
party and enforce the requirement f-or foreign ships in TJ.S. 
waters. Coast Guard officials tcilt4 us that domestic regula- 
tory requirements normally exceetr international agreement 
requirements, which are qenerall:;+ i‘ onsidered minimums to be 
followed by each country. 

As illustrated by Coast Guar.d action implementing the 
President's March 1977 tankship safety initiatives, the 
United States may implement international agreements achieved 
through IMCO, even though it has not ratified such agreements. 

SOLAS 1960 and 1974 

SOLAS 1960 was adopted in 1960, ratified by the United 
States in 1962, and entered into force internationally in 
1965. The convention spells out safety requirements for 
design, construction, and operation of passenger and cargo 
ships. The convention requires the survey of ships and 
issuance of certificates that the vessel meets convention 
requirements. It sets out vessel safety standards covering 
such items as subdivision into watertight compartments: 
damage stability: machinery and electrical installations; 
fire protection, detection, and extinction; lifesaving 
appliances by type, equipment, 3nti specifications; tele- 
communications by telephone and r-adio; navigation safety; 
and grain storage and securing. It 13Lso includes general 
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requirements for vessel manning; carriage of dangerous goods, 
including packing, classifying, marking, and storing dangerous 
substances; and safety requirements for nuclear ships. 

A number of technical amendments to SOLAS 1960 have been 
adopted by IMCO but have not yet received the necessary 
acceptance by two-thirds of the contracting governments. The 
amendments include new fire safety measures for passenger 
vessels, new requirements for grain carriage, new requirements 
for lifesaving appliances, and new safety measures for 
tankers. The United States has accepted all of these amend- 
ments and, in some cases, is applying them to foreign ships 
as well as United States ships. 

SOLAS 1974 was adopted by an IMCO conference in 1974 and 
ratified by the United States in August 1978. This convention 
is not yet in force internationally, but it is projected that 
a sufficient number of countries will ratify the convention so 
that it will come into force in 1980. This convention amends 
and will supersede SOLAS 1960 clnce it enters into force. 

The 1974 convention also includes all of the amendments 
to SOLAS 1960; i.e., requirements for watertight integrity 
and bilge pumping for passenger. ships and additional require- 
ments for lifesaving appliance:; and bulk grain carriage, 
which includes an approved loacling plan that must be on board 
a ship in a loading port. SOLAS 1974 also provides an im- 
proved and accelerated amendment procedure. 

As of December 1978, 17 countries have ratified this 
Convention. At the International Conference on Tanker Safety 
and Pollution Prevention held in February 1978, a protocol 
amending SOLAS 1974 was adoptel which will enter into force 
separately from SOLAS 1974. It incorporates several im- 
portant new measures which include requirements for tanker 
inert gas systems, dual radar, emergency steering and im- 
proved inspectiori, and certiEisation procedures. The SOLAS 
1978 protocal was submitted to tf;c Senate for its advice and 
consent to ratification in Jar1Jar-y 1979. 

INTERNATIONAL REGULATIONS FOR i'HE: ____- 
PREVENTION OF COLLISIONS AT SF:?,- 1972 

The 1972 International Regulations for the Prevention of 
Collisions ,>t Sc,i were adoptecj in 1972, ratiEied by the 
United States in 1975, and (:ntercc.3 into force internationally 
in 1977. 'I'iicsc recjulations tr~~p1~3ce earlier 1960 international 
reyulationti, ci,nt.ri~ing prov:.i ll>lIS to avoid collisions at sea, 
including r.equirements for r;tt,t~l-ing and routing, navigational 
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lights, sound and light signals, and a list of international 
distress signals. 

INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION 
ON LOAD LINES, 1966 

The 1966 International Ccnvention on Load Lines was 
adopted in 1966, ratified by the United States in 1966, and 
entered into force internationally in 1968. This convention 
replaces the prior 1930 Load Lines Convention and contains 
specific requirements for assigning vessel load lines (limit- 
ing draught marks) to prevent cargo overloading. 

INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION ON TONNAGI: 
MEASUREMENT OF SHIPS, 1969 

The 1969 International Convention on Tonnage Measurement 
of Ships, adopted in 1969, has not been ratified by the 
United States or entered into force internationally. It 
provides for derivation formulas for gross tonnage and net 
tonnage of ships and provides for a unified system of tonnage 
measurement and simplifying tonnage calculations. 

INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION ON PREVETJ'I'ION OF 
MARINE POLLUTION BY DUMPING OF WASTES AND 
OTHER MATTER, 1972 .__ 

The 1972 International Convention on Prevention of Marine 
Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter (commonly re- 
ferred to as the London Dumping Convention) was adopted in 
1972, ratified by the United States in 1973, and placed into 
force internationally in 1975. It prohibits the dumping of 
certain hazardous materials and the deliberate disposal of 
wastes or other matter from vessels, aircraft, platforms, or 
other manmade structures. 

INTERNATIONAL ('ONVENTION FOR THI: 
PREVENTION OF El=mON OF THE SE?> _~~ -"" 
BY OIL, 1954 (includiny amendments) __- - . 

The 1954 International Convention for the Prevention of 
Pollution of the Sea by Oil entered into force internationally 
in 1958 and wa.c) r,itified by the United States in 1961. It 
prohibits the ileliberate dischat-cjca of oil or oily mixtures 
from vessels, t.xcc1Jt tankers unrlerr- 150 gross tons and other 
ships under ~O(J gross tons, in Cjrthas called "prohibited zones," 
which generall;vT extend at least ‘50 miles from land areas. 
Countries signatory to the conv+.:n+.ion are to promote the 
provision of r(dception facilities for oil residues and oily 
mixture without: causing unnecessary vessel delays. The 
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convention specifies that ships using oil fuel and every 
tanker shall be provided with a book where oil transfer 
and ballasting operations are recorded, including data on 
accidental and exceptional discharges and escapes. This 
book, which is to be on board a vessel, is subject to 
inspection by member nations. Any violation of the conven- 
tion will be an offense punishable under each country's law. 

The convention was amended in 1962, in 1969, and twice 
in 1971. The 1942 and 1969 amendments entered into force in 
May 1967 and January 1978, respectively. Basically, the 
amendments included more stringent restrictions on oil 
discharges, greater protection of the Great Barrier Reef, 
and introduced a limitation on the size of cargo tanks of 
all tankships to limit the outflow of oil due to collision 
or grounding. 

MARPOL 1973 AND ITS RELATED 1978 PROTOCOL ____ 

MARPOL 1973 was adopted by an IMCO conference held 
in November 1973. It has not yet been ratified by the United 
States and is not in force internationally. Upon entry into 
force, this convention will replace the 1954 Marine Pollution 
Prevention Convention and its amendments. 

The convention requires strict regulations for carrying 
various liquid substances in bulk, including crude petroleum, 
refined petroleum products, and certain other chemicals. 
All oil discharges are prohibited within 50 nautical miles of 
the nearest land. Sludge and oily wastes must be discharged 
into reception facilities to be provided at ports. All 
tankers wil~l be required to be fitted with equipment which 
will make compliance feasible. All new tankers of 70,000 
deadweight tons or over will be required to have segregated 
ballast. All tankers must havet slop tanks, oil discharge 
monitoring and control systems, and oily water separating 
equipment. 

In addition to the specifl~c technical requirements of 
the convention, several legal mechanisms are established to 
achieve more effective implementation. All parties to the 
convention will be required to apply the regulations to all 
vessels using their ports, including those of nonparty 
nations. 
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The technical requirements of annex 1 of the convention 
have been promulgated as regulations in the United States. 
These regulations affect both United States and foreign 
flag tankships. MARPOL 1973, together with implementing 
legislation, was submitted to the Senate for its advice and 
consent to ratification in 1977. As a result of the February 
1978 Conference on Tanker Safety and Pollution Prevention, 
which modified and added to MARPOI. 1973 provisions, it has 
been necessary to withdraw this submission. 

At the February 17, 1978, International Conference on 
Tanker Safety and Pollution Prevention, a protocol was 
adopted which requires that any ship to which the protocol 
applies shall comply with the provisions of the 1973 Marine 
Pollution Convention. The protocol contains, inter alia, 
additional requirements for specified new crude carriers to 
be fitted with protectively locate<? segregated ballast tanks, 
crude oil washing systems and inert gas systems, and that 
specified existing crude carriers are to be fitted with 
segregated ballast tanks or crude oil washing systems, or 
may operate with dedicated clean ballast tanks for a 
limited time period. The MARPOL Protocol 1978 was submitted 
to the Senate for its advice ancj consent to ratification in 
January 1979. 

INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION 
FOR SAFE CONTAINERS, 1972 - 

The International Convention for Safe Containers was 
adopted in 1972, ratified by the United States in 1976, and 
placed into force internationally in October 1977. It 
established safety standards for the construction of contain- 
ers used in all modes of transportation, except those con- 
structed for use exclusively in ,iil transport. This con- 
vention has two broad goals: (1) maintain a high level of 
safety of life in the transport ,11!ci handling of containers 
and (2) facilitate the internation;iL transport of containers 
by providing uniform internation<)! safety regulations. 

INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS ON CIVI;, L,IABILITY 
FOR OIL POLLUTION DAMAGE, 1969 _____ 

The International Conventioll un Civil Liability for Oil 
Pollution Damage was adopted in L969 and placed into force 
internationally in June 1975. The United States has not 
yet ratified the convention. 

The purpose of this conventior( in to ensure that adequate 
compensation is available to peri;oils who suffer oil pollution 
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damage caused by the escape or discharge of oil from ships. 
It places liability for such damage on a ship's owner and 
requires ships covered by it to maintain insurance or other 
financial security in sums equivalent to the owner's total 
liability for one accident. The convention applies to all 
seagoing vessels actually carrying oil in bulk as cargo, 
but only ships carrying more than 2,000 tons of oil are 
required to maintain liability insurance. 

INTERNATIONAL CONVEIiTION ON THE. ESTABLISHMENT 
OF AN INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR COMPENSATION FOR 
OIL POLLUTION DAMAGE, 1971 (FUND CONVENTION) 

The fund convention was aclopted in 1971 and placed into 
force internationally in October 1978. The United States 
has not yet ratified the con:leption. 

The convention establisilcc a fund to compensate victims 
of oil pollution damage if ttloce victims have been unable to 
obtain full and adequate coml)ensation for damages under the 
terms of the 1969 Civil Liability Convention. The fund's 
obligations to pay compensation: is limited to pollution 
damage, includlny assistance (i,ersonnel, material, etc.) 
to countries t(iking action aciajnst; pollution. 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 'I'ANKEK SAFETY AND .- .~ __ 
POLLUTION PREVCNTION l_--~l_~ 

In February 1978 IMCO sponsored an International 
Conference un Tanker Safety and Pollution Prevention which 
was held in London, England. ?-is a result of this conference, 
new requirements were adopted as protocols (proposed agree- 
ments) to MARPOL 1973 and to Sc'tLAS 1974. 

Generally, the MARPOL 1973 protocol adopted additional 
requirements for the construc:tion of new tankers and the 
modification of1 existing tankers, including segregated ballast 
tanks, crude) oil washing systc-?rrs, or clean ballast tanks. The 
SOLAS 1974 L,rotocol adopted ,icic!itional requirements, which 
included imy>roved steering gear systems and procedures, 
collision avoi(Iance aids, two radars, inert gas systems, and 
port-State inspections. The c:c,nference also adopted a number 
of resolutions concerned with (_ontroll.ing discharges from 
ships, stecrincj gear standards, ship navigation equipment, 
and developing international :;tandards for other technical 
requirement5 ( l.e., clean baiI,-lst- tanks and inert gas systems). 
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The U.S. proposals to IMCO during the conference in 
February 1978 were consistent with proposed U.S. regulations 
published earlier in May 1977 to comply with the Presidential 
initiatives. These regulations, which are applicable to tank 
vessels over 20,000 deadweight tons, have focused on improve- 
ments in ship construction and equipment standards. Such re- 
quirements included double bottoms, segregated ballast tanks, 
inert gas systems, improved steering systems, and dual radar 
for vessels. These proposed requirements, which were pre- 
sented by the President in March 1977, provided the basis for 
the conference. According to Coast Guard officials, IMCO 
generally accepted these requirements with the exception of 
double bottoms. According to these officials, member nations 
believed such a requirement would cause safety and opertional 
problems and would not be cost effective. These and previous 
regulations since MARPOL 1973 were aimed at reducing 
operational and accidental pollution from ships and improving 
vessel safety. 

Although the United States has not ratified MARPOL 1973, 
a Coast Guard official told us that the United States has 
fully implemented the convention's annex I requirements 
through Coast Guard regulations under authority of the Tank 
Vessel Act, as amended. 

In October 1975, the Coast Guard published final 
regulations requiring segregated ballast tanks for new U.S. 
tank vessels 70,000 deadweight tons or greater in the 
domestic trade and operational oil discharge standards -for 
new and existing tank vessels. 

In January 1976, the Coast Guard issued final regula- 
tions requiring defensive placement of segregated ballast 
tanks on new and existing vessels over 70,000 deadweight 
tons engaged in domestic trade. 

In December 1976, the Coast Guard again issued final 
regulations which (1) extended the application of protective 
locations of segregated ballast tdnks to new U.S. flag tank 
vessels of 70,000 deadweight tons and over operating in 
foreign trade and new foreign flaq ~cssels of 70,000 dead- 
weight tons and over operating in lJ.S. waters, (2) estab- 
lished operational discharge standards to all U.S. vessels 
and foreign tank vessels of 70,000 deadweight tons or greater 
operating in U.S. waters, and (3) c-xtended the requirement 
for defensive placement of segregati?d ballast tanks to new 
U.S. vessels and foreign flag tan]. jcsi;els operating in U.S. 
waters. 
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In January 1977, the Coast Guard issued final regula- 
tions pertaining to navigation safety. These regulations 
included requirements for navigation procedures, minimum 
navigation equipment (magnetic compass, gyrocompass, etc.), 
and acceptable performance levels. These requirements apply 
to all vessels, both United States and foreign, of 1,600 
gross tons or greater operating in U.S. waters. 

To implement the conference agreements, the Coast Guard 
plans to withdraw the May 1977 proposed regulations and issue 
final regulations in June 1979 to incorporate requirements 
for a crude oil washing system, inert gas system, and im- 
proved steering. Further, in July 1978 the Coast Guard 
issued final regulations to incorporate conference radar re- 
quirements. The Coast Guard is currently reviewing its 
internal directives and guidelines applicable to U.S. vessel 
inspection and certification to insure that such require- 
ments either equal or exceed conference requirements. 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON TRAINING AlJD 
CERTIFICATION OF SEAFARERS 

From June 14, 1978, through July 7, 1978, the Interna- 
tional Conference on Training and Certification of Seafarers 
was held in London, England. The conference resulted in a 
new agreement--the 1978 International Convention and Stand- 
ards of Training, Certification, and Watchkeeping of Sea- 
farers. According to the Coast Guard, based on the official 
assumption that over 80 percent of maritime accidents are 
caused by human error, the improved convention training 
standards, when implemented, should better enable personnel 
on board ships to avoid maritime casualties. 

The convention's principal provisions include issuing 
and controlling (1) seafarers' qualification certificates, 
standards for certificating deck and engineer officers, and 
issuing documents to unlicensed mariners, (2) requirements 
for sea experience, (3) training, (4) professional examina- 
tion and physical fitness, and (5) requirements for deck 
officers, engineers, radio otf-icers, and unlicensed 
mariners in the engineering dvpartment. 

The conference also adopted 23 resolutions (formal 
recommendations) which reinforce the convention and contain 
additional training requirements. The convention is to 
enter into force when 25 nations with combined merchant 
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fleets constituting 50 percent of the gross tonnage of the 
world's merchant shipping formally accept it. 

The Coast Guard is presently reviewing U.S. licensing 
requirements to determine specific areas where they need 
to be amended to conform to the convention and the Port and 
Tanker Safety Act of 1978. The Coast Guard and the Maritime 
Administration are jointly reviewing existing domestic train- 
ing requirements in order to implement the convention's 
specific training requirements. According to Coast Guard 
officials, changes to U.S. licensing requirements as a re- 
sult of the convention will include additional training for 
all license grades, increased sea experience requirements 
for certain licenses, increased physical requirements for 
mariners renewing their license eve-fy 5 years, and raised 
license grades. 

According to Coast Guard officials, IMCO plans to 
sponsor a meeting in July 1979 to address the issue of 
vessel manning. During this meeting, the United States, 
along with other members nations, will attempt to develop 
guidelines for international manning standards. At the 
present time, IMCO has not addressetl manning in any compre- 
hensive manner. This meeting will <attempt to determine 
minimum levels of mariners 0nboarc.l li!erchant vessels. 

87 



STATUS OF -TIoNAL CONVENTIONS Pl%TAINI?% 

'IoMARINEsAFEIyANDF0LLJJTIoNPREVEXrIoN 

Convention/Amendments 

1. International Convention for 
the Prevention of Pollution 
of Sea by Oil, 1954 

Amendments: 
a. 1962 (rewrite), 

except Article XIV 
Article XIV 

t-, . 1969 (prohibited zones, 
eliminate discharges) 

c. 1971 (tanker tank size) 
d. 1971 (Great Barrier 

Reef) 

2. International Convention for 
Safety of Life at Sea, 1960 

Amendments: 
a. 1966 (fire safety) 

Date 
of final 

agreement 

Date signed 
by President 

(Date of U.S. 
ratification) 

5/12/54 5/29/6 1 

4,'01/62 g/09/66 

10/21/69 10/13/71 
10/15/71 (a) 

10,'12/71 (4 

6/17,'60 5,'11,'62 

11,'30,'66 3/28/67 Not in force 
5/24/68 Not in force b. 1967 (fire safety/radio) 10,'25/67 

C. 1968 (navigation 
equipent) H/26/68 

d. 1969 (equipment 
surveys/radio) 10/21/69 

e. 1971 (radio/routing) 10/12,'71 
f. 1973 (editorial) 11/20/73 
g* 1973 (grain) 11/20/73 

10/31/72 Not in force 

10,'31/72 Not in force 
9/26/7 3 Not in force 

12/15/75 Not in force 
12/15/75 Not in force 

Date 
in force 
for U.S. 

12/08/61 

5/18,'67 
6/28/67 

l/20/78 
Not in force 

Not in force 

5/26/65 

Year in force 
internationally 

7/26/50 

5/18/67 
6/28,'67 

l/20/78 
Not in force 

Not in force 

5/26/65 

Not in force 
Not in force 

Not in force 

Not in force 
Not in force 
Not in force 
Not in force 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Convent ion/Amendments 

Date 
of final 

agreement 

International Convention on Civil 
Liability for Oil Pollution 
Damage, 1969 

International Convention for 
Establishment of International 
Fund for Compensat ion of Oil 
Pollution Damage, 1971 

Convention on the International 
Regulations for Preventing 
Collisions at Sea, 1972 

International Convention for 
Safe Containers, 1972 

Convention on Prevention of 
Marine Pollution by Dumping 
of Wastes and Other Matter, 
1972 

International Convention for 
the Prevention of Pollution 
frcxn Ships, 1973 (Xarine 
Pollution Convention) 

Amendment:  
a. 1978 Protocol to 

Marine Pollution 
Convention 

11/29/69 Not ratified Not in force 6/19/7 5 

12/18/71 Not ratified Not in force 10,'16,'78 

10/20,'72 12,'12,'75 

12/02/72 10/08/76 

7/15/77 

l/03/79 

7/E/77 

g/06/77 

12/29/72 9/25/7 3 a/30/75 a/30/7 5  

11/02/73 Not ratified Not in force Not in force 

Date signed 
by President 

(Date of U.S. 
ratification) 

Date 
in force 
for U.S. 

Year in force 
internationally 

2/17/78 Not ratified Not in force Not in force 



W  
L--l 

Convent ion/Amendments 

13. International Convention for 
Safety of Life at Sea, 1974 
(SOLAS 1974) 

Amendment:  
a. 1978 Protocol to SOLAS 

1974 

14. Convention on Limitation of 
Maritime Claims, 1976 

15. International Convention on 
Traininq and Certification of 
Seafarers, 1978 

Date 
of final 

agreement 

11/01/74 

2/17/78 

11/19/76 

7/07,/78 

Date signed 
by President 

(Date of U.S. 
ratification) 

8/15,'78 

Not ratified 

Not ratified 

Not ratified 

Date 
in force 
for U.S. 

Not in force 

Not in force 

Not in force 

Not in force 

a/Information on these amendments was not available from the Coast Guard. 

Year in force 
internationally 

Not in force 

Not in force 

Not in force 

Not in force 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

Marc11 Lt,, 1979 

Mr. Henry Eschwtqe 
Director 
Community and Economic 

Development Division 
U.S. General Accountirq Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschweqe: 

We have enclosed two copies of the nepartment of Transportation's 
reply to the Ckneral Accounting Office (GAO) draft report, "Greater 
Efforts Neded By Coast Guard To Assure Safety Of Commercial Vessels 
In U.S. Waters." The Deparbnent has reviewed the draft report and is 
in substantial agreement with many of its findings and recormnendations. 
Our comments on the findings and recommendations are fully discussed 
in the enclosed statement. 

If we can further assist you, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

REPLY TO 

GAO DRAFT OF A PROPOSED REPORT ON 

GREATER EFFORTS NEEDED BY 

COAST GUARD TO ASSURE SAFETY 

OF COMMERCIAL VESSELS IN U.S. 

APPENDIX IV 

WATERS 
i 

SupiMARY OF GAO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS [See GA0 note 1, 
p. 109.1 

The GAO draft report is a review of the Coast Guard's Commercial 
Vessel Safety Program. It covers the laws, policies and procedures 
for inspection of U.S. flag vessels; the vessel boarding and exami- 
nation program; the procedures for licensing and certification of 
merchant vessel personnel; and the Coast Guard's efforts in the 
promotion of international maritime safety. The study was conducted 
from the summer of 1977 through the fall of 1978. 

The draft report's findings and recommendatiops are: 

-0 'Inspection of U.S. Flag Vessels 

Findings: 

. marine safety programs are impeded by staffing problems 

. there Is a need for trained and experienced personnel 

. there is duplication between Coast Guard inspections and 
American Bureau of Shipping surveys 

Recommendations: 

The Commandant, U.S. Coast Cuard,should: 

. undertake a comprehensive study of the staffing needed to 
carry out the various activities of its entire Commercial 
Vessel Safety Program 

. expand in-housr? training and establish standards For pcrstin- 
nel qualificatlans in the inspection area 

‘i 
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l establish an inspection specfalty classification and extend 
the tour length of inspection assignments 

‘9 consider the transfer of certain aspects-of the inspection 
program to the American Bureau of Shipping 

- Vescrel Boarding and Examination Program 

Findings: 

. minimal direction has been provided by Coast Guard Head- 
quarters for boarding and examining U.S. and foreign tank- 
8hiPS 

. frequency of boarding tankships has been reduced 

. followup on identified tankship safety deficiencies is 
fnef fective 

. the Marine Safety Information System is not accomplishing 
its intended purpose 

. monetary penalties are not effectively used as a deterrent 
to violations 

. lov priority given to boarding uninspected U.S. vessels 

Recommendations: 

The Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, should: 

. provide additional program direction to field units in 
conducting boardings and examinations 

. require more frequent boardings and examinations of foreign 
and U.S. flag tankships 

. improve follow-up procedures on tankship deficiencies 

l correct deficfencies in and expedite completion of the 
Xarine Safety Information System 

. adopt a more aggressive policy for assessing penalties for 
violations 

. emphasize boarding and examining uninspected U.S. comercial 
veesels 
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-C Improve the Merchant Vessel Personnel Program 

Findings : 

. no0 practical demonstration of competence is requfred to 
obtain a merchant mariner's license 

. lack of medical standards for merchant marine personnel 

l Coast Guard lacks jurisdiction over vessel pilots operat- 
ing under state issued license 

. Shipping Commissioner functions unnecessary 

Recotmnenda t ions : 

The Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, should: 

. establish more stringent requirements to insure profes- 
sional competency is demonstrated before issuing a merchant 
mariner's license 

. in consultation with the U.S. Public Health Service, estab- 
lish more comprehensive medical standards for merchant 
marfne personnel 

. submit proposed legislation to amend 46 USC 211 to give 
Coast Guard jurisdiction over vessel pilots operating 
with state licenses 

. submit proposed legislation to abolish Shipping Commis- 
sioner functions 

-- Enhance International Maritime Safety 

Findings: 

. additional direct assistance to foreign countries needed 

Recommendation: 

The Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, should: 

. determine staff resources needed to provide foreign assist- 
ance to improve marine safety and to what extent this assist- 
ance could be provided on a planned basis 
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-Y OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATXON POSITION 

The DOT has reviewed the draft of the proposed report and is in sub- 
rtaatial agreement with its basic tenets. Fifteen recommendaticns 
acre made in the report. The DOT posftion on each recommendation 
tir been summarized and is a8 follows : 

- Inspection of O.S..Flag Vessels 

. undertake a comprehensive study of the staffing needed 
to &rry out the various activities of the entire CVS 
Program 

sulmnary: DOT concurs 

- a review of required functions is underway 

- CVS Program Standards being reviewed 

- a new computer compatible reporting format to be 
developed 

. expand in-house training and establish standards for per- 
sonnel qualification in the inspection area 

Smary : DOT concurs 

- visual training aids being procured for field units 

- full scale study being prepared to establish stand- 
ards and develop training program 

. establish an inspection specialty classification and 
extend the tour length of inspection assignments 

Stmnnary : DOT concurs in part 

- enlisted qualification codes to be expanded 

- tour length for officers to be increased to four 
years 

l consider the transfer of certain aspects of the inspec- 
tion program to the American Bureau of Shipping 

Summary: DOT concurs that this should be considered 

- the Coast Guard has this matter under considera- 
tion at the present time, but implementation is 
not without problems 
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- resumption that AJ3S could achiewe admirable results 
acting independently is not prwen historically. 
Questions arise as to safety records of other mari- 
time nations relying on classification societies 
for vessel hupection function 

- Vessel Boarding and Examination Program 

. provide additional program directiat to field units in 
conducting boardings and examinatims 

Suannary: DOT concurs 

- recommendation substantially catplied with (see 
enclosures) 

. require more frequent boardings and examinations of U.S. 
flag tankships 

Summary: DOT disagrees 

- inspection at initial entry d annually thereafter 
is considered adequate 

- annual Inspection philosophy consistent with Presi- 
dential Initiative and with Port and Tanker Safety 
Act of 1978 

. improve follow-up procedures on tank-ship deficiencies 

Summary : DOT does not agree to the broad Indictment, 
concurs with general tenet 

- overall effectiveness of system ignored 

- some of the difficulties have been addressed 

correct deficiencies in and expedite completion of the 
l HSIS 

S-ry: DOT does not agree to the broad indictment, con- 
curs with general tenet 

- HSIS not a panacea 

- system is working and improving 

. adapt a more aggressive policy for assessing penalties 
for violations 
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swmlary: DOT concurs with regard to pollution violations; 
feels better method for enforcing compliance with 
vessel safety violations exists 

- threat of withholding Certificate of Inspection 

. e@aasite boarding and examining uninspected U.S. coy- 
mercial vessels 

Summary: DOT concurs 

- triennial dockside inspection plan under development 

- 30 additional billets have been approved to implement 
plan 

- Improve the Merchant Vessel Personnel Rogram 

. establish more stringent requirements to insure professional 
competency is demonstrated before Issuing a merchant mariner's 
license 

Summary: DOT concurs 

- proposed changes to licensing regulations adopting 
standards of International Convention on Standards 
of Training Certification and Watchkeeping for Sea- 
farera, 1978 

- oC/MARAD feasibility study for simulators 

- radar simulation training 

. in consultation with the U.S. Public Ftealth Service, cstab- 
lish more comprehensive medical standards for merchant 
marine per aonnel 

Sulmlary : DOT concurs 

- work being done on draft proposal to establish basic 
physical standards 

- work being done on job-to-individual profiles 

- maritime industry and USPHS reviewing and providing 
input 

. submit proposed legislation to amend 46 USC 211 to give 
Coast Guard jurisdiction over vessel pilots operating 
with state licenses 
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Summary : DOT concurs 

- 46 USC 211 amendment would create inconsistencies in 
the law 

- 46 USC 239 amendment considered more appropriate and 
la in drafting stage 

. submit proposed legislation to abolish Shipping Com&sioner 
functions 

Summary : DOT concurs 

- legislation to be drafted 

- Enhance International Maritime Safety 

. determine staff resources needed to provide foreign assist- 
ance to improve marine safety and determine to what extent 
this assistance could be provided on a planned basis 

Summary: DOT disagrees 

- direct assistance provided on an “as requested,” cost 
reimbursable basis 

- Anappropriate to plan for other countries internal 
Znterference 

- if resource needs defined, Coast Guard has no resources 
left to shift 

POSITION STATEMENT 

The DOT has reviewed the draft of the proposed report and is in sub- 
stantial agreement with many of its basic tenets. Disagreements exist 
in some areas and are fully explained in this position statement. 

The position statement is divided into four areas. The first area is 
a general discussion of the questionable use of some of the data pro- 
vided and certain methods employed by the author. The second area Is 
devoted to specific comments on the various findings and recommenda- 
tions. The third area discusses resource implications. The fourth area 
is devoted to a page-by-page review of the report to correct mispercep- 
tions, clarify certain facts, suggest editorial changes, and correct 
inadvertent deficiencies in some of the information provided. lSee GAO note 

General Discussion: 2, p. 109.1 

The casualty statistics that are used throughout the report are often 
presented in a misleading manner designed to belabor a point or to lend 
emphasis without subjecting the statistics to necessary caveats. For 
example, the cover sumary page, page i of khc digest and page 2 of the 
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report all use the rise in casualty frequency from FY 72 (2,42A vessel 
casualties) to FY 76 (4,211 vessel casualties) to state, in so many 
uords, that the CVS Program is ineffective, vhile ignoring important 
cweats. These include: 

(1) FY 76 was a 15-mont.h reporting period, and the use of that 
year’1 statistics should have been adjusted accordingly. 

(2) A 1968 Cost/Benefit hnalysis of the CVS Program identified 
iarge inequities in casualty reporting by various segments of the 
Praritime industry. This gap has been closing in the seventies and 
i8 reflected by an increase in casualty reporting. 

(3) The towboat operators licensing program in the seventies 
has nerved to acquaint a large number of additional maritime person- 
nel with the Coast Guard's requirement for casualty reporting, thereby 
Increasing the incidence of reports heretofore not submitted. 

(4) The $1,500 damage criteria for reporting incidents has been 
made less meaningful by inflation, thereby including many more inci- 
dents in the reportable category. 

(5) The casualty data does not have a linear relationshin to the 
effectiveness of the inspection program. It includes casualties for 
uninspected vessels and, in fact, when the 1976 statistics are adjusted, 
the largest percentage increase in casualties is for vessels not under 
Coast Guard jurisdiction. 

The report frequently makes use of unsubstantiated individual comments 
to lead the reader to certain conclusions. When this device is used, 
the individual's qualifications enabling him to meaningfully comment 
rhould be described. Without the qualificatiuit listing, the report's 
credibility is subject to question. Some exam;lles are as follows: 
On page 10, statements are attributed to a “c’Pief of an inspection 
department” which are so far removed from the CVS Program Director’s 
policy on inspector qualification and training as to raise the question 
of that individual’s competence. 

[See GAO note 3, p, 109.1 

In another instance, on page 47, mention is tie of a “Tanker Advisory 
Center official," without mentioning the fact that the “Tanker Advisory 
Center” only has one official, Hr. William Hdenzie, and that his com- 
ments are necessarily colored by his pecuniarg; interests. 

On page 32, the GAO concludes that annual boardings of tankships are 
Insufficient to assure that tankships are safe; and again on page 35 
they conclude that Inspections of U.S. flag t;mkers are insufficient' 
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to assure they are s3fe. GAO qualifications for making such positive 
Itatements are suspect, and the Input to the report from qualified 
8oufces are too limited to justify the conclusions. 

& mentioned, there are many areas of the study that are entirely 
factual and where the conclusions are quite accurate. However, in 
ueas of technical c.ompetency and where full understanding of inspec- 
tion procedures and qualifications were necessary. the report decreased 
in credibility. 

Specific Comments on Findings and Recommendations: 

- Inspection of U.S. Flag Vessels 

. the finding that marsne safety programs are impeded by staff- 
ing problems is concurred with. Actions taken and/or planned 
to implement the recommendation to undertake a comprehensive 
8tudy of staffing needs of the entire Commercial Vessel Safety 
Program are as follows: 

- a review of legally required functions is underway to 
see what tasks may be done avay with without negatively 
affecting the marine safety area 

- the CVS Program Standards are being reviewed to identify 
new mission areas placed upon the Coast Guard by recent 
legislation which have not been included in tabulating 
Coast Guard resource needs 

- based on the revised program Standards, a computer com- 
patible reporting format will be developed which will 
lend itself to cost/benefit analysis and productivity 
analysis as well as trend extrapolation. It is hoped 
that this will enable the Coast Guard to better predict 
resource needs as well as reallocate its existing re- 
sources in a more timely manner 

. the finding that there is a need for more trained and experi- 
enced personnel is concurred with. The recommendation that 
in-house training be expanded is being acted on. The Coast 
Guard plans to install videotape machines in all of its field 
units during the summer of 1979. Some videotapes on specific 
task functions are on hand and being distributed. Other tapes 
will be procured as time allows. In order to establish stand- 
erds for personnel qualifications, a contract is being prepared 
which will have three end products. It till (1) identify skill 
requirements necessary to perform each of the tasks performed 
by field personnel at Marine Safety Offices and District Mer- 
chant Vessel Safety Offices to determine what qualifications 
are necessary; (21 review the Coast Guard’s existing training 
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program6 to identify gaps: and (3) provide recommendations 
that will provide effective and comprehensive training for 
marine safety personnel. One major problem in the CVS 
training program was not touched on by the GAO report, 
pot36ibly due to a factual m isrepresentat$on on page 9. 
The-report state6 that most Coa6t Guard inspectors have 
ma experience. This Is true of the older inspectors. 
Host CVS training is based on the assumption that the 
individual has at least two years sea service. The Coast 
Guard fleet has been diminishing rapidly over the past 
few years as the result of vessel decmnmissionings with- 
out replacement. The CVS Program presently requires an 
entry level input of 150 sea-trained personnel every year. 
There are no longer enough sea billets available in the 
Coast Guard to provide this input. Consequently, a larger 
portion of our inspectors have no 6ea service and 60 the 
training is not as effective as if once was. A change fn 
the training will not substitute for the lack of sea ser- 
vice. It is hoped that this problem can be solved by 
authorizations for more Coast Guard vessels 

l the recommendations that an inspection specialty classifi- 
cation and the inspection assignment tour be extended have 
both been consfdered by the Coast Guard. Enlisted person- 
nel who serve in the CVS Program do so because of their 
rating specialties (Engineman, Damage Control, Electrician, 
Gunner’s Mate, Boatswain, etc.). The training received in 
the rating is directly applicable to the CVS Program. If 
6 new inspection rating was established, the needed rating 
training would no longer be available and an entirely new 
and duplicative training effort would have to be undertaken. 
In addition, the existing ratings can be utilized by several 
m ission areas of the Coast Guard. An inspection rating would 
be lim ited to one program. Qualification codes have been 
established for the enlisted grades and will provide the 
assignment officers with the necessary information to Setter 
utilize individuals after their initial tour at an MSO. The 
GAO recommended method is conceptually more appealing, but 
when considerations of the multimission nature of the Coast 
Guard are taken into effect, the existing system better fills 
the needs of the entire Coast Guard. Officers are given 
specialty classifications and rotate in and out of the CVS 
Program based on the overall needs of the service. Considera- 
tion 16 being given to extend the tour length for a MS0 assign- 
ment from three to four years 

. the finding that there is duplication between Coast Guard 
inspections and American Bureau of Shipping survey6 is par- 
tially concurred with. There is certainly some duplication 
of effort between Coast Guard inspections and American Bureau 
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of Shipping surveys. This duplication is not necessarily 
evil and has not been proven cost ineffective. More often 
than not, especially in the field of new construction, it 
1~ more apt to be a team effort rather than the individuals 
going over the same ground. In the testing of main and 
auxiliary propulsion units, the inspection is concurrently 
undertaken by the USCC, the ADS, the manufacturer's repre- 
eentative, the shipyard's quality control team, the owner'8 
port engineer, and the ship construction superintendent. 
No thought is given to duplication of effort, because each 
individual brings varied background and experience to the 
testing that no one individual would be likely to possess. 
The end result is a safer product 

l the recommendation that consideration be given to trans- 
ferring more aspects of the inspection program to the ABS 
ie concurred with by the Department. In fact, the Coast 
Guard has this matter under consideration at the present 
time. During the course of these deliberations, the follow- 
ing concerns have arisen FShich indicate that this matter 
must be handled with great care to insure that the transfer 
of further inspection functions does not prove counterpro- 
ductive 

- it Is recognized by GAO, Coast Guard, ABS, and the 
maritime industry that the level of Coast Guard 
experience in its CVS Program is declining. At the 
same time, it is recommended that we remove Coast 
Guard personnel from that area of on-the-job train- 
ing most necessary to become well qualified, namely 
field inspection. If Coast Guard personnel are 
excluded from drydock examinations, plan review, 
tanker inspection, machinery inspection, etc., 
where does the expertise come from to carry out 
other areas of the marine safety programs or to 
provide Coast Guard managers with the necessary 
beckground knowledge to make intelligent decisions 
in vessel safety matters. If the Coast Guard dele- 
gates much more of its inspection functions to out- 
side agencies, it will be unable to instill the 
very familiarity and expertise its people must 
possess to live.up to expectations of performance 

- any considerations of further delegation of authority 
to third parties must also consider the well estab- 
lished fact that it was the failure of third party 
inspection agencies or foreign governments that led 
to the present USCG inspection of foreign flag pas- 
senger ships in 1966 and more recently foreign flag 
tank vessels in 1977. The Argo Merchant, Amoco 
Cadlz Torrey Canyon, Yarmouth Castle, Morrow Castle, 
et. al. were all under survey of one classification 
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society or another. These disasters, especially those 
involving vessels not inspected by the Coast Guard, 
were the driving force behind this GAO study. No one 
has considered the simple notion that the reason why 
U.S. flag vessels have a better safety record Is 
because there are two individuals inspecting the ves- 
eel, each acting to insure the adequate performance 
of the other, each working for a separate agency. 
The governments of France and Greece have recently 
announced that they intend to create agencies similar 
to the Coast Guard to perform marfne safety inspec- 
tions in conjunction with classification societies 
in an attempt to upgrade the safety records of their 
respective merchant fleets. 

- the American Bureau of Shipping does not class small 
passenger vessels, certain public vessels, inland 
barges, towboats, or offshore supply boats. They 
are also not the only classification society employed 
for U.S. flag vessels, but share this function with 
Lloyds, Bureau Verltas, and other societies. 

- the Commandant is not empowered to delegate his 
authority. If additional vessel inspection functions 
are delegated to A&i, the Coast Guard would be required 
to Institute monitoring procedures. The monitoring 
procedure in itself would require a fairly large Coast 
Guard complement. The end result might very well 
result in a minimal saving of resources 

- Vessel Boarding and Examination Program 

. the finding that minimal direction was being provided by 
Coast Guard Headquarters for boarding and examining U.S. 
and foreign tankships was correct at the time of the GAO 
review. The recommendation that additional program direc- 
tion be given to field units has been substantially carried 
out and continued effort is being expended $n this direction. 
The program directfons given to the field to date are as 
follcws: 

- 21 January 1977 - initial message, enclosure (1) 

- 25 January 1977 - amplifying message, enclosure (2) 

- 22 February 1977 - procedures for initial adeinistra- 
tion of the program, enclosure (3) 

- 17 Karch 1977 - Presidential Initiative 
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- 5-6 April 1977 - Tanker Safety Conference held In 
Washington, D.C. Established general policy guide- 
lines and administrative procedures for use as the 
basis of Commandant’s Instruction as well as served 
as an interim guide, enclosure (4) 

-'April 1977 = commenced initial drafting of Commandant 
Instruction 

- June 1977 - Navigation Safety Regulations became 
effective (33 CFR Part 164) and were added to the 
mope of the safety examination program 

- 7 September 1977 - Interim Marine Safety Information 
System on line, enclosure (5) 

- 31 December 1977 - manual biweekly ALDIST listing of 
foreign tankers with deficiencies disestablished. 
Interim MSIS System considered fully operational, 
enclosure (6) 

- 16 February 1978 - Commandant Instruction 15711.4 
published in conjunction with Commandant's Notice 
16616, enclosures (7) and (8) 

- 27 Hay 1978 - Commandant Notice 16711 notified field 
offices of the availability of standard form letters 
and a new Tankship Hull Inspection Book, enclosures 
(101, (111, (121, and (13) 

- 30 December 1978 - Chapter 32 of the Marine Safety 
Manual (C&495), ‘?nspection and Examination of 
Foreign Vessels,” published 

l the finding that the frequency of boarding tankshivs has 
been reduced is correct. The recommendation that more 
frequent boardings and examinations of foreign and U.S. 
flag tankships is net agreed with. The Coast Guard 
snitially, in January 1977, established a program to 
board and examine a maximum number of tankships in a 
minimum amount of time. This was done in direct response 
to the numerous tankship casualties which occurred during 
the winier of 1976-77 to identify as rapidly as possible 
those tankships which were in a substandard condition. 
This initial goal has been accomplished. The Coast Guard 
has determined that boarding and examining each tankship 
at its initial arrival at a U.S. port and at least annually 
thereafter will insure that substandard tankships will con- 
tinue to be denied entry into U.S. ports. This philosophy 
is consistent with President Carter’s Initiatives of 
17 Harch 1977 and with the recently enacted Port and Tanker 
Safety Act of 1978 
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. the finding that the followup on identified tankship safety 
deficiencies is ineffective and the recommendation that the 
follow-up procedures be improved are too broad in their 
iadictment of the MSIS system and are based upon a small 
number of examples. The overall effectitieness of the system 
ie ignored. The system is by no means a panacea. Some of 
tbe difficulties inherent in the system design have been 
addressed and hopefully corrected. There are numerous cases 
on file where the use of the system to track a vessel or 
alert a field office has kept the potential problem vessel 
out of a U.S. port. These aspects have been overlooked. 
Only those incidents where boardings were not performed were 
documented by the GAO investigators, and then no attempt was 
made to cite the reasons for not boarding 

. the finding that the MSIS is not accomplishing its intended 
purpose and the recommendation that system deficiencies be 
corrected are basically responded to in the previous para- 
graph. The Coast Guard is moving as expeditiously as 
possible to complete the MSIS 

. the finding that monetary penalties are not being effectively 
used as a deterrent to violations and the recommendation that 
a more aggressive policy in assessing penalties be adopted 
are concurred with in part. When dealing with vessel safetv 
regulations, the monetary penalties are minimal and would be 
assessed against the master of the vessel rather than the 
owner. A better method of forcing comnliance with the vessel 
regulations is the threat of withholding the Certificate of 
Inspection. It is assumed that the objective function of the 
CVS Program is compliance with the regulations to insure the 
rafety of the vessel. If the alternative given to the ship- 
mmer is a possible $500 fine against his representative or 
snake expensive repairs, he probably will accept the risk of 
a $500 fine and proceed with an unsafe vessel. If the 
alternative is make the repairs or lose the Certificate of 
Inspection, thereby tying up the vessel at a possible cost 
of $100,000 a day, he will probably nake the repairs. The 
GAO suggested method may make small amounts of money for 
the Treasury Department at the expense of the Justice Depart- 
ment but contributes little to safe vessels. The Coast Guard 
method provides safe ve‘ssels. In the area of pollution viola- 
tbms, the Coast Guard presently does not have a weapon 
equivalent to the Certificate of Inspection. In these areas, 
a more aggressive policy may well have to be pursued 

. the finding that low priority has been given to boarding 
uninspected U.S. vessels is correct. The recommendation 
that the Coast Guard emphasize boarding and examining 
uninspected U.S. comercial vessels is being pursued. A 
program of triennial dockside safety boardlngs at the 
mutual convenience of the owners an$ the Coast Guard is 



APPENDIX Iv APPENDIX IV 

under development. Approximately 30 additional billets 
have been approved for assignment to the Commercial Vessel 
Safety Program to begin implementation. The Coast Guard 
ir also supporting a legislative package introduced as 
B.R. 327 to provide the Coast Guard with authority to 
inspect and regulate commercial vessel towing vessels 
and equipment as well as require the licensing of officers 
and certification of crews. Similarly, the Coast Guard is 
considering a proposal for authority to issue vessel safety, 
equipment and occupational safety and health regulations 
for fishing vessels 

- Improve the Merchant Vessel Personnel Program 

. the finding that no practical demonstration of competence 
is required to obtain a merchant mariner’s license is con- 
curred. The recommendation to establish more stringent 
regulations and consider the use of simulators is already 
being implemented. Presently the Coast Guard is drafting 
proposed changes in our licensing regulations that will 
incorporate the mandatory parts of the recently adopted 
International Convention on Standards of Training, Certifi- 
cation and Watchkeeping for Seafarers, 1978, that exceed 
our present licensing requirements. This will include the 
provisions of Regulation II/5 and Regulation III/S which 
provides for the 'Ilandatory Minimum Requirements to Ensure 
the Continued Proficiency and Up-Dating of Knowledge for 
Masters and Deck and Engineer Officers." The Coast Guard 
has realized that simulator training may have many bene- 
ficial aspects in the licensing process for certain 
licensed officers. In light of this, the Coast Guard 
vith the Maritime Administration has contracted for a 
feasibility study concerning the use of simulators. Due 
to the increasing size and speed of vessels, the increased 
proportion of dangerous goods being transported, and the 
increased damage potential as a result of collisions, 
rammings, groundings, and other accidents, simulator train- 
ing may be desirable. It is anticipated that the study 
will reveal what type of simulator training is needed and 
to whom it should apply. The type of training that a 
future master would undergo would not be expected to be 
the same as a third mate or second mate. The final results 
of this study will not be completed until 1981, but it is 
expected that many answers will be supplied by the study 
before the final completion date. In addition to this 
study, the Coast Guard will, in the very near future, issue 
proposed regulations which will require those deck officers 
on inspected U.S. vesselsof over 300 gross tons to undergo 
radar’simulator training prior to the issuance of a Radar 
Observer Endorsement 
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. the finding that there is a lack of medical standards for 
merchant marine personnel is concurred with by the Depart- 
-at. The reconuaendation that the Coast Guard establish 
more comprehensive medical standards for merchant marine 
personnel in conjunction with the U.S. Public Health 
Service is currently being carried out. Starting in 
November 1978, the Coast Guard has been fonnulatlng draft 
proposals to establish basic physical standards as well 
a8 implement a job-to-individual profile for use by all 
physicians examining merchant vessel personnel. Members 
of the maritime industry as well as Public Health Service 
officials have reviewed and offered sound criticism and 
advice to our initial proposals. The effort is continuing 
and it is expected that a final draft will be published in 
the near future 

. the finding that the Coast Guard lacks jurisdiction over 
vessel pilots operating under the authority of state 
licenses is correct. The recommendation to amend 46 USC 211 
to extend Coast Guard jurisdiction will be considered. A 
legislative proposal has already been drafted to amend 
46 USC 239 granting authority to suspend or revoke Federal 
licenses, documents and certificates held by seamen who, 
in the performance of their duties , commit acts which render 
them unfit or unsuitable to retain a license, document, or 
certificate. According to the proposal, service “under the 
authority” of a license or document is not a prerequisite to 
suspension and revocation proceedings. However, the proposal 
does not cover licenses, commissions, or other documents 
issued by states 

. the finding that the Shipping Commissioner function is no 
longer necessary is concurred with by the Department. The 
recommendation to submit proposed legislation to abolish 
this function will be undertaken 

- Enhance International Maritime Safety 

. the finding that additional direct assistance to foreign 
countries is needed is agreed vitb by the Department. The 
recommendation to determine staff resources needed to pro- 
vide this assistance and determine that portion that could 
be provided on a planned basis is subject to question. The 
ability to determine the resources needed or to determine 
the planned portion necessary is extremely difficult when 
such direct assistance is in fact provided on an “as requested; 
cost reimbursable basis. Under existing resource restraints, 
the Coast Guard is stretched to the absolute bitter end. Even 
Sf new resources vere made available, the skill levels required 
till need a lengthy time frame for development. At the level 
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of assistance reconnnended, the time frame is 10 to 15 years. 
If the number of resources were in fact defined, the Coast 
Guard uould not be able to shift its existing scarce resources 
to meet the need. 

.RESGURCE IMPLICATIONS 

The coot Implications of the GAO recommendations are minimal. Thirteen 
of the 15 recommendations were concurred with and action has already 
been started, or in two instances substantially completed, to kple- 
rent the recommendations. fn the two recommendations not agreed upon, 
cost was not the significant factor, rather philosophical differences 
or the lack of Immediately available qualified personnel. 

[See GAO note 2, below.] 

GAO notes 1. Page references in this appendix refer 
to the draft report and do not necessarily 
agree with the paye numbers in this 
final report. 

2. Editorial and clarifying comments are 
not included, but were considered in 
this report. 

3. The deleted comments relate to matters 
which were discussed in the draft report 
but omitted from this final report. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

March 8, 1979 

Mr. J. K. Fasick 
Director 
International Division 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Blr. Fasick: 

I am replying to your letter of February 12, 1979, 
which forwarded copies of the draft report: "Greater 
Efforts Needed by Coast Guard to Assure Safety of 
Commercial Vessels in U.S. Waters." 

The enclosed comments on this report were prepared 
by the Agency Director of Transportation and Communications 
for the Bureau of International Organization Affairs. 

We appreciate having had the opportunity to review and 
comment on the draft report. If I may be of further 
assistance, I trust you will let me know. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Budget and Finance 

Enclosure: 
As stated 
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Department of State Comments 

GAO Draft Report: "Greater Efforts Needed 
by Coast Guard to Assure Safety of Commercial 

Vessels in U.S. Watersw 

The U.S. Coast Guard provides the most active parti- 
cipation of any member state of the Inter-Governmental 
Maritime Consultative Organization (IMCO). The participation 
by the U.S. Coast Guard in all of the working bodies of 
IMCO makes the United States one of the most, if not the 
most, influential member of IMCO. The Coast Guard submits 
more study papers and proposals to IMCO's technical 
committees and subcommittees than any other member. Those 
study papers and proposals ultimately lead to international 
agreements which increase the safety of life and property 
at sea, and improve the protection of the marine environ- 
ment. They also provide a means iof transfer of technology 
from the U.S. to the developing countries. 

The working relationships in IMCO between the 
Department of State and Coast Guard are excellent. The 
Coast Guard has never failed to give sympathetic considera- 
tion to any request for assistance to a foreign country, 
requested through the Department of State, but the ability 
of the Coast Guard to provide anything more than a short 
consultative visit, or training literature, is even more 
limited than indicated by the draEt report. 

1. Some foreign coast guard services are not military 
and do not, therefore, qualify for U.S. training under 
the MAP program. 

2. The MAP program has been significantly reduced in 
recent years. 

3. Many foreign coast guard personnel donot know English 
well enough to study at coast guard training institutes 
and fiew coast guard offices know foreign languages well 
enough to be able to transfer technology in foreign 
languages. 

4. The Helm's Amendment attached to P.L. 95-431 forbids 
the use of assessed budgets of international organizations 
for technical assistance. 
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Therefore, if it is the wish of Congress that the 
Coast Guard take a more active role in providing foreign 
assistance to improve foreign vessel safety, the necessary 
funding would have to be authorized by Congress. 

There are a few typographical corrections that will 
be given orally. 

February 28, 1979 

(08401) 

1 .L 2 
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