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Presenter
Presentation Notes
 Introduction:  Mr. Chairman, Council members, good Afternoon, my name is CDR Chris Woodley.  I am the Chief of the Prevention Department at USCG Sector Seattle, where I supervise safety and environmental regulatory compliance programs for all commercial vessels operating in the Puget Sound AOR.  This responsibility includes ensuring safety compliance programs for the Amendment 80 vessel fleet.  Acknowledgment:  I would like to thank the Council for providing me with the opportunity to share my thoughts on those safety issues associated with the Amendment 80 fleet.  A number of the issues I am discussing today are provided in greater detail in the Final Action Draft of Proposed Amendment 97 on pages 55-62 & pages 76-78.
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Presentation Summary

Amendment 80 safety performance

History & description of the Alternate 
Compliance & Safety Agreement (ACSA)

Vessel replacement issues as related to 
safety
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Amendment 80 Fleet Risks
Creating fish products on board means

More complex vessels – multi-deck work spaces
42 crew members - average

Freezers mean
Poisonous gas (NH3)
High fire loading – boxes, foam

Remote operating location means
Long way from Search & Rescue 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fleet Description:  Amendment 80 vessels, all of which are listed in Table 16 on page 55, operate in a high risk / high consequence work environment.  Unlike catcher vessels which catch and deliver fish in the round to shore plants, Amendment 80 vessels have added complexity and safety hazards because they catch, sort, head, gut, clean and prepare fish into various fish products on board.  To conduct these operations, Amendment 80 vessels have large crew complements ranging from 16-85 people on board, with an average size of 42 crew members.  The majorities of Amendment 80 vessel crews are not professional mariners.  Instead they are fish processing workers, many of whom have very limited or no sea-going experience, and many of whom do not share a common language.  In addition to large crews, these vessels also carry processing and freezing machinery, hazardous gases for refrigeration, and large amounts of flammable packaging which pose safety hazards that do not exist on catcher vessels.    Because of their ability to freeze, package and store their frozen catch on board, these vessels can operate in the most remote areas of the BSAI region, hundreds of miles from search and rescue support. 
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Amendment 80 Fleet 
Casualty History

All 15 crew dead 

Poor stability & lack 
of watertight integrity

Out of her league in 
the Bering Sea

ARCTIC ROSE -2001

92’ in length – 199 gross tons

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Within the past 10 years, there have been two major vessel losses within the Amendment 80 fleet.  In 2001, the ARCTIC ROSE capsized and sank with 15 people on board, NW of St. Paul Island in the Bering Sea.  There were no survivors and this was the largest number of people killed in single fishing industry vessel accident in the U.S. since the 1950’s. 
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Amendment 80 Fleet 
Casualty History

5 crew dead 

Flooding & Sinking

One of largest at 
sea rescues in  
Alaska history
CG Investigation 
pending

ALASKA  RANGER - 2008

208’ in length – 1578 gross tons

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2008, the ALASKA RANGER flooded and sank west of Unalaska with 47 people on board.  There were five 5 fatalities and 42 lives saved.  This miraculous accomplishment is one of the largest at-sea rescues in Alaskan history. 
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Fatality Rates (2000-2009)

Amendment 80 Fleet:  339 fatalities per 100,000 
workers

Other Alaska Fishing Fleets:  109 fatalities per 
100,000 workers

Amendment 80 Fleet has the highest fatality rate in 
the BSAI, from 2000-2009

Rates reflect the high consequence work 
environment & sub-optimal safety regime.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fatality Rates:  Driven largely by the losses of these two vessels, the Amendment 80 fleet’s fatality rate for the past decade, as measured by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, is 339 fatalities per 100K workers.  This is 3 times higher than the average of other fisheries in the State of Alaska, which has an overall rate of 109 fatalities / 100K workers.  Crab is no longer the Deadliest Catch in the Bering Sea fisheries.  That distinction now belongs to Amendment 80 catcher-processors.  This high fatality rate for the Amendment 80 fleet is reflective of both the high consequences associated with abandoning ship in the Bering Sea, as well as the sub-optimal safety regime which was in place with until January 2009.
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H & G = Fishing Vessel Regulations

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Investigation Findings:  From 1990 until 2009,  the Amendment 80 sector had been regulated by the Coast Guard for safety purposes as “fishing vessels” that conducted head and gut (H&G) operations.  This meant that these vessels only had to meet minimal standards for the carriage of primary lifesaving and firefighting equipment.  
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Fish Processing Vessel = Class & Loadline

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2005, Formal Coast Guard investigations into the loss of the ARCTIC ROSE (2001) and the GALAXY (2002) found that 100% of the Amendment 80 fleet was actually operating (and had been operating for years) as “fish processing vessels” based on the fish products they produced.  Fish processing is defined in 46 USC 2101 (11b) as “a vessel that commercially prepares fish or fish products other than by gutting, decapitating, gilling, skinning, shucking, icing, freezing or brine chilling.”  As fish processing vessels, these Amendment 80 vessels were required to meet significantly more stringent safety requirements; specifically the requirements for vessel classification and loadline.  Class and loadline are essentially an internationally recognized building code for vessels which ensure adequate construction, vessel stability, and watertight integrity.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Due to significant concerns regarding vessel age & overall vessel condition, the classification societies of Det Norske Veritas and the American Bureau of Shipping, neither class society will class an existing fishing vessel older than 20 years old (unless that vessel was already classed and loadlined).  Based upon this limitation alone, 18 of 20 Amendment 80 vessels cannot meet the requirements of both classification and loadline. 
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Alternative Compliance & 
Safety Agreement (ACSA)

Began in Jun 2005, fully implemented in Jan 2009 

Cooperatively developed program designed to mitigate 
risks, & significantly upgrade safety.

Focus is on hull, watertight integrity & stability, 

Downflooding & fire prevention, machinery inspection

Improved lifesaving, firefighting & crew emergency 
training

Presenter
Presentation Notes
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Alternative Compliance & 
Safety Agreement (ACSA)

Program allows vessels to remain in fishery, producing 
historically important ancillary products

Prohibits extensive processing

Shortcoming:  ACSA is voluntary and vessels may 
disenroll

Presenter
Presentation Notes
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Results of ACSA

18 of 21 active 
Amendment 80 
vessels are fully 
ACSA compliant

$20-$25 million 
spent in Pacific 
Northwest 
shipyards

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To date, of the 21 active Amendment 80 vessels, 18 vessels are fully compliant with ACSA, two vessels are classed and loadlined, and one vessel is operating only as an H&G vessel.  Owners of Amendment 80 fleet vessels have spent in the area of $20-25 million in Pacific Northwest shipyards, with the majority of oversight being conducted by USCG Sector Seattle and USCG Marine Safety Detachment Unalaska.  Based upon the last four years of experience with this fleet, I can assure �         you that  no other population of fishing industry vessels in the nation �         has received this level of direct attention from the Coast Guard. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
As a result of this massive investment of money, time and effort by vessel owners, crew and the Coast Guard, ACSA vessels are in far greater repair then they were five years ago.  Hulls are in much better shape, watertight integrity has largely been restored, machinery and critical piping systems now meet basic safety and design standards, lifesaving, firefighting, and fire prevention equipment has been upgraded, and crews are competent in emergency procedures.  Due to this effort, we are moving in the right direction to begin reducing fatalities within this fleet. 
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Limitations of ACSA / 
Need for Vessel Replacement

Presenter
Presentation Notes
While this is a very positive story, we cannot take these gains for granted or assume they can continue un-interupted.   My office, my inspectors, the men and women who have spent thousands of hours in the shipyards with these vessel remain VERY CONCERNED  about the safety of this fleet because ACSA cannot overcome the issue of  vessel age.  The average Amendment 80 vessel is 32 years old, with the newest vessel being built in 1986.  While we can repair holes in bulkheads and replace wasted steel, it is extremely difficult to detect and overcome structural defects built into these vessels 30 years ago.  This, compounded by two decades of service in one of the harshest operating environments of the planet, continues to place these vessels at heightened risk.  As time goes on, these vessels will become more and more difficult to maintain to the rigorous ACSA safety standards. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
And, as repair costs and frequency of repairs continue to increase, there will come a time for vessel owners when the only viable solution will be to either dis-enroll their vessels from the voluntary ACSA, and operate as strictly H&G vessels, or seek to replace their vessels.  The lack of vessel replacement option is the singular issue prohibiting long-term safety improvements to this fleet. 
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Type of 
Vessel

FVS
Regs

FPV
Exam

ACSA Loadline
Reqs

Class
Req

CG 
New
Vsl

Regs

Damage 
Stability

# of 
Active 

Vessels

H&G 
Vessel X 1

ACSA 
Vessel X X X 15

ACSA 
w/ LL X X X X 3

Class 
& LL X X X X X 2

New 
FPV X X X X X X 0
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Safety of New Vessels vs. Existing Amendment 80 Vessels:  If aging Amendment 80 vessels were allowed to be replaced by newly constructed fish processing vessels, those replacement vessels would without a doubt be inherently safer because they would be required to meet the full suite of modern safety standards as provided in Table 21 on page 60.  In contrast, replacing an existing non-classed or non-loadlined Amendment 80 vessel with another non-classed, non-loadlined Amendment 80 vessel, as is suggested in Alternative (3), Option (5), may not significantly improve the safety of the crew on board, but is admittedly scenario dependent.  In the best scenario, a small vessel of marginal efficiency and average condition could be replaced by a larger, more efficient, and safer vessel (eg. a vessel with a loadline) that is in good condition.  Such a vessel and crew would continue to voluntarily operate as ACSA compliant vessels, and there would be a net safety benefit.  However, the benefit many modern safety design standards would not be fully achieved, nor would the problem of vessel age be overcome.  In a less than desirable scenario, a smaller vessel in marginal condition could be replaced by a larger vessel, more efficient vessel that is in poorer material condition.  Furthermore, this vessel, if unable to meet ACSA standards, could dis-enroll from ACSA, resulting in a decline in overall safety.   As such, without a specific requirement for replacement vessels to meet a higher safety standard, there is a risk of not improving safety.
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AFA C/P as Comparison Group
Operate in same area / same time of year

No occupational fatalities

Higher safety standards 
Classed & loadlined

Average length is 280’, 315’ for vessels that 
produce fillets & fish meal. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Vessel Size Limitations:  One group of vessels which currently meets the highest levels of vessel safety to which Amendment 80 vessels strive for is the AFA catcher processor fleet.  In the last decade, there have been no operational fatalities on these vessels or any vessel losses.  All these vessels are loadlined, and all but three are classed due to grandfathering provisions in the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act.  The average length of an AFA C/P is approximately 280’.  Given the processing capabilities of these vessels, and Amendment 80 vessel owner’s stated desires to achieve a similar level of processing with replacement vessels, it stands to reason that Amendment 80 replacement vessels would be of a similar length to the average AFA C/P.
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120’ versus ~300’
Maximum flexibility to design ship w/ safety in mind

Licensed master, mate, & engineers at 200 GT

50% of deck force has A/B rating

Required 2-watch rotation for licensed crew

Navigation safety requirements at 1600 GT

Coast Guard Inspected at 5000 GT

Little safety downside to unrestricted vessel length

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The question then becomes, what safety features are inherent in a 280 foot vessel that are not found in an existing 120’ foot Amendment 80 vessel?  In addition to the significant construction and design safety features already identified in Table 21, a 280’ vessel would allow owners and naval architects maximum flexibility to design a vessel to best withstand the harsh conditions found in the Bering Sea.  Additionally, a replacement vessel of this size would have numerous safety features with regard to vessel operations:Licensed Master, Mates & Engineers:  9 Amendment 80 vessels A/B’s for 50% of the deck crewWatch Keeping RequirementsNavigation Safety Regulations for vessels over 1600GT.From a safety point of view, there is little to any downside to allowing unrestricted size limitations to replacement vessels.  On the other hand, the record on using vessel size as a regulatory trigger is replete with unintended consequences.  Vessels cutting of their bows to avoid 100% observer coverage, vessels adopting absurd length / beam ratios to maximize hold capacity, vessels with tonnage openings to avoid carrying a licensed master, are all examples of length restrictions that have gone awry. 
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Conclusions
Concerns regarding vessel safety are fully substantiated

ACSA has made significant improvements

Lack of vessel replacement inhibits long-term safety 

Most critical structural & design safety improvements 
achieved through new construction

Operational improvements achieved through increases to 
vessel size

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Conclusions and Summary   Industry and Coast Guard concerns regarding vessel safety in the Amendment 80 fleet are well founded.�ACSA has made substantial improvements to vessel safety and crew readiness, however, lack of vessel replacement provisions ultimately inhibits long term safety improvements for the aging Amendment 80 fleet.  �The most important structural and design safety improvements can only be achieved through new construction.  �Significant structural and operational improvements to safety could be achieved through the replacement of smaller vessels with larger vessels.  �From a safety point of view, there is little to any downside by not specifying size limitations to replacement vessels.    This concludes my testimony, and I will be glad to answer any questions.
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