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The burned-out Viking Princess.

Annually, the Coast Guard, at the
National Safety Congress discusses
with the marine industry significant
marine casualties of the past year.
Captain Foster, Chief of the Merchant
Vessel Inspection division at Coast
Guard Headguarters continues that
tradition.
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SHIPPING TRAFFIC

SAFETY:

Trends and Proposals

Capt. William C. Foster, USCG

THE COAST GUARD has made and
will continue to make case studies and
critical analyses of sighificant marine
casualties with a view towards deter-
mination of causes and prevention of
their recurrence. In addition to this
concept of corrective safety engineer-
ing, we have also adhered to a policy
of anticipatory safety engineering by
an analysis of trends and proposals
dealing with SHIPPING TRAFFIC
SAFETY. In the past, there has been
some success in helping to reduce the
number of serious casualties. An
example of this is the number of
major casualties on U.S. inspected
passenger vessels since the Morro
Castle disaster of 1934 and the sub-
sequent establishment of the Mer-
chant Marine Technical Division—
those involving death have been few
and far between, and the death toll
has been low.

U.S. standards for construction of
passenger vessels, which entail Meth-
od I, or noncombustible material, are
gaining worldwide acceptance. This
can be attributed to two casualties in-
volving foreign flag vessels carrying
a majority of U.S. citizen passengers.
Pirst, the Panamanian-flag SS Yar-
mouth Castle burned and capsized in
November 1965 with a loss of 90 lives.

The Coast Guard, in the public in-
terest and at the request of the Repub-
lic of Panama for assistance and co-
operation, convened a Marine Board
of Investigation to inquire into this
disaster. It was then learned that

the wooden construction of much of
the vessel and the open staircases
contributed strongly to the rapid
spread of the fire, which prob-
ably caused most of the deaths
through lack of oxygen. The U.S.
delegation to a meeting of the Mari-
time Safety Committee of the Inter-
governmental Maritime Consultative
Organization during January and
February 1966 gave a report of the
Yarmouth Castle disaster and re-
quested a special meeting of the Com-
mittee for the purpose of reviewing
fire protection on passenger vessels.
At this time many governments agreed
but were of the opinion that the Meth-
od I construction urged by the United
States was unnecessary; they felt that
a ship constructed partially of wood
and having an alert crew and adequate
firefighting equipment would not be
subject to great danger from fire.
Between February 1966 and the spe-
cial meeting of the Safety of Navi-
gation Committee on fire protection,
which was held during May 1966, the
Norwegian-flag M/V Viking Princess
caught fire and burned in the Carib-
bean area. The well-disciplined and
alert crew managed to save all pas-
sengers from the fire, but the general
excitement resulted in two passengers
dying from heart attacks. However,
this same crew was unable to save the
vessel. Some of the governments
which had expressed unwillingness
to rule out wooden construction
changed their attitudes toward fire

235

R A R — R




protection. As a result, many of the
original U.S. proposals to upgrade and
amend the 1960 International Con-
vention for Safety of Life at Sea
standards for fire protection have
met with favorable reaction.

Here in the United States recent
casualties involving uninspected tow-
ing vessels indicate that some control
over them, perhaps in the form of li-
censing of the master and mates,
would be beneficial. The foundering
of the Guwendoline Steers in Long
Island Sound with a loss of nine crew-
members and the collision of the
Rebel Junior with the Lake Pontchar-
train Causeway, resulting in the death
of six persons on a passing bus, are
prime examples.

For the 3-year period prior to fiscal
1966 there was a steady downward
trend in the number of lives lost in
casualties involving U.S. vessels. Due
to several tragic collisions, this trend
was reversed during the past year.
The most widely publicized disaster
occurred last June in Arthur Kill.
There the inbound naphtha-laden
British M/V Alva Cape and assisting
tugs collided with Texaco Massachu-
setts, which was outbound and in bal-
last. The tankers and two tugs re-
ceived extensive fire damage. As a
result 33 died. Two weeks later the
Alva Cape suffered another fire and
explosionh and a loss of four lives. The
vessel was subsequently towed to sea
and sunk by the CGC Spencer at the
request of the ownhers. Relatively
high loss of life also resulted in two
collisions involving American freight-
ers and small Japanese tankers near
Japan. The first of these occurred in
fog on 2 August 1966 at a time when
the SS Arizona was proceeding at 17
knots; the M/V Meiko Maru was cut
in two and only one of the 19 aboard
survived. On 11 March 1966 the SS
Pelican State encountered a Japanese
coastal tanker in a crossing situation
during clear visibility. As the Peli-
can State was burdened, she came
right to pass astern. The tanker then
came left and collided with the
freighter. The resulting conflagra-
tion took the lives of the five crewmen
on the tanker and the bow lookout
on the Pelican State.

Collisions were also the cause of
heavy vessel damage during fiscal
1966. Some of the circumstances sur-
rounding them are worthy of review.
During a period of thick fog an out-
bound tanker and an inbound
freighter collided in the channel lead-
ing to one of our major ports. Both
vessels were steaming at greater than
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The blackened Boheme shows resulls of collision and fire.

moderate speed and were too close to
the center of the channel. Neither
made full use of her radar. One of
them was equipped with a VHF radio-
telephone capable of operating on the
navigational information frequency.
Since the collision was the result of a
misunderstanding as to intent, it
appeared that it might have been
avoided if both vessels had been so
equipped and had established direct
contact. In another collision in fog
off one of our ports two vessels ap-
proached in the vicinity of the sea
buoy. Each had radar, but did not
plot the other’s approach. The out-
bound vessel assumed the other would
pass the sea buoy on her own port side,
while the inbound vessel planned a
starboard-to-starboard situation.
The value of radar was clouded hy
slight course changes, which gave the
navigators a false impression. The
failure to navigate with caution, and
the failure to use radar information
properly, contributed heavily to the
cause of this collision; however, it
might have been avoided by the estab-
lishment of sealanes in the area.
Here again, direct radio contact be-
tween the bridges of the vessels might
also have been helpful.

As has been indicated in the past,
many of us are prone to look to the
individual master, to the pilot, or to
the person in charge of the navigation
of the vessel and claim that it is his
personal error, his error in judgment,
his inattention to duty, his negligence,
or in some extreme cases, his criminal
negligence that caused the collision.
It is true that in many instances the
primary cause is human error, but,
how many other underlying facts are
really involved? Rapid turnaround
requirements, high speed express
cargo service, longshoremen and ship-
yvard commitments, and competitive
considerations have all had some-
thing to do with placing the vessel in
the jaws of collision. In the Fern-
view-Dynafuel collision could it not
be said that the vessel’s speed in ex-
cess of 17 knots, in heavy fog and re-
stricted waters, was the result of an
underlying arrival commitment at
Boston? In the Boheme-Bonnie D
collision in the Mississippi River could
it not be said that the pilot’s failure
to recognize a dangerous situation was
partly the result of his zeal in trying
to get the vessel to sea as quickly as
possible? We need not say any more
because we believe the points are well
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taken by those who are directly and
properly concerned with the problem.
This is management’s ultimate opera-
tional responsibility, and the Coast
Guard will not intervene., However,
we are planning programs to advance
SHIPPING TRAFFIC SAFETY.
These include unification of the three
sets of U.S. Rules of the Road for
interior waters, enforced availability
of navigational-safety radiotelephone,
the development of sealanes, and ves-
sel traffic control through shore-based
harbor advisory radar.

Shipping traffic generally follows
certain navigation rules designed to
prevent collisions, which have over the
past century been referred to as the
~Rules of the Road.” These rules, if
conscientiously followed, work admi-
rably when the traffic density is not
too high. However, in restricted
waters or at any point of high traffic
density, they tend to have inherenv
deficiencies—they cannot handle a
high rate of crossing traffic at opti-
mum speeds, they automatically
ereate what is known as a ‘“special cir-
cumstance” when more than two ves-
sels are approaching one point at the
same time from widely converging
directions, their required whistle
signals are often not heard, and their
efficiency is reduced during periods of
poor visibility. The present Interna-
tional Rules of the Road were revised
recently and became effective on 1
September 1965. Since early 1963,
the Coast Guard has had under study
the revision and unification of the
. three sets of rules that apply to our
own waters. A proposal to effect this
has been under close scrutiny by vari-
ous maritime interests in our country
for over 2 years. It is presently felt
that there has been sufficient review
and that the shipping community has
had ample opportunity to comment
on these rules. The proposal is await-
ing the concurrence of Canada with
respect to its portions affecting the
Great Lakes. When this is completed,
1 will be placed in legislative form for
submission to Congress.

Two years ago a joint committee
established by the Coast Guard and
the Federal Communications Com-
mission embarked on a study to deter-
mine the need for legislation requiring
any vessel in United States waters to
ecarry a VEF-FM radiotelephone im-
mediately available for use by the
master or pilot for the exchange of
| pavigational information. After
| study, this committee became con-
vinced that such a need does exist and
thereafter developed a preliminary
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During its annual congress in
Chicago, the Marine Section of
the National Safety Council was
treated to three most interesting
papers at a program chaired by
Captain R. Y. Edwards, Deputy
Chief of the Coast Guard’s Of-
fice of Merchant Marine Safety.
Two of those papers jrom the
Coast Guard session appear in
this issue. The other will run
at a later date.

proposal for legislation and regula-
tions. This was released to the public
on 22 July 1965 and has since received
wide dissemination and discussion
among interested parties. Certain
groups have expressed strong opposi-
tion to the concept. The committee
has recently rewritten the proposal so
that it includes all waters of the
United States except the Great Lakes
and their tributaries, and the Missis-
sippi River north of the Baton Rouge
Bridge, along with its tributaries.
The exclusion of the Great Lakes was
recommended by the committee be-
cause that area already has a compul-
sory navigational information radio
system under the “Great Lakes Agree-
ment” of November 1954 between our
country and Canada. The Mississippi
River was excluded because vessels in
that area voluntarily utilize radiotele-
phones for navigational information.
The committee’s proposal is being
drafted in legislative form for submis-
sion to Congress. Its compulsory
coverage has been limited to all power-
driven vessels of 300 gross tons or over,
all passenger vessels of 100 gross tons
or over, and all dredges or other float-
ing plants engaged in operations
which actually restrict or affect ves-
sel traffic. It would require these ves-
sels to listen on a common navigation-
al information frequency and would
assure that they were provided with a
useful tool to help them pass one
another safely. This additional aid
is especially needed in the situations
in which the Rules of the Road
have built-in deficiencies—high traf-
fic density, special -circumstances,
whistle inadequacies, and poor visibil-
ity.

Captain Foster, who is gres-
ently assigned as the Chief,
Merchant Vessel Inspection Di-
vision in the Office of Merchant
Marine Safety at U.S. Coast
Guard Headquarters, is a 1940
Graduate of the U.S. Coast
Guard Academy. He saw World
War II service on the cutters
Champlain and Spencer, and
the attack transport Joseph
Dickman (exr President Roose-
velt). After serving as exrecu-
tive officer of the cutter Andro-
scoggin and the icebreaker
Northwind, he was assigned as
Acting Commanding Officer of
the icebreaker Northwind and
later as Commanding Officer of
the light icebreaker, Storis. He
is a veteran of five Arctic voy-
ages in connection with Dew-
line Operations in the Eastern,
Central, and Western Arctic
areas of North America. Cap-
tain Foster’s experience in mer-
chant marine safety is extensive,
having served progressively in
positions in that field at Balti-
more, Seattle, and Cleveland, at
the latter as Officer in Charge,
Marine Inspection. He assumed
his present headquarters posi-
tion in 1963.
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The Fernview-Dynafuel Collision

The Coast Guard has recently en-
tered another field that is intended to
help vessel traffic pass safely—sea-
lanes or separate traffic lanes. Dur-
ing the late spring of 1965 a commit-
tee was formed in New York City to
study the problem of the separation
of vessel traffic approaching New York

Harbor. The Commander, Third
Coast Guard District, invited the
shipping industry, pilots, various:

other groups concerned with the mari-
time community, and interested gov-
ernmental agencies, to send represen-
tatives to this committee. The group
held several meetings and arrived at
an agreement recommending parallel
sealanes for each of the major routes
to New ¥York Harbor, which lanes
would ultimately converge into a circle
with a 7-mile radius centered on the
new Ambrose Light Station. Certain
aids to navigation would have to be
relocated to tie in with existing routes,
such as the termination points of the
internationally recognized North At-
lantic Track Lines. A similar study
has been carried out for the ap-
proaches to the Delaware River. If
the recommendations of the New
York Harbor and Delaware River
groups gain wide acceptance, studies
will be made in all other approaches
to major seaports. The recommenda-
tions of any of these sealane commit-
tees would be printed on all appro-
priate charts. A similar concept of
vessel traffic operation was instituted
on the Great Lakes by commercial in-
terest in 1911, and, while not directly
enforcible by any government, this
concept has been judicially recognized
by various admiralty courts. Itis pos-
sible that the separate lanes recom-
mended for New York, or those that
might arise in other areas, will at-
tain similar status.
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Vessel traffic “fairways” are now
being printed on charts of the gulf
coast. Considerable study and discus-
sion between shipping and oil inter-
ests took place prior to the decision
that these “fairways” would be pub-
lished. The fairways are merely
structure-free 2-mile wide lanes in
which vessels will not encounter oil
rigs. It would have been desirable
from a safety standpoint to have es-
tablished separate lanes for vessel
traffic in each direction, but at least
this is a start. A parallel to this sit-
uation has existed in the North Sea
since 1945, wherein vesse's are routed
over mine-free lanes marked by fair-
way buoys.

Strict sh'p traffic control and regu-
lation is almost nonexistent today in
U.S. waters. The Corps of Engineers
controls a certain amount of vessel
movement for safety purposes within
some of the waterways and facilities
it operates. The Coast Guard exer-
cises control over movement of vessels
in the St. Marys River between Lakes
Superior and Huron. Control of
shipping traffic has necessarily lagged
behind control of air, rail, and road-
borne traffic. These med'a of trans-
portation move considerably faster
than vessels, and this has necessitated
a positive control for their safety.
Nevertheless, it has been suegested
that some positive vessel traffic con-
trol is needed in certain converg'ng
traffic areas. Already in existence is
a limited number of “traffic lights”
for vessels which operate as the traffic
lights do at any street intersection.
Such lights are presently found at
either end of the Cape Cod Canal
operated by the Corps of Engineers,
and at Algiers Po'nts in the M ssissippi
River operated during certain stazes
of the river by local authorities.

Further expansion of this type of con- |
trol system is not currently envisioned.
Navigational information radiotele-
bhones could convey the same infor-
mation if used properly at blind bends
in narrow rivers.

In lieu of “traffic lights” for vessel
movement, shore-based harbor ad-
visory radar has been under consider-
ation in a preliminary sense only.
For several years, the two pilots as-
sociations in the Los Angeles-L.ong
Beach area have been using radar
advice from their respective pilot sta-
tions. It is noted that to the best of
the Coast Guard’s information, the
use of shore-based radar for this pur-
pose in the Los Angeles-Long Beach
area was the first such occasion in the
United States. The highly sophisti-
cated systems presently in use in the
approaches to Rotterdam, Nether-
lands, and Southampton in Great
Britain go far beyond the Los Angeles
brocedure. It is also noted that over-
seas each harbor radar advisory sys-
tem was developed primarily at the
expense of a seaport, and in many
cases, as a competitive measure to
furnish better service than neighbor-
ing seaports. This has not occurred
to date in the TUnited States. The
Coast Guard has been interested in
harbor surveillance radar systems as
a possible method to increase the safe
movement of shipping in highly con-
gested areas and particularly during
times of poor visibility. Preliminary
studies which were made of several
U.S. seaports last year are still under
review by the Coast Guard. Itiscon-
sidered possible that the concentra-
tion of shipping and the greater speed
of vessels in the near future at the
approaches to large seaports such as
New York would necessitate the estab-
lishment of harbor radar advisory sys-
tems. Any such advance for the
greater safety of shipping must neces-
sarily be obtained through review by
and the firm backing of the marine
industry and the local authorities in
a particular area. The Coast Guard
considers that shore-based harbor ad-
visory radar may be necessary in the
near future and we will continue our
studies in order to be prepared to co-
operate with, assist, and lend direc-
tion to marine interests desiring to
establish such assistance.

From the foregoing, it is apparent
that collisions are now the big casualty
news, and collision prevention is of
utmost importance. However, studies
of casualties, new developments, and
trends affecting all aspects of marine
safety are continuing within the Coast
Guard, so that sound safety standards
will be maintained in the TUnited
States Merchant Marine. &
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LOAD LINES:

Safety for the Seaman

Cdr. Lloyd Whit Goddu, Jr., USCG

The load line has a colorful and in-
teresting history. Commander Goddu
traced it for the National Safety Con-
gress and in an updated version does
so here for the readers of the Pro-
ceedings. -

AN INTERNATIONAL CONFER-
ENCE on Load Lines, convened by the
Intergovernmental Maritime Consul-
tative Organization (IMCO) and at-
tended by 60 countries, ended on 5
April 1966 with the signing of an
agreement—the International Con-
vention on Load Lines, 1966. To quote
from the preamble to the convention,
the conference was motivated by a
recognition that the “establishment
by international agreement of mini-
mum freeboards for ships engaged on
international voyages constitutes a
most important contribution to the
safety of life and property at sea.”

A load line mark is placed on the
side of a ship to permit loading of a
vessel to that mark and yet remain
within a limit of safety for the voy-
age intended. Samuel Flimsoll is
generally regarded as the father of
the load line mark having been the
author of the United Kingdom'’s Mer-
chant Shipping Act of 1876. This act
culminated a long and hard drive to
offset the unseaworthy conditions per-
mitted on vessels of the era. Owners
in their drive to increase revenues
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were overloading their vessels to a
point of being in an unsafe condition.
Sailors were generally not aware of
this unsafe condition, and in any
event had no recourse to change this
situation nor were their survivors able
to receive benefits or pensions. On
the other hand sailors could be jailed
for breaking contract and refusing to
sail these vessels.

Even though Plimsoll gained world
fame and recognition for his work in
the establishment of the load line
mark, it was not entirely his own idea.
Plimsoll, after several early reverses,
won his fortune as a coal merchant
and was subsequently elected to a
seat in the British House of Commons.
It was as a Member of the House, with
information gathered by a Mr. James
Hall, that Plimsoll in 1870 was in-
spired to begin his drive for better
safety for British seamen. Hall, who
with his brother operated a success-
full steamship company, had begun
writing on the unsafe practice of over-
loading vessels several years before,
in 1867. However, he was completely
overshadowed by Plimsoll with the
latter’s convenient public exposure
in the House of Commons.

In the late 1800’s, Hall said in a
letter to a friend, “I have in my life-
time, at a cost of much labor, taken
the initiative in certain movements,
such as that of the load line, of which
Plimsoll, with the information I gave
him, subsequently reaped the credit.”

The term “Hall Mark” could well
have been known across the shipping
lanes of the world as a mark of safety
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for seamen instead of an indication of
a quality greeting card as it is popu-
larly known today.

History records the fact that load
line marks were used as far back as
the Middle Ages. The records of the
Italian Republics show that agitation
against overloading was not unknown
at that time, and to secure safety for
the crew and cargo it was found nec-
essary to place some restrictions on
the more careless owners. The Ve-
netians were so impressed by the ad-
vantages of a load line that the Doge
passed a law for such a mark to be
placed on vessels to avoid the danger
of overloading. They marked their
hulls with the sign of the cross which
to them symbolized the salvation of
their bodies from the sea as well as
their souls from perdition. The Sar-
dinians were next known to have
placed a mark on their vessels. It is
not known whether they simply fol-
lowed the lead of the Venetians or
not. Venetian ships must often have
put into the ports of Sardinia and the
seamen of the island could not have
failed to notice the sign of the cross.
They may have noticed that while a
Venetian ship had outridden a gale
and come safely to port, one or two of
their vessels had failed to return.
However, there is a strong presump-
tion that the Sardinians came upon
the idea on their own as they adopted
a different load line symbol. It was
a painted disc with a line through its
center. One thing at least is certain,
the disc which the Sardinians painted
on the hulls of their vessels with the
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Commander Goddu attended
Tufts Engineering College be-
fore entering the U.S. Coast
Guard Academy in June 1942.

Graduated in 1946, he subse-
quently saw duty aboard the

cutters Campbell, Yakutat,
Bibb, and Duane. He has served
as Officer in Charge, Marine
Inspection, Wilmington, N.C.,
and is presently serving as
Assistant Chief, International
Maritime Safety Coordinating
Staff. Commander Goddu is
pictured here attentively follow-
ing the transactions of an IMCO
session in London.
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line through it was undoubtedly the
forerunner of the Plimsoll mark.
Created centuries ago, it was for cen~
turies forgotten.

The more modern history of this
guestion dates from 1876, when the
British Merchant Shipping Act pre-
scribed that all foreign-going vessels
must have the load line mark on each
side of the hull. The position of this
mark was not specified but was left
entirely to the discretion of the owner
who could alter it at the beginning
of any voyage. This condition, of
course, was unsatisfactory from a
safety standpoint. The problem was
one of considerable complexity, and
after long consideration the Load
Lines Committee of the Board of
Trade submitted tables of freeboards,
giving the maximum loading which
could be permitted with safety in
cargo-carrying vessels. It was not
until 1890 that the British Load Line
Act was passed making it compulsory
for the position of the load line disc to
be fixed in accordance with the Board
of Trade Tables.

These freeboard tables were re-
vised in 1905, permitting vessels to
load deeper than formerly. Mean-
while various other shipping coun-
tries adopted standards of freeboard
which were accepted by the Board of
Trade if substantially equivalent to
the British standards. In all other
cases, foreign vessels trading with the
United Kingdom were required to have
a British freeboard to depart their
ports. i

Shortly after the turn of the cen-
tury interest began to be focused on
this problem in the United States.
Yet it was not until 1919 that the first
bill to establish load lines was intro-
duced. The bill unanimously passed
the House of Representatives in Oc-
tober of that year but was never re-
ported out of committee in the Sen-
ate. It was a bill needed, first, in the
interest of safety, and, second, in the
interest of the commercial standing
of our great fleet of oceangoing cargo
steamers.

This country was the only maritime
nation of importance that had not
passed such a law but instead per-
mitted its ships to go to sea with no
Federal precautions as to the depths
to which they could safely. load.
Solely out of courtesy other nations
refrained from applying to vessels of
the United States their laws relating
to load lines. These arrangements
could not be expected to continue in-

definitely. Thus, by the middle twen-~
ties, American shipping interests were

becoming dependent upon - foreign
rules and regulations for the fixing of

load lines for their vessels and had
to make use of such regulations if they
were to avoid penalties and costly de-
lays in the ports of nations which had
recognized, by their laws, the im-
portance of this safeguard to life and
property.

In the late 1920’s, the lack of any
load line legislation by the TUnited
States was attracting attention both
at home and abroad. Aside from the
importance of relieving our commerce
of liability to delays and difficulties be-
cause of lack of legislation of this
nature, the matter of the safety of
crews was most important. In a case
in Great Britain involving the loss of
the U.S. steamer Eastway, the vessel
was found to have been so overloaded
that her load line mark was consider-
ably submerged prior to departure.
The attorney general who conducted
the case stated:

This case has an aspect of very
serious public importance. The
lives of those today sailing the
seas may well depend upon the
verdict if the verdict be such as -
to encourage others to continue
such practices as the prosecu-
tion allege resulted in the loss
of the Eastway * * *, If people
choose to gamble with the lives
of sailors to put money into
their pockets, I hope the jury
will say that that is a practice
which can not be carried on
which impunity.

Mr. Justice Wright in charging the
jury, said:

I am not sure whether some of
the witnesses do not think it a
laudable thing to overload ships.
* * * There has been for the
past half century in this coun-
try legislation which has the
object of securing as far as pos-
sible that the lives of those who
go to sea should not be need-
lessly and wickedly injured.

It, of course, should not be possible
for vessels, American or foreign, to
place additional profit through exces-
sive load ahead of those on board. As
has been stated, “the master is not
always a free agent, and the honest
and conservative shipowner, consti-
tuting the great majority should not
be subjected to such competition.”

In 1929 a bill requiring load lines on
American vessels was introduced in
Congress. This bill, entitled the Load
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Line Act of March 2, 1929, was passed
and finally became effective in Sep-
tember of 1930. PFor the first time in
load line history it was now possible
for American ships to enter foreigh
ports on a legal parity with other
ships rather than by virtue of inter-
national courtesy. The rules and reg-
ulations adopted under the act were
based to a considerable extent on a
most exhaustive study of ship con-
struction and loading by a technical
committee appointed for the purpose
in 1928 by the Secretary of Commerce.
In these regulations due consideration
was given to and differentials made
for the various types and character of
vessels and the trades in which they
were engaged.

At about this time, the TUnited
Kingdom called for an international
conference on load lines to be held in
1930. The technical committee es-
tablished for consideration of na-
tional regulation was invaluable in
providing the United States with ex-
pert knowledge required for the inter-
national conference. The conference
brought forth the first international
instrument for universal regulation of
load lines. Emphasis was placed for
the safety of the crew in the perform-
ance of their duties as well as for
securing and maintaining an effective
closing of the openings in the weather
decks and sides of ships. The oceans
of the world were divided into weather
zones regulating the depth to which
a vessel could be loaded in those zones
dependent upon the average weather
conditions therein.

The United States became the first
to ratify this convention on February
27, 1931. The convention became in-
ternationally effective on January 1,
'1933.

Since 1930 great changes have oc-
curred in ship design and construc-
tion, shipbuilding technology, and ship
operation. New types of closing ap-
pliances, in particular metal hatch
covers, have improved the watertight
integrity of ships. Other technical
developments (the extensive use of
welding, the rounded gunwale, ete.)
have also become widespread. The
vast increase in the size of ships, par-
ticularly tankers and bulk carriers,
has made it necessary to extend the
existing freeboard tables to cover
ships up to a length of 1,200 feet, dou~
bling the length covered by the pres-
ent table. All these considerations,
together with the experience gained
from the use of the 1930 convention,
merited a sweeping revision, but un-
der its provisions, it is necessary to
have unanimous agreement among its
contracting governments to make any
amendment effective. It isall butim-
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possible to reach complete mutual
consent particularly as several mem-
bers are not now speaking to one an-
other and, further, with the tremen-
dous change in governments since
1930, it is questionable just who is a
member. The unlikelihood of attain-
ing such unanimity strengthened the
need for a completely new convention.

With this in mind, the United
Kingdom as bureau power for the
1930 convention called, in 1957, for a
new conhference on the subject to be
held under the sponsorship of IMCO
in conjunction with the 1960 Inter-
national SOLAS Conference. To pre-
pare for these conferences the Secre-
tary of State, through the Secretary
of the Treasury, requested the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard to ini-
tiate and coordinate the preparation
of the U.S. proposals. To carry out
this edict, the Commandant, in 1958,
established the U.S. Load Lines Com-
mittee. The Committee was made up
of some 30 members representing
various segments of the maritime in-
dustry. It immediately commenced
its task using as a starting point the
various proposals the United States
had submitted in the past for consid-
eration of amending the 1930 conven-
tion. However, due to the heavy
workload imposed on maritime nations
in preparing for the 1960 SOLAS Con-
ference, the United Kingdom canceled
its call for a Load Lines Conference.
Nevertheless, the U.S. Load Lines
Committee was not disbanded and its
work continued.

In January 1961, at the fourth ses-
sion of the Council of the Intergov-
ernmental Maritime Consultative Or-
ganization (TMCO), the United States
proposed a resolution “that the as-
sembly authorize a conference to
adopt a load lines convention and in-
vite the Maritime Safety Committee
to determine what preparations are
necessary.” The Council decided to
postpone consideration of the pro-
posal for 1 year. The United States
again presented the same proposal
at the sixth session of the Council
in February 1962. With a few
changes, this proposal was adopted.
Accordingly, following recommenda-~
tions of its Maritime Safety Commit-
tee and Council, the Assembly of
IMCO decided, at its third session in
October 1963, that the Organization
should convene an international con-
ference on load lines in the spring of
1966, in order to draft a new conven-
tion and thus bring the load line reg-
ulations into accord with the latest
developments and techniques in ship
construction. The invitations to the
conference were sent to Member

States of the United Nations, its spe-
cialized agencies and the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, as well

as to a number of intergovernmental .

and international nongovernmental
organizations.

The United States was in an ex-
cellent position for this conference due
to the work of the U.S. Load Lines
Committee. Realizing the obvious
advantage of having a U.S. proposal
as a working document during the
conference, the U.S. Load Lines Com-
mittee finalized its work and presented
a draft convention. This draft was
forwarded to IMCO through the De-
partment of State. IMCO circulated
this document to all member govern-
ments suggesting their proposals be
submitted in the form of comments
on the United States draft conven-
tion.

Prior to the start of the conference,
21 governments had submitted com-~
ments on the U.S. draft convention,
including the U.8.S.R. which had sub-
mitted a complete draft text of its
own.

The United States participated in
this conference with an 18-man dele~
gation headed by the Commandant
of the Coast Guard. The remainder
of the delegation consisted of repre-
sentatives from various maritime or-
ganizations, a legal representative
from the Department of State and
four additional Coast Guard repre-
sentatives, almost all having had pre-
vious experience on the U.S. Load
Lines Committee.

The conference set up three main
committees, namely, the General
Committee, the Technical Committee,
and the Zones Committee. The Gen-
eral Committee considered questions
relating to the legal aspects and gen-
eral provisions of the proposed con-
vention as well as the form and con-
tents of the Load Lines Certificate.
The Technical Committee was re-
sponsible for considering matters re-
lating to the assignment of load lines
for all vessels. And the Zones Com-
mittee considered questions relating
to the determination of boundaries of
zones and seasonal areas as well as
the seasonal periods for these areas.

It was decided early in the confer-
ence that the format for this conven-
tion should be as similar as possible to
the 1960 SOLAS Convention even to
adopting the same wording when cov-
ering identical subjects. It has long
been felt both here and abroad that
the 1960 SOLAS Convention and the
Load Lines Convention should be
merged into one as they both speak to
safety of life at sea. In fact the con-
ference stated in a recommendation
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annexed to the convention that “rec-
ognizing the common aims of the In-
ternational Convention for the Safety
of Life at Sea, 1960, and the Infer-
national Convention on Load Lines,
1966, concerning the safety of life
and property at sea, recommends
that the Intergovernmental Maritime
Consultative Organization should
consider the relationship between the
provisions of the two conventions with
a view to suggesting how they could
be consolidated in a single interna-
tional convention.” -

As compared with the 1930 conven-
tion (currently in force), the new
convention introduces a number of
changes, the most significant of which
is the reduction in freeboards for
large ships of over 550 feet in length.
There was lengthy discussion on the
relationship between freeboards and
subdivision and stability; and as a
result, the subdivision concept has
been introduced into the assighment
of freeboards for large ships. Large
tankers and large ore carriers which
meet the prescribed subdivision and
other conditions will have their free-
boards reduced about 10-15 percent.
Large dry cargo ships having steel
hateh covers will have their free-
boards reduced about 10 percent.
Such vessels having dogged type hatch
covers and complying with subdivi-
sion conditions may be permitted fur-
ther freeboard reductions with a
maximum total reduction of 20-25
percent. On the other hand the free-
boards of small ships under 300 feet
in length, when fitted with little or
no superstructure, will be slightly in-
creased in order to improve the range
of stability and other safety condi-
tions. For small ships having wooden
hateh covers a further freeboard in-
crease of about 2 inches applies.

In the Zones Committee the confer-
ence established criteria for estimat-
ing weather conditions and these cri-
teria were used as a basis when defin-
ing the zones, areas, and seasonal
periods.

The boundaries of the winter sea-
sonal zones were changed consider-
ably, particularly in the North Atlan-
tic and the South Pacific. The new
boundaries will permit ships sailing
round the Cape of Good Hope and
south of the coast of Australia to re-
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main within the summer zone. The
Baltic Sea, the Black Sea, the Medi-
terranean, the Sea of Japan and part
of the Atlantic Ocean along the east
coast of the United States will also
be considered as being within the sum-
mer zone; however, for small ships,
these regions will remain winter sea-
sonal areas requiring additional free-
board.

The conference also considered the
possibility of assigning load lines to
fishing vessels. While deciding that
fishing vessels should not be included
in the convention, it was agreed that
IMCO should pursue studies on the
minimum freeboard for such vessels,
the object being to establish recom-
mended international standards.

The U.S. delegation felt that the
convention brought forth is an ac-
ceptable and workable one and will
accomplish improvements in safety
as well as in the economics of ship-
ping. It will be a convention that has
a suitable amendment clause similar
to the SOLAS conventions, to per-
mit the initiation of needed changes
without requiring unanimous consent
or a new conference to put into effect
the lessons of tomorrow. We will not
have to wait another 30 years to up-
date and improve this convention to
keep it abreast of changes in the mari-
time industry.

The 1966 Load Lines Convention will
come into force 12 months after it has
been accepted by at least 15 countries,
7 of which possess not less than one
million gross tons of shipping. To
date 4 countries have deposited their
instruments of acceptance with IMCO.
The Senate of the United States has
given its advice and consent to ratifi-
cation of this load lines convention.
It is now hoped that our instrument
of acceptance will soon be deposited
with IMCO.

As I stated previously, the United
States was the first country to ratify
the 1930 International Load Lines
Convention, due, I feel, in a large
measure to its then recently completed
work on the 1929 Load Line Act and
possibly in part to a feeling of guilt
in not having had legislation in this
area a long time before. Over 30
years later we find the United States
still in the forefront for the safety
of seamen as it was at the instigation

Plimsoll has wvisitors—a

Samuel
delegation before a monument to the

prime mover of the load line. Coast
Guard delegates include: Far left,
Commander Goddu, 4th from left,
Captain Archibald McComb, Chief of
the Coast Guard’s International Divi-
sion; 4th from right, rear row, Cap-
tain Ben Shoemaker, formerly Deputy
Chief, Office of Merchant Marine
Safety,; far right, Adm. E. J. Roland,
former Commandant, and Chief of
the U.S. delegation.

and insistence of the United States
that IMCO convene this second con-
ference on load lines. It now seems
fitting that the United States main-
tain its lead in the safety of its sea-
men and ships and urge for universal
acceptance of the International Con-
vention on Load Lines, 1966. hA
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ON
SHIPBOARD
WELDING

Shortly after World War II a few
ingenious chief engineers began to
build their own welders using parts
of the wartime degaussing equipment
plus a few items slipped in on the
voyage stores requisition that missed
the eagle eye of the purchasing de-
partment.

Because most of these men had a
' pretty clear understanding of the
principles involved, these crude weld-
ers performed quite effectively.
Troubles began when the original
builder left the vessel and someone
not quite as knowledgeable or com-
- petent took his place.

Ladder rungs would not hold,
padeyes pulled away from the deck,
a slight pressure against the railing
and “splash,” so that these home-
made welders had to be removed.
However, the basic value of electric
welding equipment aboard ship had
been recoghized and gradually well-
designed units were put aboard vessels
on a fleetwide basis.

Still, using shipboard welders and
shipboard electricity has certain in-
herent disadvantages when compared
to a shipyard, where the range of
electrical power, sophisticated equip-
ment, and most important of all the
ase of certified welders can tailor the
equipment to the job. So, while the
addition of this equipment has proven
invaluable on board, its use can also
be hazardous should it be used im-
properly. For example, it is critical
on new construction where special
high-strength alloy steels are used in
places to employ only the special
eguipment and technique recom-
mended by the supplier.

Some points to be considered be-

' fore welding aboard are:
1. Before any welding is at-
| tempted surrounding areas should be
j thoroughly checked, to insure that
these areas are free of explosive or
flammable substances.

2. A fire watch must be main-
tained where the welding is being
performed. Where it is impossible
for one man to observe all areas, ie.,
welding on a deck or bulkhead, an
additional fire watch must be sta-
toned in way of the opposite side of
- where the welding is being performed.
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safety as others see it

3. Proper protective equipment is
a must. This includes suitable
helmet, long-sleeved shirt, heavy
canvas or asbestos gloves, asbestos
sleeves, and goggles for chipping
slag. Portable shields should be set
up to protect passersby from ‘“weld-
er’s flash.” Fire watch should have
tinted goggles.

4. Adequate ventilation is imper-
ative. In closed areas provision
should be made to supply fresh air
and dissipate the fumes. Mechanical
blowers are far more effective in this
respect than natural ventilation.

5. Welding equipment must be
the responsibility of the Chief En-
gineer. He must satisfy himself that
all elements are of proper size and
capacity and see that it is properly
maintained in this condition.

6. The Chief Engineer must also
be the one to authorize each job to
be done after satisfying himself that
it will be safe to do so. Further he
should not allow anyone to do a job
unless he satisfies himself that the
individual is competent.

Yast, certain types of welding
should never be attempted aboard
except in an emergency. Such things
as pressure vessels, padeyes, and
ladder rungs whose failure would have
serious consequences are best left to
the shipyards and the certified
welders. T

By Robert H. Smith and George W. Kroh
(U.S.P. & I. Agency)

TOOLS IN
YOUR HANDS

Every handtool has to be used in a
different way. You don’t swing a
sledge as you would a tack hammer, or
use a pipe wrench as you would a
screwdriver. But there are some
things we can say about handtools in
general—and most of those things
concern what to do about handtools
before you start actually using them.

The first thing is to choose the right
tool for the job. Maybe that sounds
obvious, but the fact is that a whale
of a lot of handtool accidents occur
when somebody tries to use a tool for
a job it wasn’t designed to do.

Men often misuse a screwdriver as
a chisel-—and that sort of misuse costs
many anh eye and many a cut. Pipe
wrenches are often misused for ham-
mers, and that’s a real hazard to

fingers and to bystanders if the jaw
should fly. Even the old, familiar
error of using a pair of pliers as a
wrench is hazardous, because when it
slips it can hurt the man as well as
mangle the work.

So take time to get the right tool
for the job at hand. It'll help you do
a better job and at the same time help
prevent accidents.

The next step is a good close inspec-
tion of the tool you're going to use.
Look over any woodhandled tool for
splits, checks and splinters, and make
sure the head is wedged on tightly.
The price of using a tool with a bad
handle may be a pinch or cut or
splinter in your flesh., Or, what is
even more serious, you may send the
head of the tool flying with all the
force of your hard swing, endangering
every person hear you in the ship.

Check every chisel for defects, par-
ticularly for a mushroomed head.
Those hammered curlicues of steel
are likely to be sent flying into the eye
of anyone around, including you, the
first time you hit the chisel hard.

Make sure that every tool is in good
operating condition—that the screw-
driver is dressed square, that the saw,
knife, or chisel is sharp, that the
wrench or pliers is tight and sound.
Remember that any defect in the tool
makes your job harder and more haz~
ardous. )

Even when you have the right tool
and are sure it’s in good condition,
there remains one other precaution
to take before you start work. That
is to protect yourself with proper
equipment.

Different jobs require different pro-
tective equipment, but here’s one gen-
eral rule to remember: Any time you
use a handtool that strikes metal
against metal or stone, or which turns
metal against metal, protect your
eyes.

Proper gogsgles and face shields are
available for every job that requires
them. Wear your protection, wheth-
er you are doing a job yourself that
may send hard fragments or sparks
flying, or whether you are near some-
body doing such a job.

S0, here are the steps: Select the
right tool, inspect it for defects and
replace or repair it before using it,
and protect your eyes. When you’ve
done these things, then you’re ready
to go to work, and use the specialized
skills and safety rules of the individ-
ual job and the individual tool. &

From Safety Review U.S. Navy
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lessons from casualties

Lifeboat Launching Gear Failures

A REVIEW OF casualties involving
lifeboats and associated equipment re-
ported to and investigated by the
Coast Guard during the past 4 fiscal
years revealed a number of correctable
problem areas. The failure of wire
boat falls accounted for nearly 50 per-
cent of these casualties and claimed
one life. The remainder of the
casualties were attributed to various
other materiel and electrical failures.
Of the many casualties involving
the failure of wire falls, the most com-
mon cause was lack of maintenance
in areas which, under normal condi-
tions, are inaccessible. It was gen-
erally discovered after careful exami-
nation that the falls had parted at
points which are in the vicinity of
sheaves and guards while the boat is
in a stowed position. Different con-
tributory causes, however, gave a
unique aspect to several of the casual-
ties.
CASE 1—The only casualty in which
there was loss of life involved gravity
davits and occurred while raising the
boat to the stowed position. Although
this casualty was previously referred
to in an article entitled “Failures in
Wire Ropes” which appeared in the
July 1963 Proceedings, it is a primary
. example of the problems which in-
volve wire lifeboat falls. The boat had
been lowered to the boat deck for
fueling. While the boat was at the
level of the boat deck railing, the
boatswain ordered the strongback and
cover installed. The victim and sev-
eral other crewmembers put the
strongback in place and spread the
cover; whereupon all except the vie-
tim and one crewmember left the
boat. The boatswain told both men
to hold on and began raising the boat
toward its stowed position. The boat
traveled a short distance and the
after fall parted. The pelican hook of
the tricing line then fractured, and
the after end of the boat dropped
throwing both men, the strongback,
and cover into the water. Neither
man was wearing a lifesaving device.
One man was pulled from the water;

however, the second crewmember
could not be found.
Subsequent examination of the

broken fall revealed that it broke 14
feet from the dead end in way of the
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guide sheaves at the head of the davit
trackway. The bracket supporting
this sheave covered it for at least half
of its diameter making it difficult to
examine the wire in this area with the
boat in a stowed position. Visual ex-
amination indicated a lack of lubri-
cation and no maintenance records
were available. Laboratory tests
showed that many of the wires in
way of the break were corroded and
that there was considerable wear in
the area.

“Lessons from Casualties” are
prepared by Lt. (jg.) Hollis
Thomas Fisher; a mnative of
Edgartown, Mass., a graduate
of the University of Virginia.

A number of precautionary main-
tenance and safety measures could
have prevented this failure and the
resultant loss of life. The falls should
have been carefully scrutinized and
lubricated, not only while the boat
was in the stowed position, but also
after drills or use in order to assure
that the normally inaccessible areas
received the proper maintenance,
The person in charge should have
instructed the crew to wear lifesaving
devices while working with the boats.
In addition, he should have ordered
the men from the boat before raising
it to its stowed position. This is of
particular significance since the falls
are under increased stress due to the
weight of the davits and boat while
moving to a stowed position.

CASE 2-—Another noteworthy cas-
ualty of a similar nature occurred as
a boat drill was getting underway
aboard a tanker. Three men boarded
the boat to perform the necessary du-
ties prior to launching. When the
boat was ready, the gripes were re-
leased and the boat swung out. When
the boat was about three quarters
fully swung out, the forward fall
broke. As the bow dropped, the after
fall parted and the boat fell to the
water. Two of the crewmembers were
severely bruised; however, the third
who was holding a manrope was pulled
back aboard thé vessel.

Subsequent examination revealed
that both falls failed in way of the
single-sheave blocks attached to the
releasing gear hooks at each end of
the lifeboat. Although the falls were
frequently slushed and appeared to
be in good condition, investigation
showed considerable pitting of the
outside wires of each strand and a dry
and rotted fiber core.

In addition to the previously noted

preventative measures, this incident
indicates that special steps must be
taken to assure that the lubricant
penetrates the wire. For his reason,
a heavy grease or other coating is not
desirable. The lubricant must be
ligsht enough to penetrate entirely in
order to permit free movement of in-
dividual wires and strands when the
whole is put under stress.
CASE 3—In another instance, a boat
was being cranked inboard during a
boat drill and the after fall parted.
This was followed momentarily by the
failure of the forward fall. In the
case of both falls, the failure was in
an area which is normally covered by
sheaves.

Subsequent examination of visible
areas revealed that the wire rope
which failed appeared to have been
properly maintained since there were
no fishhooks or obvious pitted areas.
The wire which was the proper size
was obtained and installed in a for-
eign port and no test data concerning
the capacity of the wire was avail-
able.

Aside from lack of maintenance in
hidden areas, this casualty might
have been avoided if other precaution-
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And this was the wire rope fall that didn’t break!!

ary measures had been taken. Prior CASE 5—While berthed starboard side
to installation, the actual strength or to, work was in progress preparing a
capacity of the wire should have been freight vessel for inspection. The
ascertained in order to insure that it Number 2 boat was lowered to boat
would support the required load. deck level where two seamen entered
CASE 4—One other instance in which  with painting gear. Suddenly, the
falls failed in an inaccessible area after pendant parted permitting the
involved additional equipment which boat to swing out; within seconds, the
was not a component part of the life- forward tricing pendant also parted.
boat launching apparatus, namely, a One crewmember was thrown from
portable pneumatic tool. It was the the boat, struck the ship’s side, and
practice on this vessel, which was fell to the water requiring rescue by
equipped with single pivot mechanical his fellow shipmates.
davits, to raise the lifeboats utilizing This vessel had one large, 70 person,
this tool in conjunction with the me- lifeboat on each side. The boats had
chanical winch, cutting the power to tricing pendants equipped with peli-
the portable tool when the davit arms can hooks for quick release. XEach
engaged the stops. At this point the pendant was approximately 5 feet
boat is ready to be griped. There are long made from half-inch wire with
no limit switches. a hemp core. The inboard end of all
This procedure was being followed pendants had thimbles at the spliced
while returning the boat to its stowed eye. The outboard eye secured to the
position after a boat drill. The safety boat fall sheaves via pelican hooks;
hooks at the head of the davit arms however, the outboard eyes were not
engaged and locked the boat at the provided with thimbles.
maximum outboard position. The Upon examination of the old tricing
davit arms then began to rotate to pendants, it was discovered that the
their normal stowed position. Winch port lifeboat pendants had parted at
power continued, and the davit arms the end with no thimble in the spliced
made solid contact with their stops at eye. The outer surface of the pendant
the maximum inboard position. The was covered with white paint, and the
forward fall parted, followed almost broken segments showed age and rust
simultaneously by the after fall. with crushed and broken strands.
Although subsequent examination This failure which resulted in un-
showed that the wastage of the outer necessary injury to a crewmember
wires was localized in areas in way of could have been averted if the super-
the sheaves, the primary cause of the visory personnel on the vessel had
casualty was the “two blocking” of recognized and corrected the poten-
the davit arms. This casualty could tially dangerous situation. Thimbles
probably have been avoided if the should have been installed when the
davit arms had been stopped, before pendants were originally made up as a
reaching the stops, and then cranked maftter of good seamanship. While
to a stowed position. the lack of thimbles created an unsafe
The remaining 50 percent of casual- situation, it would have been more
ties to lifeboat launching apparatus readily apparent and could have been
and associated equipment involved more properly maintained if paint had
various electrical or materiel failures not been applied to the pendants. In
other than wire boat falls. The fol- addition, it is commonly known that
lowing incidents typify these casual- there is a tendency to place excessive
ties, all of which could have been pre- strain on tricing pendants.
vented by proper maintenance and CASE 6—During a short voyage be-
supervision. tween two foreign ports, a fire and
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boat drill was conducted. The boats
were lowered to the railing; however,
they were not put over the side since
the gangways were out., While hoist-
ing the Number 2 boat, the limit
switch failed to stop the boat, and
the seaman who was at the controls
failed to use the emergency cutofl
switch. The failure of the limit switch
caused the after fall, which was only
6 months old, to part and drop the
boat on the railing, pulling the for-

“ward davit aft.

Investigation revealed that the
limit switches had been opened and
cleaned by the second electrician 7
days before the accident. Upon fur-
ther inspection by the Chief Engineer
and Chief Electrician, the limit
switches were discovered to be incor-
rectly wired thereby causing the
failure.

This casualty could certainly have

been prevented if any of the supervis-
ing personnel had examined the work
of the second electrician upon com-
pletion.
CASE 7—A tank vessel recently suf-
fered damage to her Number 1 life-
boat when its Mills type releasing gear
failed during a full load suspension
test. Subsequent inspection of the
boat disclosed the welding on the up-
per pin separating the cheek plates to
be broken in way of the starboard
cheek plate. The port cheek plate
was warped outward approximately 2
inches. The lower pin was found to
be straight and not bent. This pin
was made of round brass stock, ap-
peared to be hand cut by hack saw,
and had no holes at either end for
split pins.

This casualty should not have oc-
curred and the above “home made”
repairs to both pins should not have
been made since Mills type releasing
gear is no longer approved. Such gear
may be continued in service so long
as they are maintained in good con-

(Continued on page 254)
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COTP MOVES TO
GOVERNORS ISLAND

The Captain of the Port of New
York has moved from the Coast Guard
Station at Battery Park in Manhattan
to their new home on Governors Is-
land. More than 250 officers and men
and 21 harbor vessels were involved in
the transfer. The move is a major
step in the consolidation of Coast
Guard activities in the New York area
to one location—Governors Island.

The Captain of the Port is respon-
sible for port security and Federal law
enforcement in this, the world’s larg-
est and busiest harbor. He and his
staff receive reports from more than
12,000 ships that enter the port
annually.

The only activity of the Captain of
the Port that will remain in Manhat-
tan will be the Port Security Card is-
suing unit which has moved to 21
Trinity Place.

The Port Security Card Issuing Of-
fice issues some 6,000 cards a year to
persons who have regular public or
private business on the Port of New
York waterfront. The office main-
tains records on 445,000 Port Security
Card holders.

Among the numerous tasks per-
formed by Coast Guardsmen serving
under the Captain of the Port are:
supervising the loading of explosives
and dangerous cargoes, firefighting,
harbor patrol and inspection of water-

“front facilities. The Captain of the
Port’s jurisdiction covers 600 miles of
waterfront in the greater New York
area, extending from Sandy Hook,
N.J., to Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.

The Captain of the Port, Captain
Joseph Mazzotta, USCG, also serves
as the Commander, Coast Guard
Group, New York, which includes sev-
eral lighthouses and other naviga-
tional aids around the port and in the
Hudson River.

The Coast Guard’s New York Mer-
chant Marine Inspection Office, pres-
ently located in both the Customhouse
at Bowling Green and at 21 Trinity
Place in lower Manhattan, will move
to the vacant Battery Park Coast
Guard Building early next year after
renovations are compieted
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NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL
MARINE SECTION HEAD

F. C. Grant, Vice President, United
States Lines Co., was elected General
Chairman of the Marine Section, Na-
tional Safety Council, at the annual
Chicago meeting. Mr. Grant, who has
been Vice General Chairman during
the past year, succeeds Wainwright
Dawson, Safety Engineer, Bethlehem
Steel Corporation.

Elected to the office of Vice General
Chairman was Joseph Andreae, Gen-
eral Manager, Marine Department,
Humble Oil and Refining Co.

C. Bradford Mitchell, Director of
Information, American Merchant
Marine Institute, was re-elected Ma-
rine Section Secretary, and Hubert F.
Carr, Secretary of Moore-McCormack
Lines, Inc., was named Assistant
Secretary.

PUBLIC LIBRARY OF
THE HIGH SEAS
44TH YEAR

The “Public Library of the High
Seas” has just completed 44 years of
supplying seagoing library units to
the men who go to sea in American-
flag ships. During this period of time,
more than 249,626 library units, con-
taining 14,911,532 books were dis-
tributed by the American Merchant
Marine Library Association port rep-
resentatives to the American Mer-
chant Marine—“Our Fourth Arm of
Defense.” In 1965, the Association
delivered 4,959 library units requiring
4,608 services, compared with 5,353
library units being delivered through
5,083 ship services in 1964. Included
in the above total is service to 33 Coast
Guard and MSTS vessels who received
62 seagoing library units through 55
individual services by an AMMILA port
representative.

In addition to the seagoing library
service, the Association also maintains
shore library facilities at each of the
U.S. AMMLA port offices. Here, indi-
vidual seamen may borrow specific
titles as well as books of study for use

during sea voyages. A unique feature
of the shore library permits the bor=
rower to return books to any AMMLA
port office.

In order to provide this service, the
Association is entirely dependent upon
its many loyal friends for support.
Last year, 5,729 individuals and or-
ganizations donated 242,350 books,
95,620 pocket books, and 559,409
magazines. 3

COAST GUARD SEARCH
AND RESCUE SCHOOL

The world’s first school devoted ex-
clusively to search and rescue has
opened at the Coast Guard Base, Gov-
ernors Island, N.Y. Selected students,
representing national and interna-
tional military and civilian organiza-
tions, attend the intensive 4-week
course. The participants were trained
in the methods of saving life and
property.

The Coast Guard Search and Res-
cue School, headed by Cmdr. Clarence
C. Hobdy, Jr., USCGQG, is staffed by
seasoned Coast Guard and Air Force
instructors. Commenting on the
scope of the course, Commander Hob-
dy said, “All aspects of search and
rescue are taught here, covering mis-
sions in every conceivable environ-
ment . . . over water, under water,
inland, and even outer space.” Using
a mock-up rescue coordination center,
students work on simulated search
and rescue cases. They learn how to
plot a distress, organize the lifesaving
facilities at hand and deploy their
forces to form an effective, coordi-
nated search.

According to the U.S. National
Search and Rescue Agreement of
1956, the Coast Guard is responsible
for search and rescue operations at
sea and the Air Force is responsible
for inland search and rescue.

For a number of years, both the
Air Force and the Coast Guard have
felt the need for such a school that
would train men in the methods of
worldwide search and rescue. 3
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J. M. Dempsey, Jr., Vice President, States Marine Lines,
holds First Place Award in National Sajety Council Con-
test for oceangoing cargo and passenger ships with Adm.
Willard J. Smith, Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, while
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury W. True Davis, who
had just made the award, stands at left. This was one of
three National Safety Council awards and 27 Jones F.
Devlin Awards which were presented by Secretary Davis
to representatives of 10 U.S.-flag steamship companies at

-

in rear row.

the National Convention of the Propeller Club of the

United States in Washington, D.C.

COAST GUARD HONORS
MSTS VESSEL
FOR RESCUE

At about 0430, 7 September 1966,
while the USNS vessel General H. H.
Arnold was en route Honolulu from
Freemantle, Australia, a crewmem-
ber was found to be missing. At the
instruction of Capt. Gustav Asken-
back, a Williamson Turh was immedi-
ately executed to take the vessel on a
reciprocal course while a search of the
vessel was conducted for the missing
crewmember, who had been last seen
at about 0230. Numerous lookouts
which, at times, included up to 50 men
were posted on the main deck and
superstructure. )

The missing man was not found
aboard the vessel, so Captain Asken-
back maintained the reciprocal course
until 0700 when computations indi-
cated the vessel had passed through
the extreme limits of the area in which
the missing man could be. At this
time another Williamson Turn was
executed and the vessel brought back
to her original course. }

At 0808, the crewman was sighted
off the port quarter at about 100 yards.
Several pieces of lifesaving equip-
ment were thrown toward him. Due
to increasing winds, choppy seas, and
glare on the water, he was lost from
view while the vessel turned. A
search pattern was set up which ulti-
mately, at about 1250, resulted in lo-
cating the missing man. A timely dis-
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pateh of the motor whaleboat resulted
in effecting the rescue, saving the sea-
man’s life.

Captain Askenback and crew were
commended by the Coast Guard for
their exemplary action in this matter,
which is in keeping with the highest
traditions of the TU.S. merchant
Marine.

NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL
AMMI AWARDS MADE

High achievement by American
seamen and American steamship com-
panies in the field of safe ship opera-
tion received official recognition at
the 40th American Merchant Marine
Conference when Assistant Secretary
of the Treasury True Davis presented
Jones F. Devlin Awards to 27 tankers
and dry-cargo ships of nine ocean-
going companies. Acting on behalf of
the American Merchant Marine In-
stitute, sponsor of the Devlin Awards,
Secretary Davis made the presenta-
tions at the “Unity of Purpose”
luncheon held at the Mayflower Hotel
as an event of the 1966 Propeller Club
Convention.

To qualify for a Devlin Award, a
vessel must be able to show a record
free of lost-time crew accidents for at
least 2 years. Since ships, unlike most
industrial plants on shore, must op-
erate continuously around the clock,
with all the hazards of the sea added

&

Presentation of Commander, 14th CG District, Honolulu,
Hawaii, Letter of Commendation to Captain Gustav Asken-
back, Master, USNS General H. H. Arnold. Front row,
left to right, Captain H. J. Kelly, USCGQG, Officer in Charge,
Marine Inspection, Honolulu,; Captain Askenback,; Captain
W. M. Price, USN, MSTS, Honolulu, Mr. Roy Ward and
Captain John Thorton representing Theo H. Davies & Co.,
Lid., Agents for Vessel;, and, Gen. Arnold crewmembers

to those of normal work routines, such
a record reflects effort, care, and team-
work of the highest order. Any ship
which succeeds in extending her clean
record to 4 years receives an award of
higher grade. Thereafter she earns
annual special awards as long as her
perfect score continues.

Highest honors were taken by the
tanker Texaco Wyoming, of Texaco
Inc., with an unblemished safety rec-
ord at the start of 1966 of 3,315 days,
or more than 9 years. Other special
awards went to the Esso Dallas, of
Humble Oil & Refining Co. (7 years);
Texaco Louisiana (6 years); and
Eclipse, of the Mobil Oil Co. (5 years).
Five ships were cited for 4-year rec-
ords, while 18 topped the 2-year
mark. The owning companies other
than those already named, were Delta
Steamship Lines, Lykes Bros. Steam-
ship Co., Sinclair Refining Co., Sun
Qil Co., United Fruit Co., and United
States Lines Co. The total safe op-
erating time reflected in the record of
these 27 ships was nearly 63 years.

Secretary Davis also presented three
awards conferred by the National
Safety Council on three American-
flag ship operators which attained the
lowest fleetwide accident frequency
rates in the Council’s annual contest.
Winner and runner-up in the ocean-
going dry-cargo and passenger ship
category were States Marine Lines and
United States Lines, respectively.
Winner in the ocean tanker class was
Texaco Inc.
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY

OF CASUALTIES

TO COMMERCIAL VESSELS*

Nature of casualty
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= = = = = n ” b = bl
STIST| S |87 |8 g7 |8 (& g7 & 8T | &7 |88 |g"FTS7 4
2,408
Number of casnalties....__.______ 150 | 141 31| 272 | 327 31 23 10 11| 302 | 25 315 63 4 98| 243 35,2,
Number of vessels involved___.__ 453 | 304 | 71| 376 | 467 | 34| 23| 10| 118364} 270 351 64 4] 99 %gg gg % ggg
Number of inspected vessels involved.__..| 137 | 128 32 175 ( 183 23 4 10 24| 131 | 173 29 51 4 ?g 107 14 | 1043
Number of uninspected vessels involved. .| 316 | 176 | 391 201 | 284 | 11| 19| .. 04| 233 | 97 322 | 13 |ee- !
Primary cause
Personnel fault: 39
Pilots—State 14 1] 4 2 e e  — £ 8 19
_ 2 3 4 1 [ 2 IO SRR NS FU 4 1 131
Licensed officer—documented seaman 23 9 177
Unlicensed—undocumented persons._ 53 9 184
Allothers.——.______________ 1015 257
Error in judgement—ealculated risk__ 40 51 210
Restricted maneuvering room._____ ,1.2 40 374
Storms—adverse weather. |14 50
Unusual currents _________ 5 6 36
Sheer, suction, bank cushion_._____ 6 6 100
Depth of water less than expected__ 36 54 3 311
Failure of equipment_______________ % 9 2 3 14 2 340
Unseaworthy—lack of maintenance 9 7 133 1
Floating debris—submerged object._______ 31 2 8
Inadequate tug assistance..______ 17 u
Fanlt on part of other vessel or person 50 18
Unknown—insufficient information_______ !

Additional contributing factors to
cause of casualty

Hull and associated parts:
Plates and framing—steel . __.________
Planks and framing—wood.
Tanks ______________
Superstructure—bulkheads, decks.__
Ladders, gangways, rails and guards_
Masts, booms and cargo gear_____
Rudder and stern tube..
Watertight closures. .___
Quarters and living spaces_ . .________
Navigation and safety:
Lookout. . _.____
Docks-piers—congested area..
Channels-—restricted areas. . _
Buoys—aids to navigation__
Excessive speed..___
Poor visibility. .
Steering gear
Radar_...
Fathomet epth of wate:
Engine order telegraph.___._____
Navigation equipment—other.._
Navigation lights
Navigation signals._ .
Weather (generally)_
Currents and tides_.
Lifesaving equipment..
Firefighting equipment_______________
Miscellaneous:
Yard repairs
Improper loading or storag
Tug assisting._________
Anchor equipment. _
Towing equipment _
Mooring equipment_
Fishing equipment .___
Deck equipment—all other_...________
Engineering:
Main propulsion machinery. . _______
Boiler parts and accessories___
Machinery—all other
Tools and working spaces
Generators and other electrical equip
ment__. .
‘Wiring, lights, controls
Bteward’s department:
Galley and steward’s department
equipment____.______________________

See footnote at end of table.
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF CASUALTIES TO COMMERCIAL VESSELS*—Continued
Nature of casualty
w |9 E
= 2 o — . @ . b5 -
i RR-] | i 2 & ° =1
ARt e | . 18 |8 |$B|L8 | 8 g |2 A
1 July 1965 to 30 June 1966 &% | 5 5 E.0& |& [z |88 | B |8 3 g g 2 g
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Fiscal year 1966 22| =8 = T2 |2 =588 £ | & Sw o e 2888
s | ap w | Ea — = g= | T2 [9F 2 = > & 2z 2 58 |E€al 2
855 | By 2 ES| <© g SE |82 gnm B B &5 k= o 28 e S
G| dal + a3l & | g £a | a5 (g85 B | Be 23 3 g | =2 |=¢g5| 7g
g9 1 25 o = c S B2 | 85888 ¢ = p =S B < <E |2 EE| B8
SE 8 2 1eR 9 wo |22 | BE B38| T | T8 S= T |83 |B2g| 58
5% | B @ G 17} o | du | & |80 § g8 T & o e 590 3% 7]
22 153 = = = 22|58 | 2% aE=| 2 2% 8a % o | 25|28 23 |
S8 | B S |38 | B 2SS | 85| B2 8BS 2 o | B8 g 5 | =% |=68| 83| 8
SIS o |O o |8 & A & S |5 E g4 o (8 |2 O &
Type of vessel
I-spected vessels:
Passenger and ferry—large _____._____._ 2 3 3 10 8 11 1 2 I 1 9 1 66
Passenger and ferry—small. 7 3 2 6 10 6 |2 Y S 8 3 80
Freight_ R 25 60 15 86 38 84 3 30 3 57 73 18 591
Cargo barge — 6 4 2 7 7 9 2 15 I b2 I 1 62
Tankships 22 6 22 21 42 3 11 1 14 29 2 219
Tanlg bharge 23 3 37 39 9 10 1 1 1 2 251
Public_________._____ 8 1 1 4 [ P 1 3 10 (.. 43
Miscellaneous [S 7 R 6 4 6 1 2 4 6 1 38
Tninspected vessels:
Fishing_ 33 16 11 5 52 44 86 18 2 474
S e 163 52 10 117 116 20 74 19 6 672
44 53 11 16 25 6 32 45 3 243
1 55 29 5 50 45 10 32 8 1 351
Miscellaneous_ ... _______________ 21 26 2 13 46 14 9 7 2 203
Gross tonnage
3 tons or less 216 91 25| 119§ 207 8L | 173 53 228 11 10 ] 114 14 | 1,366
+ver 300 to 1,000 tons. . 114 57 9 88 98 18 70 29 101 3 7 9 4 617
Over 1,000 to 10,000 tons. 102 109 22 128 116 13 82 114 19 26 57 70 12 895
Crver 10,000 tons 21 47| 15| 41 46 6| 39 74 3| 24 25 50 12 | 415
Length
Tess than 100 feet. . ool 189 74 23 99 176 3 20 |- 77 163 45 202 - 2 P 7 110 11 | 1,207
-0 1o less than 300 feet_. 194 102 15 145 161 15 1. 23 112 48 145 10 |icmee- 13 19 711,010
3) to less than 500 feet__ 45 66 15 62 76 9 1 6 12 40 94 1 20 3 49 52 14 565
59 feet and OVero oo meeoooo 25 62 18 70 54 7 1 4 6 49 83 3 26 1 30 62 10 511
Age
Less than 10 years 199 114 20 127 147 13 4 1 27 101 72 ] 22 78 12 | 1,045
10 to less than 20 years 158 69 20 | 100 | 124 6 10 1 29 | 105 57 126 11 62 12 897
20 to less than 30 years 64 78 26 | 101 | 140 14 5 8 36 83 94 72 57 89 18 922
31 years and over 32 43 5 48 56 1 4 o 26 75 47 63 9 14 (.. 429
Location of casualty
Inland—Atlantic 14 16 7 40 46 72 84 40 2 1 17 20 9 406
Inland—Gulf___ 68 55 5 67 101 62 71 101 5 6 8 5 602
Inland—Pacific_ . 8 15 5 30 41 36 20 20 [ - 1 10 13 10 232
veean—Atlantie . |____._ 1 4 2 14 12 10 12 1 5 26 2 119
Ogean—CGulf___ 11 1 1 3 26 24 3 43 8 99 2 242
Ticean—Pacific. I — 4 3 13 13 2 25 16 27 2 147
Great Lakes___ [} 15 1 60 25 27 38 6 9 19 1 213
Western rivers_ 22 14 1 45 28 36 1 65 4 1 1 232
Deean—other__ 1 2 S 1 6 4 2 3 3 (I S— 33
Foreign waters._ 16 22 3 21 27 16 20 |eoceeo - 20 24 3 182
Time of day
Daylight . - 60 76 16 154 169 21 14 [ 54 111 126 147 37 o 68 143 25 | 1,227
Nighttime 86 60 15| 103 | 140 9 8 4 53 | 178 | 112 151 25 4 26 91 91,074
Twilight. 5 [ 15 18 1 1 faeee 4 13 13 17 S PR 4 9 1 107
Estimated losses—units of thousands
Te856Y e 8,671 |2,262 3,018 2,041 (6,303 |2,730 (1,608 | 157 |4,877 15,746 |_____. 40,255 |2, 213 889 (3,833 | 535 (95,139
Cargo. e 448 30 91 62 157 606 O PR 120 663 2, 908 577 105 {1,272 13 | 7,454
Property.__ 60 38 |ooae 2,352 295 76 4 2 70 28 | |acooas 23 |- 121 | 3,131
Vessels totally lost
Inspected 2 I 1 1 3 2 b/ P 3 R P 10 U RO A PRI, R, 33
Tninspected 24 6 5 6 31 3 14 | ... 49 46 Joo___ 114 4 1 __C O R, 2 335
*Statistics concerning recreation and pleasure boating accidents are published in CG-357.
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY

OF DEATHS/INJURIES DUE TO A VESSEL CASUALTY*

Nature of casualty
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Number of ca ualties 18 4 3 1 10 9 6 20 2 | 30 5 1 8 2 3 124
Number deceased/injured—inspected ves-
sels. 16 (o _ 1 [ I 10 1 2 - T R I NN 2 1 2 4 62
Number deceased/injured—uninspected
Vi 1S... 85 4 20 |o____. 22 17 10 [ceeeo 36 4 (. 63 40 8| _.c 1 274
Number of persons deceased/injured....._. 66/35 4/0 | 18/3 0/7 |10/12 | 9/18 2/9 0/2 {20/24 4/0 0/0 | 60/3 2/4 0/t | 6/10 0/2 1/4 | 202/134

Primary cause

Personnel fault:
Pilots—State
Pilots—Federal
Licensed officer—documented seaman.
Unlicensed—undocumented persons...
All others.

Error in judgement—calculated risk..

Restricted maneuvering room.___._

Stormns—adverse weather___.____

Unusual eurrents- ..coceaeceos

Sheer, suction, bank cushion..___

Depth of water less than expected...

Failure of equipment

Unseaworthy—lack of maintenance.......
Floating debris—submerged object. ......_
Inadequate tug assistance.

Fault on part of other vessel or person

Unknown—insufficient information.......

Type of vessel involved

Inspected vessels:
Passenger and ferry—large_.__. ...
Passenger and ferry—small
Freight....
Cargo barge.

Tankships

Tank barges
Public....
Uninspected vessels:
Pishing....
Tugs..
Foreign__.
Miscellaneous. - o oomoooooomcoomooooao

Particulars of person deceased/injured

Papers of deceased/injured:
Licensed by Coast Guard.._.._........
Documented by Coast Guard.. -
No license or document______ -
Other—unknown—foreign_..._._._.._.

Status or capacity on vessel:
Passenger. .o
Longshoreman—harbor worker. -
Crewmember. . .ca o ammmmmec———ae
Other___

Deck department duties__.
Engine department duties..
Stewards department duties_.

Passenger. ..
Other and unKNOWN _ _..oooococooooo
Location of vessel:

dock.
At anchor.
Underway.
Part of body involved
Head and upper imbs_ ..o (1735 (S SO 021 01| 04{ 0/2 |ecce—- (17222 PR FE 0/8 {ooeeee (53 0/3 0/24
Back and lower Himbs. . oow_ oo Lo _|o____ O/1| 0/8 [eceemn Of1 oo 0/1 1 P S, 0/ | Of1 {oceo-- 0/5 ] O1 |oceoo. 0/17
Multiple injuries (internal and external).._| 1/31 1/0 0/2 0/2 | 0/11 | 0/13 0/7 0/1 | 4/19 |ocmee| oo 0/2 Jocance 0/1 2/2 0/1 0/1 8/93
Death—heart. .. 1/0 2/0
Death—drowning 81/0
Death—disease, other 112/0
*Statisties concerning recreation and pleasure boating accidents ars pub.ished in CG=357,
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF DEATHS ON BOARD COMMERCIAL VESSELS*

{Not Involving a Vessel Casualty)

Nature of death
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Totals.. 392 106 2
Tntoxieation . .o oo 10
Physical deficiency or handicap...c-ccuoo-.

Unsafe movement or posture_._
Psychological-immaturity, insanity
Unsafe practice

Violation of law or regulatio
Human errors. ..o —ccoc._o
Decks—slippery or cluttered. .
Weather conditions... __.______________
Poor maintenance or housekeeping_ ___.
Inadequate lighting .. ... _
Inadequate ralls or guards.. _.._..___.
Failure of equipment. oo ocoono_
Inadequate supervision. ...
Inadequate life preservers. .
Inadequate tools or equipment.___.___.
Inadequate protective equipment..____
Improper use of tools or equipment. __.____

Types of vessels involved

Inspected vessels:
Passenger and ferry—large . .. ...___.__
Passenger and ferry—small
Freight ships and barges. ....___._.
Tankships and barges. ..o o._.o_____
Public.__
Miscellaneous.
Uninspected vessels:
Fishing._ . _
Tugs-__-
Foreign. . J—
Miscellaneous - —

Time of day
Daytime
Nighttime. .
Twilight.

Particulars of deceased

Papers of deceased:
Licensed by Coast Guard._ .._.._..__.._
Documented by Coast Guard
No license or document..., .. ____
Other—unknown—foreign......________

Status or capacity on vessel:

LRG0 - )

L ‘ngshoreman—Harbor worker_.___._.

Y.
Deck department duties._
Engine department duties
Stewards department duti

Passenger. ...
Other and unknown . .o ococceeeoooo oo
Location of vessel:
At dock
Atanchor. ... . _______
Underwayaee -

Part of body involved

Head and upper limbs__._______.____.___
Back and lower limbs
Multiple injuries (internal and external)_ __
Death—heart_ _ -
Death—drowning. . oo ccceocmeocmeecaoon
Death—disease, other. .. ...

=R

00

13
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*3tatistics concerning recreation and pleasure boating accidents are published in CG-357.
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL INJURIES ON BOARD ALL COMMERCIAL VESSELS*

{Not Involving a Vessel Casualiy]

Nature of injury
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Totals.- o 1810 | 160 | 21 | 118 | 272 | 9| 25| 297 154 | 14|90 | 3|66 | 68| 5
66 | Intoxicablon .ol 14 7 4 12| 1 |coo|omaeee 411 11
16 | Physical deficiency or handicap. ... .| | | _ R O -
130 | Unsafe movement or posture..._._ 1
Psychologlca}-lmmaturlty, insanity e e U VSO PR PR IR,
97 | Unsafe practice_ .o __________ 2

135 | Weather conditions

49 | Poor maintenance or housekeeping. .
30 | Inadequate lighting______.__________
8 | Inadequate rails or guards_
94 | Failure of equipment____
111 | Inadequate supervision._.
Inadequate life preservers..
1} Inadequate tools or equipment._.
32 | Inadequate protective equipment.__
59 | Improper use of tools or equipment__ ... _________

Types of vessels involved
Inspected vessels:
230 Passenger and ferry—large
17 Passenger and ferry—small._
1233 Freight ships and barges..
135 Tankships and barges.
36 Public_ .. ..

45 Miscellaneous.
Uninspected vessels:

Violation of law or regulation.
814 | Human eITOrS ..o ______
165 | Decks—slippery or cluttered.

53
42
5
14
1282
456
72
Particulars of person injured
Papers of person injured:
173 Licensed by Coast Guard.
1473 Documented by Coast Guard.
158 No license or document__.._
6 Other—unknown—foreign
Status or capacity on vessel:
18 Passenger
11 Longshoreman—Harbor worker.
1738 Crewmember.
43 Other. . .
Activity engaged in:
331 O DULY - - s
687 Deck department duties.
419 Engine department duties..
251 Stewards department duties
14 Handling eargo__.__________
34 Fishing _______
13 Drills.
17 Passenger__________
44 Other and unknown ...
Location of vessel:
629
218
963

See footnote at end of table.
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STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL INJURIES ON BOARD ALL COMMERCIAL VESSELS*—
Continved

(Not Involving a Vessel Casualty)

Nature of injury
=
w0 - =]
B al 2 2] I8 |4 T |3 2
2 | 5| % 2 |22, 222 |2 2 1w |2 |4 E
21s| 2| s B E|E2lE 28z s |52 2 | B 2
1July 1965 to 30 June 1966 5 g o = T = g 2 g% 8 & I3 Ed ] = o =]
g &) 3 T |4 31 4 21 8218 |lasl® |° & 5 ~
Fiscal year 1966 T T T 713 |al88/3|3515 B3l% (4,1B |5 |E2]2 |2
% p 2 2 LB ] 2l EalT @y 2 218 é’w = | g ~ 5«5 S|P o
2 B|Z| 8|3 (> |2 3|8 |E581|0 |25/ |98 215 |8 |88 |28 88
= o sl = | o |E |s(BEle|&83l 235 25| w|8 |8, 85 (8%es
= = = g = |8al B 2l el f&aE |89 Salosl o S| 88 |E8 35
3 el 2| 51282 ue ) 22 (Be2gEZEIEF 2 0| 25 | T (25|35
El 2@ 9| f g i IR
2 8| 52| 2 5 =3 55| 5| EB|22|5588]85| 5] 5| £6 | £5 [8ElEs
= ®m |®m| @® n R | =® B © 8@ &0 |{&a|H|O O |4 P
Part of body injured:
133 Head and neck___ .o _____._______ 15 3 5 17 1 R 2 13 ] 20 4
100 - 2 1 2 2. 251 21 5
156 - 24| 1 18 R 6 11 2 1
381 - 17 1 18 U 11 94 9 11
242 - 20 5 17 2 14 12 2 4
288 - 25 6 11 4 R 46 25 3 6
250 - 29 1__.. 34 49 3 R 95 3 4 1
88 NE - 7 1 3 15 o 2 11 .. 2 .__.]27 1 1i{.___| 2| _____ 610 (.__.
125 Body—internal. - 191 2 8 31 2| 8] 17 i.__| 18| Y. |-} 1| 2. 5 |._.___ 9 2
22 Hernia_ .. |eeeoo. R 1 1|
10 Multiple body injuries_ 2. 1 2 ___
15 All other injuries 1| ... 14 3 '

Additional contributing factors to cause of injury

476 | Human element
22 | Decks—slippery or cluttered._
42 | Weather conditions.._._.__________
11 | Poor maintenance or liousekeeping._
7 | Inadequate lighting_____._____._____
3 | Inadequate rails or guards . __________ i _|oo_|oooooloo_.l
3 | Failure of equipment___ ..
24 | Inadequate supervision_._
Inadequate tools or equipment_ ... .. ... [ oo |ooooofoo-
5 | Inadequate protective equipment. ..
10 | Improper use of tools or equipment. . _______________|______|-___|______|.o____
214 | Hull structure
134 | Holds, hatches, tanks__.
236 | Ladders, gangways, stairs.
149 | Masts, booms, cargo gear____
103 | Watertight closures ._._..
191 | Living spaces____. -
37 | Fishing equipment_____ I
22 | Navigational equipment R
31 | Lifesaving equipment.___. R
2 | Firefighting equipment_ . oo jood) L joooijoadjoo) Yoo -
11 Communications equipment_
1§ Yardrepairs ... oo ) e -

2 2 1 1

—

63 | Improper loading, stowage and ventilation 4| . I
13 | Ground tackle 1 e || 2
25 | Tugs and towing equipment_. 1 || 701
97 | Mooring equipment_____ R 5 ... 1y.._[19} 1
193 | Miscellaneous deck departmen: 18| 3| 94i.._| 4] 5
6 | Main propulsion machinery. _____________ | || jeofeo L RSN P IR B B 4
77 | Boiler parts and accessories. 5|30 |._..|.___|] 3
302 | Auxiliary machinery______ 261101 35 21 8 5
17 | Electrical equipment_. 3i....] 1 21 1 |- 1 [0 I P
147 | Galley equipment__. .. _ .. . .e._.__ 2o 16 19 | |.___ 16 1 12 | P18 |- 8 ].-.. 23 21 (...l 11
*Statistics concerning recreation and pleasure boating accidents are published in CG-357. ‘
i
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AMENDMENTS TO REGULATIONS

TITLE 46 CHANGES

DECK ENGINE MECHANICS
AND ENGINEMAN RATINGS

The ratings of ‘‘deck engine me-
chanic” and ‘“‘engineman” have been
established and endorsements with
respect thereto may be placed on mer-
chant mariner’s documents to author-
ize the holders to serve in such capac-
ities as qualified members of the
engine department.

Proposals published on September
9, 1964, designated as 46 CFR, Part
155 and entitled “temporary require-
ments for automated or partially
automated steam-propelled cargo or
tank vessels” (29 F.R. 12732-12734)
have been withdrawn. The certifi-
cates of inspection for those vessels
which show the manning to include
the ratings of deck engine mechanic
and engineman will continue in effect
until such certificates expire. How-
ever, in the future, the ratings of deck
engine mechanic and engineman will
not be required by certificates of in-
spection issued by the Coast Guard.
If the owner, operator, agent, or mas-
ter of an automated or partially auto-
mated vessel requests that the man-
ning of the vessel include a deck en-
gine mechanic or engineman, the
certificate of inspection will carry
the requirement as “oilers’” and a
notation in the body of the certificate
that “junior engineers, deck engine
mechanics, or enginemen may be sub-
stituted for one or more oilers.”

The proposals considered at the
public hearing held March 22, 1985,
were commented on extensively and
the Merchant Marine Council recom-
mended that the problem be recon-
sidered. The Coast Guard conducted
in-person observation of automated
vessels over an extended period of time
and has consulted with the affected
labor unions, management, and op-
erators of automated vessels. The
proposals, as revised, are approved
and set forth in the Federal Register
of October 22, 1966. 'The actions of
the Merchant Marine Council with re~
spect to comments received regard-
ing these proposals are approved. As
reflected by the regulations in this
document, these actions are:

a. The ratings of “deck engine me-
chanic” and “engineman” are estab-
lished. ¥or seamen who meet the
qualifications for such ratings their
merchant mariner’s documents may
be appropriately endorsed except
when holding the rating “QMED—any
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rating,” or “any unlicensed rating in
the engine department,” which in-
clude these new ratings. No mer-
chant mariner’s document will be is-
sued with the rating of “deck engine
mechanic” or “engineman’ alone, but
such a document will also show the
other ratings held. Such seaman may
sign on a vessel in any category which
is authorized by his document.

b. The ratings of “deck engine me-
chanic” and “engineman” as such
will not be required by any certificate
of inspection issued by the Coast
Guard after November 30, 1966. The
minimum manning requirements will
be prescribed by the Officer in Charge,
Marine Inspection, in accordance with
46 CFR 157.15-1 in subchapter P
(Manning) of this chapter. The mini-
mum requirements for the engine-
room will include the number of oilers
needed and a notation that junior en-
gineers, deck engine mechanics or
enginemen may be substituted for one
or more oilers.

c. Seamen who hold temporary let-
ters issued by Officers in Charge,
Marine Inspection, certifying to their
gualifications as “deck engine me-
chanie” or “engineman” may continue
to “sign on” under such letters until
December 1, 1966.

d. The regulations for the new rat-
ings of “deck engine mechanic” and
“engineman” are added to the re-
quirements in 46 CFR Subpart 12.15
governing qualified members of the
engine department. These amend-
ments affect 46 CFR 12.15-7, 12.15-9,
12.15-11, 12.15-13, and 12.15-15. They
are to be found in the Federal Reg-
ister of October 22, 1966.

STORES AND SUPPLIES

Articles of ships’ stores and supplies
certificated from October 1, to Octo-
ber 31, 1966, inclusive, for use on
board vessels in accordance with the
provisions of part 147 of the regu-
lations governing “Explosives or Other
Dangerous Articles on Board Ves-
sels” are as follows:

CERTIFIED

Chemical Systems Inc., 7310 South
Chicago Ave., Chicago, Ill. 60619:
Certificate No. 697, dated October 24,
1966, ELECTRO-KLEEN; Certificate

No. 698, dated October 24, 19686,
FORMULA 903;
Montgomery Chemical Co., Jen-

kintown, Pa. 19046: Certificate No.
700, dated October 26, 1956, AQUA-

NEX 410; and Certificate No. 701,
dated October 26, 1966, AQUANEX
512;

E. M. Howey & Co., 666 Tatum St.,
Woodbury, N.J. 08096: Certificate No.
702, dated October 26, 1966, Aqua De.

AFFIDAVITS

The following affidavits were ac-
cepted during the period from Sep-
tember 15, 1966, to October 15, 1966:

Dragon Valves, Inc., 13457 Excelsior
Dr., Norwalk, Calif. 90650, VALVES."

Roi Tech Valve Co., Inc., 65 Walnut
St., Peabody, Mass. 01960, VALVES.

Mesco Heat Exchangers, Division of
Marine Engine Specialties Corp., 590
Belleville Turnpike, Kearny, N.J.
07032, FITFINGS.*

1 Model 10F05 only.
2 Boiler water sample cooler type 14-1
only, .

Casualties
(Continued from page 245)

dition. Minor repairs, alterations,
and replacements may be permitted to
the same standards as the original
installation.

The following is a listing of the
number of casualties involving fail-
ures to lifeboat launching apparatus
and associated equipment which were
reported to and investigated by the
Coast Guard during fiscal years
1962-65.

Fiscal Year 1962

Failures of wire falls

Failure of fairlead block securing bolts
Failure of davit arm

Fuilure of releasing gear

Failure of lifeboat fall block

Fiscal Year 1963

Failures of wire falls
Failure of pillow block on davit
Failure of wire rope socket assembly
Failure of davit trunnion pin
Fiscal Year 1964
3  Failures of wire falls
1 Failure of davit chain
1 Failure of sheath screw assembly

Fiscal Year 1965

4 Failures of wire falls

2 Failures of limit switches

1 Failure of tricing pendants

MAINTAIN AND INSPECT LIFE-
BOATS AND ASSOCIATED
EQUIPMENT OFTEN—THEY MAY
BE YOUR LAST RESORT 3

—— N

—_ = N
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MERCHANT MARINE SAFETY PUBLICATIONS

The following publications of marine safety rules and regulations may be obtained from the nearest
marine inspection office of the U.S. Coast Guard. Because changes to the rules and regulations are
made from time to time, these publications, between revislons, must be kept current by the individual
consulting the latest applicable Federal Register. (Officlal changes to all Federal rules and regulations
are published in the Federal Reglster, printed daily except Sunday, Monday, and days following holi-
days.) The date of each Coast Guard publication in the table below is indicated in parentheses follow-
ing its title. The dates of the Federal Registers affecting each publication are noted after the date
of each edition.

The Federal Register may be purchased from the Superintendent of Documents, Government Print-
ing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. Subscription rate is $1.50 per month or $15 per year, payable in
advance. Individual copies may be purchased so long as they are avallable. The charge for indi-
vidual copies of the Federal Register varles in proportion to the slze of the issue but will be 15 cents
unless otherwise noted in the table of changes below. Regulations for Dangerous Cargoes, 46 CFR 146
and 147 (Subchapter N), dated January 1, 1966 and Supplement dated July 1, 1966 are now available
from the Superintendent of Documents, price basic book: $2.50; supplement: 60 cents.

CG No. TITLE OF PUBLICATION

101  Specimen Examination for Merchant Marine Deck Officers (7=1-63).

108 Rules and Regulations for Military Explosives and Hazardous Munitions (8~1~62),

115 Marine Engineering Regulations and Material Specifications (3—1~66].

123 Rules and Regulations for Tank Vessels (5—2-66).

129 Proceedings of the Merchant Marine Council {Monthly).

169 Rules of the Road——International—Inland (9-1-65). F.R. 12~-8-65, 12~-22—-65, 2—-5-66, 3--15-66, 7-30--66, 8—2-66,
9766, 10-22-66.

172 Rules of the Road—Great Lakes (6-1—-62), F.R. 8-31-62, 5-11-63, 5-23-63, 5-29-63, 10-2-63, 10-15-63,
11-5-64, 5—-8-65, 7-3—-65, 122265, 7-30-66, 8—-2—-66,

174 A Manual for the Safe Handling of Inflammabie and Combustible iLiquids (3~2-64).

175 Manval for Lifeboatmen, Able Seamen, and Qualified Members of Engine Department (3=1-65}.

176 Load Line Regulations {1-3-66).

182 Specimen Examinations for Merchant Marine Engineer Licenses (7~1-63).

184 Rules of the Road—Western Rivers (6—-1-62). F.R. 1-18-63, 5-23-63, 5-29-63, 9-25-63, 10-2-63, 10-15-63.
4-30-64, 11--5-64, 5-8—-65, 7-3-65, 12—-8-65, 12-22-65, 2-5-66, 3~15-66, 7-30-66, 8--2—-66, 9—-7-66.

190 Equipment lists {8—-3-64). FE.R. 10-21-64, 10-27-64, 3-2-65, 3-26-65, 4-21-65, 5-26-65, 7-10-65, 8-4-65,
10-22-65, 10-27-65, 1-27-66, 2-2-66, 2~-5-66, 2—-10-66, 3-15-66, 3-24-66, 4-15-66. 9-8-66.

191 Rules and Regulations for Licensing and Certificating of Merchant Marine Personnel (2-1-65). F.R. 2-13-65, §-21-65,
' 3-17-66, 10-22--66.

200 Marine Investigation Regulations and Suspension and Revocation Proceedings (10-1-63). F.R. 11-5-64, 5-18-65.

220 Specimen Examination Questions for Licenses as Masier, Mate, and Pilot of Central Western Rivers Vessels (4-~1-57).

227 Laws Governing Marine Inspection (3—1~65},

239 Security of Vessels and Waterfront Facilities (7-1-64), F.R. 6-3-65, 7-10-65, 10-9~65, 10-13-65, 3-22-66,
73066, 8-2-66.

249 Merchant Marine Council Public Hearing Agenda (Annuallyl.

256 Rules and Regulations for Passenger Vessels {5-2-66).

257 Rules and Regulations for Cargo and Miscellaneous Vessels {1-3—-66). F.R, 4-16-66.

258 Rules and Regulations for Uninspected Vessels {1-2-64)., F.R. 6-5-64, 6-6~64, 9-1-64, 5-12--65, 8-18-65,
9-8-65.

259 Electrical Engineering Regulations (7-1-64). F.R. 2-13-65, 9-8-65.

266 Rules and Regulations for Bulk Grain Cargoes (7-1-64). F.R. 3-10-66.

268 Rules and Regulations for Manning of Vessels (2-1-63). F.R. 2-13-65, 8-21-65.

270 Rules and Regulations for Marine Engineering Installations Contracted for Prior to July 1, 1935 {11-19-52). F.R.
12-5-53, 12-28-55, 6~20-59, 3-17-60, 9-8-65.

293 Miscellaneous Electrical Equipment List (4—1-66).

320 Rules and Regulations for Arfificial Islands and Fixed Structures on the Outer Continental Shelf (10-1-59). F.R.
10-25-60, 11-3-61, 4-10-62, 4-24-63, 10-27-64, 8-9-66.

323 Rules and Regulations for Small Passenger Vessels (Under 100 Gross Tons) (1-3-66).

329 Fire Fighting Manual for Tank Vessels (4-1-58).

CHANGES PUBLISHED DURING OCTOBER 1966

The following have been modified by Federal Registers:
CG-169 and CG-191, Federal Register, October 22, 1966.

December 1966

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE:1966

255

R A L 557




ANNUAL INDEX—VOLUME 23

-

Page
Acceptable Covered Steel Arc Welding Electrodes._ .- 18
Affidavits__._____ 18, 42, 82, 110, 150, 170, 190, 210, 230, 254
Amendments to Regulations_______________ 18, 39, 62, 82,
106, 149, 170, 190, 210, 229, 254
Analyzing Statisties - _______ 124
Another Drowning .- 14
A Question of Time_ - _________________________ 186
Automation on the Great Lakes__._.______________ 26
;Boating Aceidents. . 123
Bow Thrusters_ . _ 162
Cargo Shifts; Freighter Sinks_ . _________________ 58
CIRM—AId o 10
Collisions Cause Largest Number of Injuries________ 126
Commandant’s Action___________________________ 98
Combustible Gas Indicators___._..________________ 140
Do You Play Russian Roulette? ____ . ______ 12
Excessive Speedin Fog__________________________ 122
Explosions and Fires Do Most Property Damage_.___ 124
Falling Men and Falling Objects_ . ___ . ____.__ 78
Fall Kills Seaman.__ . ___ 14
Palls o 188
Palse Sense of Security ... _ . _____ 188
First Aid at Sea_ . ____ 56
From Marine Office of America___________ 59, 164, 203, 224
Half a Century of Coast Guard Wings_____________ 175
Helicopter Operations With Merchant Vessels_____ 72
“Hotwork” Repairs Start Cargo Fire_____________. 167
Hoverceraft . ___ o ____ 215
Hydraulic Cast Aluminum Valves__._______________ 210
Hydraulic Cast Iron Valves____ ________________ 40
Ice Patrol (1966) ______ . _ o _____. 24
Industries’ Responsibilities and Interests in Safety
LaW e 94
Law Sets Deserter’s Deserts__ . ____ . _________ 143
Lessons From Casualties.__._..__ 12, 78, 144, 166, 188, 244
/Lethal Gases__._._______ _ __ o ____ 144
Liferafts Aid Fish Boat Rescues__________________ 166
Lifesaving Devices___________ ___ ________________ 126
Load Lines_ - _ . o 239
Long But Successful Fire Battle_ _._______________ 167
Low Water——_ __ ____ o _. 14
Maritime Sidelights_______ 15, 61, 77, 146, 182, 206, 226, 246
Mate PFelled_ . ________ __ ____ 14

Page

Merchant Marine Personnel Statistics (Fiscal Year
June 30, 1966) __ 208
Motives Behind Safety Work__ . ________________ 178
Nautical Queries. o 17, 38, 57,
81, 93, 133, 148, 169, 185, 205, 227

Navigation and Vessel Inspection Circulars:

No. 12-65 __ _______ - 40
No. 18365 ___ . 40
No. 15-65 _ 62
No. 0-66 __ . e 109
No. 1-66 __ . .- 109
No. 2-66 ______ o __ 109
No. 2-66A _ e 170
No. 3-66 __ o 190
New Commandant_...______________ . _______ 139
Onboard Training of Tanker Personnel___________ 52
On-the-Scene Firefighting Direction____ . ___.___._ 195
Port Safety: Taking a New Liook_________________ 48
Progress in Marine Firefighting_ . _______._ 222
Public Hearing. .. ________________.______28,6817, 228
Recent Studies of Bulk Grain in Ships. ___________ 88
Recoiling Synthetic Lines..______________________ 145
Safe by Design___ . _________________________ 155
Safety Aloft . 13
Safety as Lykes Sees It . _______ © 168
Safety as Others SeeIt. _____._.______ 80, 189, 204, 255, 243
Safety Grows With Understanding_______________ 115
Scientific and Tactical BUoys_ - ______ 220
Seamen’s Church Institute________._ . _______ 8
Ship Management in Heavy Weather__ .. ______._ 4
Shipping Traffic Safety_ = 235
Static Electricity __ e 160
Stopper Failures Cause Deaths_ . __________ 79
Stores and Supplies_ - 18, 82, 109,
135, 150, 170, 190, 210, 230, 254
Tanker Safety in an Era of Change_____._________ 68
The Weak Link__ ___ o ______. 181
U.S. Coast Guard Academy Accepting Applications_ 205
U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary_ . _______ 128
U.S. Coast Guard (1965) __ _ . 60
U.S. Coast Guard Safety Patrols .. _____ 130
Universal Connection_______ . o __ 11
What's in There? . ____ e 200




