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confirm that individuals kora received
the required tni tructian.

With regard to the coat Inspect of
establishing mvohratmy m:— — —
program, the Coast GncnJfeHIdpatn
that the ccet to qualified fedM doels will
be rr'tilmol, Involving only &m
aubmission of a few documwife The
cost to crewuMSflber* of crajserardal
fishing industry vessels who depend
upon the serv*o» of Coast Guard
accepted instructors will vary depending
on the instructional methods employed
in any particular training program. The
Coast Guard anticipates that the number
of Coast Guard accepted Instructors will
be high enough to encourage healthy
competition and a wide variety of
reasonably priced Instructional
opportunities.

The Coast Guard invites comments
from the public and the industry
particularly with respect to the following
issues:

(a) Is the proposed list of criteria
sufficiently clear and objective to ensure
that administration of the program will
be fair, efficient, and effective?

(b) Should any other organizatione be
explicitly recognised as certificating
individuals as instructors under Item R3
above?

(c) Should die letter of acceptance be
vahd only for m limited period, subject to
renewal?

Subpart D—Additional Requirements for
Certain Vessels

Section 29.900 Applicability

This section describes the revised
applicability proposed for this subpart.
This section implements 48 U.S.C.
4802(c) of the Act as amended by the
ATA. The requirements of this subpart
would be in addition to the requirements
of 40 CFR part 28, subparts A. B, and C.
This subpart would apply to oertnin
vessels as described Inparagraphs (a)
through (c).

Paragraph (a) includes each
commercial fishing industry vessel
which has its keel laid orfeet a atmilpT
stage of construction, or
undergoes a major
completed, an or after Sepfl— «r 15,
1S91 and that operates wfflicore than
16 tndfviduals on board.

Paragraph fb) inchdee existing fish
tender vessels engaged in the Aleutian
trade that do not fall into the category
described in peragraph (c).

Paragraph (c) provides an exception
to the applicability proposed for this
subpert in conjunction with the phase-in
period forvessels in the Aleutian trade.
Paragraph (c) addresses fish tender
vegsels engaged in the Aleutian trade
that:

1. (a) Operated ip the Aleutian trade
befo' mSeptember 8,1800: or

(I fWere purchased before September
8,1990, to be used in the Aleutian trade
and enter into the Aleutian trade before
June 1,1992: and

2. Heve not unJ aane a major
conversion. These vessels will be
exempt from the requirements of this
subpart until one year after the effective
date of the final rule.

The ATA, in conjunction with 46
U.S.C 4502(e) of the Act, provides
discretion to five Coast Guard in
determining which standards in 46
U.SC 4302(c) should be applicable to
fish tender vessels engaged in the
f "-utian trade. The intent of the ATA ie

mprova the safety of fish tender
\ .-sods in the Aleutian trade, but still
allow continued cargo service to
outlying piaews in Alaska. Therefore, the
Coaat Guard has determined that all fish
tender vessels eogaged in the Aleutian
trade should comply with this subpert in
its entirety.

“Alsatian trade" is contingent upon
the existence of weekly common carrier
service by water. If there is no such
service, service piovided by fish tender
vessels exclusively is not considered
Aleutian trade service. Therefore, a fish
tender vessel that Is currently serving a
place in Alaska west of 152 West
longitude and east of 172 East longitude
where weekly common carrier service
does notexist is notio the "Aleutian
trade”. However, it should be noted that
if weekly common carrier service by
water ie established to such a place,
then a fish tender vessel providing tins
service would be in ttu "Aleutian trade”
and must comply with this section or
discontinue its service to that place.

The proposal to make subpert D
applicable to the Aleutian trade may
have aignificant impact an the safety of
these vessels. They may also impose a
significant cost for existing vessels
depending upon whether the vessel
continues In the Aleutian trade or
discontinues service to places which
have weekly common carrier service by
water. The Coast Guard requests
specific economic information from
owners of veraels which may be
affected by these proposed
requirements.

Sub$aart E—StahBky

Approximately 70% of deaths
Involving commercial fishing Industry
vessels are related to poor or
inadequate stability. The Act recognized
the hazards of improper design or
operation as they relate to stability. It
requires stability regulations for
commercial fishing industry vessels
which are built, or the physical

is*75

characteristics of which are
substantially altered in a mannerout
affects th* fishing vessel's stability, after
December 31,1969.

An examination of search and rescue
records and vessel casualty data for
1987 and 1988 reveals that the majority
of stability related cases can be
attributed to Insufficient Intact stability
in waves, unintentional flooding of the
vessel, or operational loading errors. An
intact stabIMty and flooding standard
would help prevent capsizing or sinking
in most of these cases.

Casualty data for the years 1982 to
1987 shows that stability related
casualty rates are Independent of vessel
length or vessel bull material. The data
also shows that atabfilty related
casualties are independent of the
geographic area of operation.

The Coast Guard received
approximately 50 comment letters
dealing with the stability of commercial
fishing Industry vessels in response to
the NPRM. The majority of them
expressed the opinion that the proposed
regulations in the NPRM were too
stringent for commercial fishing Industry
vessels less than 79 feet (24 meters) in
length. However, It appeared that these
opinions dealt primarily with the effect
ofthe proposed requirements on existing
designs which undergo a substantial
alteration. The Coast Guard% position Is
that the operational stability of smaller
commercial fishing Industry vessels is
clearly of major concern and must be
eddressed.

Existing commercial fishing industry
vessels were specifically excluded from
the Act unless they were substantially
altered. Since tho majority of
commercial fishing industry vessels are
less than 79 feet (24 meters) in length,
end because of the concern expressed
about the appropriateness of the
stability regulations proposed in the
NPRM for these smaller vessels, the
Coast Guard is readdressing operational
stability lor commercial fishing Industry
vessels less than 79 feet (24 meters) In
length In this SNPRM. The Intent of
these proposed requirements remains
unchanged, to provide the industry with
standards to be considered in designing
new commercial fishing Industry
vessels. This should result in new
designs and new methods of operation.
These new methods of operation should
increase the attention paid to stability In
all loading conditions and should help to
reduce the rate of casualties attributable
to stability-related problems.

Section 28.500 Applicability

This section describes the revised
applicability proposed for this subpart.
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Ithat been revised to taka isto amount
fish Under vessels engagedbt the
Aleutian trade, which art less than 500
Cross Tons (GT) and to taflj ada vessels
less than 79 feet (24 matT fiJtaiength.
Ves.ris less than 79 feet (24 meters) in
length have been dividedInto two
groups: those greater than 50 feet (15.2
meters) in length but less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length and those 50 feet (15.2
meters) in length and less.

The ATA was not addressed in the
final rules establishing 40 CFR part 20
published in the Federal Register on
August 14.1991 (FR 40364); however, the
preamble to those rules mentioned that
the ATA wo><<d be addressed in this
SNPRM. Under the ATA a Gsh tender
vessel engaged in the Aleutian trade is
exempt from consideration as a freight
vessel, a seagoing barge, or a seagoing
motor vessel under 46 U.S.C. 3301(1). (6),
and (7) if it is less than 500 GT, has an
inclining test performed by a marine
surveyor, and has written stability
instructions on board the vesseL The
preamble to the final rules
recommended the requirements in 48
C/R part 28* subpart E as appropriate
standards pending promulgation of
regulations which address vessels in the
ATA. In this SNPRM. the Coast Guard is
proposing these requirements as the
appropriate regulations by revising this
section to include Gsh tender vessels
engaged in the Aleutian trade.

As previously stated, several
comment letters responding to the
NPRM suggested that those proposed
rules were too stringent for couunercial
fishing industry vessels less than 7P feet
(24 meters) in length. Of particular
concern were the proposed requirements
dealing with intact righting energy,
water on deck, and severe wind and
roll. An ad hoc group calling themselves
Naval Architects for Fishing Vessel
Safety (NAFVS) pointed out that thes
requirements were developed for
vessels greater than 79 feet (24 meters)
in length, and that when updviag”ome
of these criteria to the voaaafiigfrktban
79 feet (24 meters) in lengfffig& Sjtfult
was redundancy and not ri£jjB*|8iy
increased safety. Forexam "W BmaU
vessel complies with the intactrighting
energy criteria, It more than likely
already complies with the severe wind
and roll criteria. nierefore, they argue
that it is redundant to require the vessel
to comply With both criteria since safety
is not enhanced. Additionally, the
NAFVS suggested that the intact
righting energy criteria only be required
for commercial Gahing industry vessels
greater than 45 feet (13.7 meters) in
length, because there is no evidence that
these criteria is appropriate for vessels

J fil ifcUffIB /.Im sday. OctoLej 23. f f
! IfIHI

MI—i—f |ml— 1T | meim—

smaller than 45 feet (13.7 meters) in
length. The Coast Guard partially agrees
with these opinions.

The criteria proposed in the NPRM
were developed for vessels greater than
79 feet (24 meters) In length, however,
that does not necessarily mean that they
are not .'ppropriate for vessels less than
79 feet (24 meters) in length. Other
countries such as the United Kingdom
(UK) have required vessels as small as
40 feet (12 meters) in length to comply
with the agme intact righting energy
criteria as proposed in the NPRM. The
Coast Guard's position on this issue is
that there is not enough information
available to support or refute an
extension of these criteria to all vessels
less than 79 feet (24 meters) in length.
Therefore, the Coast Guard has decided
not to impose the same intact righting
energy criteria as proposed in the
NPRM. The regulations proposed in this
SNPRM reflect the Coast Guard's new
position that these regulations should
take into account the size of the vessels,
their operation, and the expected cause
of many of the casualties classified as
stability related.

Casualty data reveals that stability
related casualties that resulted in loss of
life or loss of the vessel, in many
instances, resulted from human error.
This was particularly true for vessels
less than 50 feet (15.2 meters) in length.
Human error includes overloading the
vessel at sea (i.e. overfilling the Gsh
holds), improper loading of topside
weights, or not maintaining the
watertight integrity of the vessel at all
times. The master or individual in
charge of the vessel must be aware of
how changing weights affects stability.
If they were aware, the incidence of
capsizing end sinking would decrease.
This approach, of concentrating on the
master ot the individual in charge of the
vessel and how the vessel is operated,
will not be economically burdensome
and the mandatory measures will not be
very intrusive. However, ifin due course
an improvement in safety does not
result, then more stringent requirements
will be considered in the future.

Based upon the casualty review
previously mentioned and the comment
letters, in particular those of the
NAFVS, the Coast Guard proposes that
vessels less than 79 feet (24 meters) in
length be broken down into two groups
with varied requirements. A vessel
greater than 50 feet (15.2 meters) in
length but less than 79 feet (24 meters) in
length would be required to comply with
the requirements of subpart E except
8g 28.565 (water on deck] and 28.575
(severe wind and roll). This will be
addressed further in the discussion of
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those sectipns. A vessel 50 feet (15.7
meters) in eng th Or less would be
excluded from the majority of this
subpart, provided it:

1. Has stabrlr insfru trons developed
v\}rﬁquah edr Ividua WhICh comply
Ith § 28.530:

2. Has a letter of attestation signed by
the owner and the master or Individual
in charge of the vessel which complies
with S 28.505; and

% Comglres with the alternatrve
subdivision req urremento S 28.525.
Due to the casualg te avarlable and
tne arg ent macle my e NAFVS. that
F Ity req urre ents are not
P icaple te a vesaels Igss than 79 feet
te 0ast Guar

l) F[’ 0sing a
ﬁa orn 0f 50 Teet (15.2 meters).

Whi eugrl}e rnte{ératronahl1 communr er}as

12

rea om% t?re (Q,oastGuarrfs osrtron
which rs gased on. the stanilit re te
casualtg aavarl le, rsthtso eet
15.2 MEters| is t]emore ar%ﬁroprr te
Frﬁak oint for the U.S. commercia

sning Industry.

Section 28.505 Vessel Owner's
Responsibility

This section proposes additiona
onsr% tresp{% the owner otn a vessel

su éect f0 this suﬁ) t] y_requirin

letter of attestation. T eCofatGu r 'S

Eosr ion In both the final ru and this
NP Mrsnottor rret rr

mvo vement In st V%
ly th eowne esr ne The
res onsibili orensurrn raﬁce
with the sta ||t re ur enés IS t
owners 0 reinforc rsan

Je esl nﬁrs ma ters or
rvr uals a] eo vessels working
Foo eratrve withvessel ow ers, a
etter o (5 atronsr neqd by both the
ownera? temasf or Individual In
charge of the vesse IS propose
The rntent 0 re rnFq this Iette[
attestat ronr rst 1t wauld
gggure th eesgalrv ! ét alnn tgggl lons are
dee)rstoo them sterorrg xrrdual
rncareot vesa ebc? y, It
wou nsureta esta hg
mstructro‘rs are familiar to the master or
deua in churge of the vessel.
Sta rtg Instructions, no mat er
ac urat ora rop late ar no ene fit
tgagetgo : ro erg Thrs er
stati u
sta%ﬁ Han vro(n
rned rr/the
owneran avar
est It
Fdw eneverachange in the
i ése S ovrrnershrB occurs; the m ster or

tter o
attesta e mar
um(a e req urred to
vidual in charge changes, or the
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vessel Is codified. A sample latter is
provided.

Itis important to note that the letter of
attestation must be signed hy both the
owner and the master ortndhridual in
charge of the vessel. If the owner and
the master or individual in charge of the
vessel is the same person, the letter
must still be signed in both places,
because the two parts of the letter 3tate
two different things. The Coast Guard's
position is that this will help ensure that
the owner accepts the guidance
provided by the qualified individual as
appropriate for the vessel. It will also
help ensure that the master or Individual
in charge of the vessel, the individual
who actually uses the guidance, knows
the guidance exists and understands the
guidance provided and its importance to
the safety of the vessel and the
individuate on board. The letter of
attestation should also promote
communication among the qualified
individual, the vessel owner, and the
master or individual in charge of the
vessel. The qualified individual may
have the technical training and
experience in stability, but the master or
individual in charge of tin vessel is
more familiar with vessel operations.
Therefore, in order to come up with
appropriate stability instructions, both
individuals abcuid provide input

Section 221520 Alternative Simplified
Stability Testfor Small Vessels

This sectioa proposes a si.jplified
stability test to evaluate the intact
stability oSa commercial fishing
industry vessel in lieu of the more
complicated stability test and stability
calculations In SS 28525 through 28545
and 3{ 28565 through 28575. This
simplified stability test could be used by
owners of vessels less than 7 « 't (24
meters) In length, if the angle c
downxlcoding exceeds 40 degrees. A
vessel which met the proposed
requirements for a simplified stability
test would be exempt from ths 1
subdivision requirement* o f1 2*1580, if
compliance with tha
subdivision requiremeat»&|[i$;tt,325
were demonstrated.

As stated in the proaaAtfeilia
NPRM. the Committee andllte Coast
Guard Dlstric- Wishing V sesd Safety
Coordinators have stressed the
importance of providing a simple
method of evaluating stability for small
commercial fishing industry vessels.
Several comment letters suggested that,
for vessels less than 79 feet {24 maters)
in length which do not cany deck loads,
IMO rerchition A507, the RoH Period «
Test, is an appropriate simple method of
evehmtfag stability. The comment
let.ers also pointed out that Navigation

and Vessel Inspection Circular (NV1C)
3-76, Stability of Fishing Vessels,
addresses the use of the roll period test.
However, they did not note that NV1C
3-76 did not endorse the use of the roll
period test for commercial fishing
industry vessels less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length.

In NVIC 5-66, Voluntary Standards
for U.S. Uninspected Commercial
Fishing Vessels, the Coast Guard
declined to endorse the use of this roll
period test for four specific reasons.
These ore:

1. The roll period is only indicative of
the fishing vessel's initial upright
metacentric height (GM) and not the full
range of stability nor the area under the
righting arm curve. These and other
important stability characteristics such
as the maximum righting arm (the angle
at which the maximum righting arm
occurs) are important factors in stability
evaluation.

2. The data tried to develop the
nomogram shown in IMO Resolution A/
ES.IV/168 was taken from European
fishing vessels and corstal freighters.
The Ck-’v.' Guard is nrt convinced that
the roll coefficients recommended are
appropriate for U.S. fishing vesrels
considering the variety of fisheries and
the divarsity of hull forms and
arrangements.

3. A roll test may not be used by the
operator to evaluate the fishing vesseTs
stability white underway by operators
who do not faDy understand the
limitations of measuring the roll period
to evaluate stability. Measuring the rofi
period in ehli water is n case of free
oscillation where the measured rofi
period is the fishing vessel's natural roll
period. This may or may not be the case
when the fishing vessel rofis in a
seaway. Ifwaves of a constant period
act upon the fishing vessel fora
significantly long period of time, the
measured roll period will be that of the
waves. Ifwaves of a constant period are
not experienced, the measured roll
period may be the natural roll period of
the fishing vessel, or, more likely, a
combination of the fishing vessel's
natural period ofroll and the period of
the seaway. This combination puls
additional forces on the vessel and
could provide the master or individual In
charge of the vessel with Inaccurate
Information which amid lead to Mvera
problems.

4. Finally, the Coast Guard is
concerned- that the roll ooefficients do
not accurately account for die changes
in the roll gyred!us as the fishing vessel
operates between full load and burned
out (10% capacity of consumables. Le,
fuel and water tanks] eruditions. A
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significant change in the roll gyradius
means that the actual GM may be much
different than that indicated from
measuring the roll period and
calculating the GM baaed in the
equations given. While this test could be
dona at different loading conditions, this
would make the test very time
consuming. Additionally, the results
may not be accurate enough to
determine the true stability of the vessel
which may lead to a false sense of
security on the pat of the master or
individual in charge of the vessel.

Since 1675, the UK has required m
modified version of this roll period test,
on a pans/fail basis, as an alternative to
the IMO Intact Stability criteria. While
the UK endorses this type of test, it
requires that the test bisrepeated every
four years oa those commercial fishing
industry vessels that have passed a
previous rofi period test Additionally,
the UK hatoone to appreciate the
limitations of the rofi period test in that
it onty maascre* the initial GM, in calm
water, and then only in a fall load
departure condition which may ornay
not be the woroa operating condition.

Based on the experiences of the UK
and the reasons listed above, the Coast
Guard has decided not to adopt tha roll
period test as an alternative method of
evaluating a commercial fishing industry
vessel's stability. However, the Coast
Guard is stOl interested fa providing a
simple method of evaluating the stability
of a vessel and invites interested parties
to submit comments on this subject.

Several comment letters expressed the
opinion that a downfioodfag angle
greater than 40 degree* in all load
conditions was very difficult to
determine from mere observation, and
therefore, would require an extensive
amount of calculations. This la him
would defeat the whole purpose of using
the simplified test They suggested that
a simple way to determine the
downfioodfag angle be developed.
Additionally, they expressed the opinion
that while this simplified stability test
was adequate for passenger vessel*, it
was inappropriate for comssercial
fishing industry vessels because they
tend to operate with far lets freeboard
thus passenger vessels. The Coast
Guard disagrees with the argument that
this test is not appropriate for
commercial fishing industry vessels.
While the simplified stability test was
developed far passenger vessels, the
Coast Guard's position fa that it faan
adequate aitersativs forcommercial
fishing industry vessels, ft may be of
limited uu forexisting commercial
fish :ng industry vessels, however, this
test aioag with the stability regulations
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in general, is intended to promote new
fishing vessel designs with larger
freeboards.

Several comment lelter*«ep«saed the
opinion that this section brresarved for
future study. The Coast Guard
disagrees. The Coast GuarrTs position is
that this simplified stability test is n
satisfactory alternative. However, the
Coast Guard is always interested in
suggestions to improve safety. Interested
parties are invited to continue to
conduct research and ettempt to
develop other methods to simplify
stability evaluations.

The Coast Juard is actively pursuing
the development and use of advanced
methods for evaluating small vessel
stability, particularly for commercial
fishing industry vessels. Advanced
criteria which arc based on dynamic
motions in extreme seas (a non-linear
boundary condition problem) able lo
predict a level of protection against
capsizing given a particular hull form
and sea state condition would be very
useful. The resorrch being conducted
throughout the U.d. and in other
countries is still mainly in the
theoretical stage. However, a greater
level of effort and coordination is being
provided by the Coast Guard, which in
time, will lead to practical solutions. The
Coast Guard's position is that with the
growth of computer technology and the
need to develop a criteria usable by the
majority of naval architects and fishing
vessel designers, alternative approaches
to evaluating the stability of commercial
fishing industry vessels will be available
in the future.

Section 26.525 Alternative Subdivision

This section proposes regulations
pertaining to alternate subdivision
requirements on vessels less than 76 feet
(24 meters) in length. This section, when
used in conjunction with the simplified
stability test for commercial fishing
industry vessels less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length in 528.520, would
allow evaluation of the staK Hty of the
majority of commercial Industry
vessels without a stabifhjjgw ~and
detailed stability calculaBHKTr

Thirteen comment lettttpHpressed
the opinion that the proposed
alternative subdivision for veosels less
than 79 feet (24 meters) in length
contained in the NPRM was too
restrictive and would result in bulkhead
epacing of 2-3 feet (0.6-0.9 meters)
because of the lower freeboards typical
of commercial fishing industry vessels.
The comment letters recommended
placing watertight bulkheads at each
end of the engineroom, the lazarette.
and fish holds. The comment letters
indicated that this would be more than

satisfactory and less restrictive. The
Coast Guard agrees and has adopted
these recommendations.

The NPRM proposed a bulkhead
spacing similar to that on 6mall
passenger vessels. This criterion
requires bulkheads to be more closely
spaced as freeboard (a measure of
reserve buoyancy) is reduced. Since the
freeboard on commercial fishing
industry vessels less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length is typically much
smaller than the freeboard on small
passenger vessels of similar size, the
bulkhead spacing is less. This would not
allow sufficient space to install an
engine or steering gear, stow fishing
gear and related equipment, nor provide
for a workable internal arrangement.

Review of casualty data shows that
unintentional flooding of commercial
fishing industry vessels is a serious
problem and many vessel losses and
fatalities can oe prevented if there are
watertight compartments which limit
unintentional flooding. Therefore, the
Coast Guard proposes requiring
watertight bulkheads around the
engineroom. the lazarette, the fish holds,
and any other space with a non-
watertight closure on the main deck. In
addition, this section proposes that
compliance with 55 28.250 and 28.255 be
required for all vessels. This would
ensure that these compartments could
be de-watered if they are
unintentionally flooded. In line with
keeping these spaces watertight, sluice
valves would be prohibited from being
installed in the watertight bulkheads. A
sluice valve is a valve Uiat is attached at
the bottom of a bulkhead with no
connecting piping and used for allowing
liquid to flow from one compartment
into an adjoining one. Sluice valves are
difficult to maintain watertight over long
periods of time and represent a
degradation of bulkhead's watertight
integrity.

This section also proposes that a
statement be included on the stability
instructions for operating personnel,
stating that the watertight bulkheads
will be maintained watertight at all
times. This will help operating personnel
to understand the importance of
maintaining watertight integrity and act
as a reminder to e.isure the bulkheads
are not compromised.

Section 28.565 Water on Deck

This section proposes to revise the
applicability of this section to exclude
all commercial fishing industry vessels
less than 79 feet (24 meters) in length.
There were several comment letters
submitted in response to the NPRM that
suggested that the water on deck
requirement was a redundant
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requirement if a vessel meets the
proposed intact stability criteria and has
adequate freeing ports. Also, the
comment letters suggested that this
requirement was not appropriate to
vessels less than 79 feet (24 meters) in
length and should not be required for
these vessels. The Coast Guard agrees
and proposes to require compliance with
this requirement only for vessels over 79
feet (24 meters) in length.

The adverse effects of water on deck
ha9 been a concern to the Coast Guard
for some time. W ater on deck is a result
of decka being swamped from heavy
seas ard the water not draining quickly
enough through the freeing ports in the
bulwarks. This can detrimentally affect
the stability of a commercial fishing
industry vessel by adding to the
displacement of thn vessel, raising its
vertical center of gravity (VCG), creating
additional free surface, and increasing
the rolling acceleration and the roll
angle. As a result, water on deck has
been a contributing factor to many
capsizings and sinkings on vessels less
than 79 feet (24 meters) in length.
However, it cannot be determined if it
was a major factor in these casualties.
Review of the casualty data indicates
that in moat of the capsizings and
sinkings, the vessels were not in
compliance with the intact righting
energy criteria as recommended in
NVIC 5-86 and now being proposed as
required criteria in this SNPRM. If these
vessels were in compliance with the
recommended intact righting energy
criteria, the additional water on deck
may not have caused the vessels to
capsize and sink. Therefore, the Coast
Guard's position is that, at this time,
requiring the commercial fishing
industry vessels less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length to meet both the
proposed Intact righting energy criteria
and the water on deck criteria is
unnecessary. Meeting the proposed
intact righting energy criteria along with
the use of the required stability
information developed by the "qualified
individual™ should be sufficient.

Section 26.570

Several comment letters suggested
that the proposed intact righting energy
criteria were too stringent for small
commercial fishing industry vessels and
therefore, the criteria be reduced. The
Coast Guard partially agrees.

The intact righting energy criteria
were developed for vessels greater *han
79 feet (24 meters) in length. To extend
the requirement to comply with the
proposed criteria to all vessels 193 than
79 feet (24 meters) in length would not
be in the best interests of the industry

Intact Righting Energy
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especially In light of the foot that this
industry Q«>been unregulated for to
long. The Coast Guard's position is that
some of the vessels less then 79 feet (24
metersj in length can be dantgncd to
meet this criteria and it would enhance
the safety of the vessel.

Countries in the international
community, such as the UK have
required vessels down to 40 feet (12
meters) in length to comply with the
same criteria cs proposed here. In fad,
the UK is in the process of extending
this crit-*ria to all fishing vessels
regardlets of size. However, this has not
yet taken place and no data is available
to evaluate what affed this will have on
the safety af these smaller vessels. The
Coast Guard's position is that the
commercial fishing industry vessels less
than 79 feet (24 meters) In length be
broken down Into two groups, those
vessels greater than 50 feet (15.2 meters)
in length bat less than 79 feet (24 meters)
in length, and those vessels 50 feet (15-2
meters) in length and less.

The applicability of this section for
these two proposed groups of vessels ia
addressed in 5 28-500. No changes to the
criteria have been made, interested
parlies are invited to continue to
conduct research end attempt to
develop a better understanding of the
relevance of the intad righting energy
criteria far these vessels.

This section proposes revised
applicability to exclude all commercial
fishing industry vessels less than 79 feet
(24 meters) in length. Several comment
letters suggested that this section was

lot appropriate for vessels less than 79
reet (24 meters) m length. The comment
letters raised the question of whether
severe wind and roil has played a major
role in the capsizing of vessels less than
79 feet (24 meters) in length. While
severe wind and roil may have
contributed, they suggest that it was Dot
the major factor. The comment letters
suggest that the profile of a commercial
fishing .idustry vessel laaa than 79 feet
(24 meters) in length is so small, that a
severe wind would not plsgt i significant
factor. The Coast Guard pttffally agrees.

The Coast Guard’s position is that
since the Coa t Guard is proposing that
all commercial fishing industry vessels
less than 79 feet (24 meters) in length
must meet the intact righting energy
criteria and have the stability
instructions developed by the "qualified
individual”, that requiring these vessels
to meet the criteria in this section would
be unnecessary. Therefore, vessels less
than 79 feet (24 meters) in length would
not be required to meet the severe wind
criteria.

Section 2B.800 Stability for Load Line
Assignment

This taction proposes regulations
related to stability requirements! for ail
commercial fishing industry vessels that
operate with a Load Line Certificate. In
the post, anjr commercial *ahing
industry vessel thatwas n quired to
have a load line had to demonstrate
adequate stability. The criteria by which
an owner demonstrated adequate
stability vras developed by various
policy decisions. The Coast Guard’s
position ia that such criteria should be
the subject of rulemaking ta permit
comment by tha pabfic. Therefore, the
Coast Guard proposes that each vessel
must conduct a stability test in
accordance with $ 28.535. Following the
stability test, additional stability criteria
muut be met. Two sets of stability
criteric ere proposed and eitner may be
applied. In either case, commercial
fishing industry vessels will not be
required to meet damage stability.

Casualty statistics reviewed by the
Coast Guard do not support a
requirement for damage stability. The
loss of a commercial fishing industry
vessel due to collision damage is rare. A
majority of the stability related lossee
have been attributed to a loss of
watertight integrity due to inadequate
closures or improper maintenance ol
closures. The Coast Guard's position n
that the stability evaluation associate*
with the assignmentof aload line and
the annual survey required to maintain n
Load Line Certificate, could prex at
ouch casualties.

In addition to the annual survey
conducted by the load line assigning
authority, stability information would be
required for the master crindividual in
charge of the vessd. Stability
information would be required to
comply with § 28.530. This section also
addresses issuance of Load Line
Certificates to vessels not required to
obtain such certificates. These vessels
would be required to meet the same
stability requirements as vessels
required to obtain a Load Line
Certificate.

This section proposes to exterd this
alternative to vessels less thar 79 feet
(24 meters) in length. Curren'.iy only
vessels 79 feet (24 meters' or more in
length are eligible for I jad Line
Certificates. The Coast Guard's position
is that by allowing a commercial fishing
industry vessel the option of obtaining
and maintaining a load line, the safety
of that vessel should be enhanced. It
should be noted t'-at vessels less than 79
feet (24 meters) in length are eligible for
only limited domestic service Load Line
Certificates, The certificates are not

ratt / Rwpossi |kites 4A679

recognised under the InlematJonai Load
Line Convection.

The existing load line regulations, 46
CFR subchapter E. were developed for
vessels greater »h*n 79 feet (24 meters)
in length. The purpose of tha load line
regulation to:

L Establu ithe load line marks which
when placed on the vessel indicate the
maximum amidships draft to which the
vessel can be lawfully suhme/gsd;

2. Sat forth tha minimum requirements
for load lioa marks, annual surveys
relating to the Load Line Certificates,
the issuing of tha Load Lina Certificates,
and the carriage of the certificates on
board; and

3. Establish the rules and regulations
for the enforcement of load line
requirements.

Because the load line regulations. 46
CFR subchapter E. were developed for
larger vessels, slight modifications to the
regulations are being proposed for the
vessels less than 79 feet (24 meters) in
length. In particular, the proposed
modifications deal with the minimum
tabular freeboard to be used from Table
42.20-15(b)(l) and calculation of the
minimum bow height Both proposed
modifications are tied to using a length
0f80 feet (24-3 meters) as the minimum.
Table 4220-15(b)(l) establishes the
tabular freeboard- This value is then
adjusted depending on various design
features which affects stability such as
position of deck line, depth, and similar
factors. The Coast Guard's position is
that any proposal should allow naval
architects the same flexibility to take
advantage of design features that
enhance stability provided for vessels
greater than 79 feet (24 meters) In length
by the existing load tine regulations.
However, the Coast Guard also
recognizee that smaller vessels are more
susceptible to factors which reduce
stability, such as the dynamic effects of
a seaway and water on deck. The Coast
Guard's position is that commercial
fishing industry vessels less than 79 feet
(24 meters) in length should be required
to use a iabul.ir freeboard equal to that
of a vessel 30 feet (24.3 meters) in length
and then apply all freeboard corrections,
deductions, and other calculations using
the actual vessel length.

As for the minimum bow height
requirement, the Coast Guard noted a
similar trend. As the vessel got smaller
the minimum bow height did too. The
Coast Guard's position is that the
minimum bow height for a vessel of 80
feet (24.3 meters) in length, is 51 inches
(1.3 meters) and should not be reduced
on a vessel less than 79 feet (24 meters)
in length. Consequently, the Coast
Guard proposed that the minimum bow
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height for vessel* less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length should be determined
assuming the vessel to be 60 feet (24.3
meters) in length.

All other calculetions are to be
performed using the actual vessel length.
This approach will allow commercial
fishing industry vessel designers to take
advantage of design features which
improve stability while ensuring
adequate freeboard assignments which
will maintain or increase the safety of
commercial fishing industry vessels.

These proposed regulations will not
affect the current regulatory project
dealing with the load line regulations
(CGD 66-013). The current project deals
only with required load lines and will
not address the issue of voluntary load
lines.

Subpart F—Fish Processing Vessel and
Fish Trader Vessels Engaged in the
Aleutian Trade

Section 28.700 Applicability

This section proposes revised
applicability of this subpart to include
fish tender vessels in the Aleutian trade
as required by the ATA. Fish tender
vessels engaged in the Aleutian trade
are subject to inspection under the
provisions of 46 U.S.C. 3301(1), (6). or (7)
except those that:

1. Are not more than 500 gross tons:

2. Have an incline test performed by a
marine surveyoi; and

3. Have written stability instructions
posted on board the vessel.

Section 28.720 Survey and
Classification

This section proposes to exclude fish
tender vessels engaged in the Aleutian
trade from being required to be classed.
The ATA only required that fish tender
vessels engaged in the Aleutian trade be
examined once every two years for
compliance wit? the regulations of this
subchapter, it 1 not require the
classing of these vessels.

Regulatory Evaluation

This proposal is not majccifider>
Executive Order 12291 significant
under the Department of TSg”aportation
Regulatory Policies and ProOKbires (44
FR 11040, February 28,1979). A draft
Regulatory Evaluation is available in the
docket for inspection or copying where
indicated under "addresses."

Small Entities

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the Coast Guard
must consider whether this proposal will
have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
“Small entities” include independently
owned and operated small businesses
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that are not dominant in their field and
that otherwise qualify as "small
business concerns” under section 3 of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632).
An estimated 90-95 percent of the total
number of commercial fishing industry
vessels are independently owned. Even
investor md company owned fishing
vessels are predominantly associated
with small businesses. Therefore,
virtually the entire industry can be said
to be composed of small businesses
Although the cost of the regulations is
estimated to be minor when compared
to the total annual revenues of the
domestic industry of over $2.5 billion,
compliance costs fall disproportionately
on a number of individual classes of
fishing vessels.

The cost of these proposed regulations
is estimated to be minor with respect to
commercial fishing vessels less than 36
feet (11 meters) in length operating
inside the Boundary Lines in cold water.
The economic Impact of these
regulations on commercial fishing
industry vessels with less than 4
individuals on board and that operate
beyond the Boundary Line may be
significant. Examples of vessels that fall
into this category are combination
vessels, vessels that use a wide variety
of gear types such as troll lines, still
lines, pot hauling gear, long lines, oyster
tongs, and dredges. The economic
impact on these vessels will depend
upon the Bafety equipment already on
board these vessels.

A documented 36-foot vessel with less
than four individuals on board operating
beyond the Boundary Line could incur
capital costs estimated to be $1,400 and
annual costs estimated to be $320. While
this ma” be a significant amount to
invest in a fishing vessel worth $10,000
to $20,000, this is substantially less than
the $4,500 It would have cost if the
current survival craft tables remained
unchanged.

Part-time and seasonal operators
represent a significant proportion of
many fisheries. The cost of complying
with the regulations ia the same for part-
time and seasonal operators as it is for
full-time operators. Therefore, these
regulations may lead some part-time
and seasonal operators to discontinue
commercial fishing activities.

Stability is also an area that may
adversely impact small fishing vessel
owners, which are all believed to qualify
as small entities. The cost of stability
tests alone can be from $1,000 to $5,000
per fishing vessel. Since most
commercial fishing industry vessels are
custom built and would be requited to
have a stability lest of some form, the
economic burden could be relatively
high. However, since the majority of the
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commercial fishing industry vessels are
less than 50 feet (15.2 meters) in length,
the capital cost is estimated to be $1,925
per vessel since the Coast Guard is
proposing to eliminate stability tests on
these vessels. For those vessels greater
than 50 feet (15.2 meters) in length but
less than 79 feet (24 meters) in length,
the total capital cost could be from
$3,575 to $18,213.

If you feel that your business qualifies
as a small entity and would ouffer
significant, negative, economic impact,
please submit a comment explaining
why your business qualifies as a small
entity and to what degree the proposed
regulations would economically affect
your business. Cost data submitted will
be thoroughly evaluated before
publication of the final rule.

Collection of Information

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) reviews
each proposed rule which contains a
collection of information requirement to
determine whether the practical value of
the information is worth the burden
imposed by its collection. Collection of
information requirements include
reporting, recordkeeping, notification,
and other similar requirements.

This proposal contains collection of
information requirements in the
following sections: 28.60, 26.275, and
28.505.

The reporting and recordkeeping
requirement associated with this rule is
being submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget for approval in
accordance with 44 U.S.C. chapter 35.
The following particulars apply:

DOT No: 2115; OMB Control No:

Administration: U.S. Coast Guard.

Title: Commercial Fishing Industry
Vessel Regulations.

Need for Information: This
information collection requirement is
needed to (1) ensure that stability
calculations are conducted, stability
instructions that are understandable and
usable are provided, and that the master
or individual in charge of the vessel
knows about the instructions and attests
that they will be used: (2) ensure that
the training required by 46 CFR 28.270 is
conducted by qualified instructors who
use courses that meet the minimum
standards as determined by the Coast
Guard; (3) provide documentation to the
boarding officers that the required
training has been conducted by a
qualified individual; and (4) provide
documentation to the boarding officer
that indicates that certain regulations
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have been exempted for the boarded
vessel.

Frequency: On occasion.

Burden Estimate: 1.9895 hours
annually.

Respondents: 7.555 annually.

Form(s): None.

Average Burden Houre per
Respondent: 0.25 hours (15 minutes).

For further informs':,.:, contact. The
Information Rer»:b*s»..<snts Division. M -
34. Office of the Secretary of
Transportation. 400 Seventh Street. SW..
W ashington. DC 20503. (202) 39S-7340.

Federalism

The Coast Guard has analyzed this
proposal in accordance with the
principles and criteria contained in
Executive Order 12612 and has
determined that tnis proposal does not
have sufficient federalism implications
to war. ant the preparation ofa
Federalism Assessment. This proposed
rulemaking establishes additional safety
siandards for commercial fishing
industry vessels. x ha authority 'o
regulate concerning the safety of
commercial fishing vessels in all
navigable waters is committed to the
Coast Guard by statute. Furthermore,
sinct commercial fishing vessels tend to
move from port to port in the national
marketplace, safety standards for
commercial fishing vessels should be of
national scope to avoid unreasonably
burdensome variances. Therefore, if this
rule becomes final, the Coast Guard
intends it to preempt State action
addressing the same subject matter.

Environment

The Coast Guard considered the
environmental impact of this proposal
and concluded that under section 2.B.2
of Commandant Instruction M16475.1B,
this proposal is categorically excluded
from further environmental
documentation. These proposed rules
are expected to have no significant
effect on the environmentA Categorical
Exclusion Determination Mtfteoent has
been prepared and has bw ~jtaced in
the rulemaking docket.

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 28

Fire prevention. Fishing vessels,
incorporation by reference, Lifesaving
equipment, Main and auxiliary
machinery, Marine safety, Navigation
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Seamen. Stability.

In consideration of the foregoing, the
Coast Guard proposes to amend chapter
I. title 48, Code of Federal Regi.. ons.
part 28 as follows:

PART 26—REQUIREMENTS FOR
COMMERCIAL FIBHIMGINPU3TR f
VESSELS

1. The authority citation for part s
revised to read as follows:

Authority: 46 U.S.C. 2310, 4502. 4505 4506,
6104, 10603; 49 U.S.C. app. 1804: 49 CFR 1.48.

2. Paragraph (b) of § 28.40 is amended
by adding in alphabetical order the
following entry to read as follows:

328.40 Incorporation by reference.
. . . # *

American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) 1916 Race St..
Philadelphia. PA 19103.

F-1321-90—Standard Guide for
Conducting n Stability Tedt (lightweight
Survey and Inclining Experiment) to
Determine the Light Ship Displacement
and Centers of Gravity of a Vessel—
28.535.
k . . « .

3. Section 28.50 is amended by adding
the following definitions in alphabetical
order to read as follows

§28.50 Definition of term* used Intbit
part.
e . . . t

Aleutian trade means lhe
transportation of cargo, including fishery
related products, for hire on board a fish
tender vessel to or from a place in
Alaska west of 153 degrees West
longitude and east of 172 degrees East
longitude if that place receives weekly
common carrier service by water, toaor
from a place in the United States, except
a place in Alaska.

Note: Since a place is in Ihe Aleutian trade
only if weekly common carrier service by
water to thal place exists, changes in weekly
common carrier service will affect ¢ place's
status with respect to the Aleutian trade.

Coast Guard Boarding Officer means
a commissioned, warrant, or petty
officer of the Coast Guard having
authority to board any vessel under the
Aci of August 4,1949. 63 Stat. 502, ao
amended (14 U.S.C. 89).
. . . K

. &

District Commander means an officer
of the Coast Guard designated as such
by the Commandant to command all
goasiGuard activities within a district.

L]

. .

Especially hazardous condition
means a condition which may be life
threatening or lead io serious injury if

continued.
m ¢« A S

4. A new § 28.60 is added to read as
follows:
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} 2660 EMmptton totter.

(a) Specific exemption. A commercial
fishing; industry vessel may be exempted
from certain requirements of this part
upon written request if the District
Commander determines:

(1) Good cause exists for granting an
exemption; and

(2) The safety of the vessel and those
on board will not be adversely affected.

(b) When an exemption is granted to a
commercial fishing industry vessel by
the District Commander, a letter
describing the exemption will be issued
by the District Commander and must be
maintained on board the vessel for the
term g exemptige-

(c) e District ¢
Commander may Issue an exemption
applicable to a class of vessels for
limited time periods. Such an exemption
will be in writing end will specify the
terms under v*hich the class exemption
is granted. These class exemptions must
be maintained on board each vessel to
which the exemption applies.

5. A new 9 28.65is added to read as
follows:

§28.65 Termination of unsafe operation™.

(a) A Coast Guard Boarding Officer
may direct the master or individual in
charge of a vessel «o immediately take
reasonable steps necessary for the
safety of individuals on board the vessel
if the Boarding Officer observes the
vessel being operated in an unsafe
manner and determines that an
especially hazardous condition exists.
This may include directing the master or
individual in charge of the vessel to
return the vessel to a mooring and
remain there until the situation creating
ihe especially hazardous condition is
corrected or other specific action is
taken.

(b) Especially hazardous conditions
include but are not limited to, operation
with:

Q) Insufficient liiesaving equipment
on board including but not limited to:

(1) An insufficient number of
serviceable PFDs or immersion suits on
board; and

(i) An insufficient number of
complement of serviceable survival craft
for the number of persons on beard.

(2) No operable Emergency Position
Indicating Radio Beacon, if required, or
without operable communication
equipment, if required. When both are
required, then at least one must be
operable.

(3) Insufficient firefighting equipment
on board.

(4) Excessive gasoline liquid or vapors
in any space.
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5) Irn tblhty reaafting from
ovsrioading or linpropor loodfeg.

{«J fetsfMrthie bfira tjrteaa,

(7) bwoxtardoo twths iMater «r
IndSvkhsel In charge of
defned In 33 CFR 96-020.

(8) A total lack of operaMa sxvigodon
light* during periods of rtdncad
visibility.

(9) Required watertight doaoree
missing or inoperable.

(10) Flooding or uncontrolled leahage
in any space.

(11) Failure *ohave a currently
endorsed Load Line Certificate, vrhen
required.

(c) A Coaxit Guard Boarding Officer
reay direct the individual in charge ofa
fish processing vessel that does not have
on board a Load Line Certificate issued
by the American Bureau of Shipping or a
similarly qualified organization to return
die vessel to a mooring and to remain
there until the vessel obtains such a
certificate.

a Section 20,120 is amended by
revising paragraph (a), removing
paragraph (b), redesignating and
republishing paragraphs (c) throngh (h)
as paragraphs (b) through (g)
respectively, and revising tables 2&120
(a), (bju and (c) to read as follows:

as

J2&1& Surrtval craft

(a) Except as provided In paragraphs
ic) through (g) of this section, each
vessel must carry the survival craft
specified in Table 31.120(a), Table

28.120(b\ or Table 281120(c). as
appropriate for the vessel In an
aggregate capacity to accommodate the
total number of persons on board.

(b) Except as provided by i 2a303,
compliance dates for the requirements
for the number and type of survival craft
in Tables 2ai20(a), 28.120(b), and
28.120(c) are:

(1) Fora documented vessel that
operatas in the Nocth Pacific Area,
September 1,1992;

(2) For a documented vessel that
operates In the Great Lakes or tn the
Atlantic Ocean north and east of a line
drawn nt a bearing ABQ* true tom Watch
Hill Light, Rhode bland, September 1,
1993;

(3) Foreach other documented vessel,
September 1 1994; and

(4) For each other vessel, September 1.
1995.

(c) Each survival craft installed on
board a vessel before September 15,
1791 may continue to be used to meet
the requirements of this section
provided the survival craft is:

(1) Of the same type os required in
Tables 28.120(a), 28.120(b), or 28.120(0),
as appropriate for the vessel type; and

(2) Maintained in good and
serviceable condition.

(d) Each Inflatable liferaft installed on
board a vessel before September 15,
1991 may continue to be used to meet
the requirements for nn approved
inflatable liferafl provided the existing
liferaft ia maintained in good and

sendcaabk condition es required by
Table 28.140, and | a equipped with the
equipment pack required by Tables
28.120(a), 28.120(b), or 28.120(c). as
appropriate for the vessel type. Where
no equipment pack is specified In Tables
28.120(a), 28.120(b), or 2a120(c), a
coastal service pack is the minimum
required.

(e) An approved lifeboat may be
substituted for any survival craft
required by this section, provided it ia
arranged and equipped in accordance
with part S4 of this cl apter

(f) The capacity or an auxiliary craft
carried on board a vessel which is
integral to and necessary for normal
fishing operations will satisfy the
requirements of this section for survival
craft except for an inflatable liferaft,
provided the craft Is readily accessible
during an emergency and is capable of
safely holding all individuals oa board
the vessel. Ifthe auxiliary craft is
equipped with a Coast Guard required
capacity plate, the boat must not be
loaded so as to exceed the rated
capacity,

(g) A vessel less then 38 feet in length
which meets tha positive flotation
provisions of 33 CFR part 183 is exempt
from the requirement for survival craft
iii paragraph (a) of this section for
operation on the following waters:

(1) Within 12 miles of the coastline,
any waters; and

(2) Rivers.

Table 28.120(a).—Survivw. Craft for Documented Vessels

Area

Beyond (hmites of coastsna.
Between 20-50 mSo* of coastline, cofd water*...
Betwwn 20-50 evto* of ccasMne, warm wetars............

Vessel type

Beyond Boundary Line, between 12-20 mice of coasOna, cofd .. . . .o

waters.

Beyond Boundary Line, within 12 rritei of cooaSins, cold waters....

Beyond Boundary

hssde Boundary Une, ootd waters; or Lakes, bays, aounda, cokj

m lan; or Rivera, cold trains.
Inside Boundary Line, warm m Mm

vaters: or Rivera warn warn, 5*>*-
firsffl 1ikm, wiirl M M n -Sm fm

Great Lfiki**, beyor.-j 3 frctet of aU m fc watto waters

Great Lakes, within 3 mites Ol owmBmi wwro WStEr*

LeM then 36 feet (11 nxnars) J; H~gth

lakes, bays, sounds, warm

36 feet (11 meters) or mofe In length.....

All

36 feet 111 meicrs) or more in length.....

Sur.krtd osft regured

Inflatable Harsh with SOLAS A pack.
Inflatable kferaft with SOLAS B pack.
Inflatable Harsh.
InJhfiabSa Harsh.

InAitabis bucyanr apparatus.
Buoyant apparatus.

Ufa 9m 1

Inflatabia buoyant apparatus

buoyant apparatus
Nona.

InAa'ebte buoyanf apparatua.
Booy»-y afuparatua
Buoyant apvvrS'O.

All..

None.

Not* The hierarchy of MI&Hri cr*9 in O*acerjtrj OEr a 1Htboat, niflatable Weraft with SOLAS A pack. inflatable Ilfaraft with SOLAS 8 pack, Inflatable liferaft
with coastal tervice pack, inllatable buoyant apparatus, life float, buoyant apparatus. A survival craft higher in the hierarchy may bo autaMuled lor any eumvai oran

togesred In tha tarto.

Table 28.120(b).—Survival Craft for Undocumented Vessels With Not More Than 18 Individuals on Board

Area

Beyond "0 ITilEt of 008ISNE.. oo

Beyond Boundary Line, between 12-20 mile* ol ooastime cold All

walr/s

Beyotd Boundary Une. wrthin 12 miles of cocsltir.o, cold waters......

Vessel type

All

Survival craft required

InftaJtole buoyant apparatua
tnftetatte buoyant apraratue.

36 foul (11 meters) or mora in length......

Buoyant apparatus
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Table 28.i20<b).—Survival Craft for Undocumented Vessels With Not More Than 16 Individuals on Board—Continued

Inside Boundary Line, cold waters: or Lakes, bays, sounds, cold

waters: or Rivers. cokJ water.
Do. . .
Inside Boundary Line, warm waters: or
waters; or Rivers, warm waters.
Great Lakes, cold waters

Great Lakos. beyond 3 miles ol coastline warm waters.

Great Lakos, wittiin 3 miles ol coastline warm waters

Vessel type

Beyond Boundary Lino, witrwi 20 miles ol coastline, warm waters....

All

Survival crait required

Buoyant apparatus.

... Buoyant apparatus

Buoyant apparatus.

None.

N0|0. The hierarchy ol survival craft in descending order is lifeboat, inflatable liferaft with SOLAS A pack, inflatable liferaft with SOLAS 8 pack, inflatable liferaft
with coastal service pack, inflatable buoyant apparatus, life float, buoyant apparatus. A survrval craft higher in the hierarchy may be substituted lor any survival craft

required in this table.

Table 28.120(c).—Survival Craft for Undocumented Vessels With More Than 16 individuals on 3 oard

Area

Beyond 50 miles ol Coastline.....
Between 20-50 miles ot coastline, coM waters.
Between 20-50 miles ol coastline, warm waters...

Beyond Boundary Line, between 12-20 nules ot coastline, cold

waters.

waiers; or Rivers, cold waters..
Do

Beyond Boundary Line, within 20 nvles ol coastline, warm waters ...
Inside Boundary Line, cold waiers; or Lakes, bays, sounds, cold

Vessel type

inside Boundary Una, warm waters; or Lakes, bays, sounds, warm

waters; or Rrvors, warm waters.
Grunt 1ikM rolrl watnm

Groat Lakes, beyond 3 mites ot coastline, warm waters

Great Lakes, within 3 mrtea ot coastline, warm waters

Survrval craft required

.. inflatable irior*ft with SOl AS R pack
. Inflatable kfaraft
inflatable IHeralL

inflatable buoyant apparatus.
Buoyant apparatus.

Lite float

Inflatable buoyant apparatus.

Buoyant apparatus.

..... Inflatable buoyant apparatus.

Buoysnt apparatus.

Buoyant apparatus.

Note: The hierarchy ol survrval craft in descending order is lifeboat inflatable Hlerafl with SOLAS A pack, inflatable Weraft with SOLAS B pick, mltatable Irleraft
with coastal service pack, inflatable buoyant apparatus. Ufa float, buoyant apparatus. A survival craft higher in the hierarchy may M substituted for any survival craft

requeed m this table.

7. The heading of Qubpart C is revised
to read as follows:

Subpart C—Requirement* for
Documented Vessels That Operate
Beyond the Boundary Unas or With
More Than 16 Individuals On Board, or
for Fish Tender Vessels Engaged In
the Aleutian Trade

8. Section 28.200 is revised to read as
follows:

528.200 Applicability.

Each documented coHgSKial Ashing
industry vessel that opM Ose beyond the
Boundary Line or that qpgptes with
more than 16 individuoSoa board or is
a Ash tender vessel engaged in the
Aleutian trade, must meet the
requirements of this Bubpart in addition
to the requirements of subparts A and B
of this part.

9. Anew S28.275 is added to read as
follows:

328.275 Acceptance criteria for
Instructor* and course curricula.

(a) Except an provided in paragraph
(b) of this section, an individual who i9
trained in the proper procedures for

conducting the drills and performing the
instruction required by S$28.270(a) shall
submit a written request and the
following documentation to the
cognizant OCMI:

(D) A valid license for the operation of
an inspected vessel of 100 gross tons or
more: or

(2) Proof that the individual;

(i) Has at least one year (360 days) of
underway, seagoing experience as a
seaman on a U.S. documented
commercial Ashing industry vessel
within Ave years of the written request:

(ii) Has submitted a statement that the
individual has never been denied a
Coast Guard license or had a license
suspended or revoked:

(iii) Has submitted a detailed course
summary outlining the curriculum of the
contingencies required in $28.270(a),
and the methods of instruction to be
utilized; and

(iv) Meets one of the following
criteria:

(A)  Has been employed for at least
one academic year as an instructor of
seamanship, survival at sea. or other
maritime safety related U.S. Coast
Guard approved training course:

(B) Is certiAed as an instructor by the
Coast Guard Auxiliary;

(C) Is certiAed as an instructor by the
American Red Cross. American Heart
Association, or the National Associate n
of Underwater Instructors;

(D) Is certiAed as a AreAghter with
special training or unique experience in
shipboerd AreAghting; or

(E) Is certiAed as a police ofAcer with
op’ “al training or experience in marine
law enforcement.

(b) An individual who can not qualify
as an instructor under paragraph (a) of
this section, may request Coast Guard
acceptance based on documentation
which establishes, to the cognizant
OCMI's satisfaction, that the individual
has received recent, specialized,
professional training or experience
which relates directly to the
contingencies listed in 5 28.270(a).

(c) Each OCMI shall:

(D) Issue a letter of acceptance to any
qualiAed individual; and

(2) Maintain a list of accepted
instructors in their zone.

(d) Letters of acceptance shall be
valid for a period of Ave years.
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(e) Coast Guard accepted fnatructors
may issue documents to indJrkjuais
ctmftrming that they received the
required instruction.

10. The heading of subpart D is
revised to read as follows;

Stbpart D—Additional Requirements
for Certain Vessels

:Il. Section 28.300 is revised to read as
follows:

321300 Applicability end general
requirements.

This section, in addition to the
requirements of subparts A, B, ard C of
thii part, applies to the following
vensels:

(a) Each commercial fishing industry
veiael which has its keel laid or is at a
similar stage of construction, or which
undergoes a major conversion
completed, on or after September 15,
1991, and that operates with more than
18 Individuals on board.

(11)
the Aleutian trade except for those
described in paragraph (c) of this
section.

(c) On [one year after the effective
date ofthefinalrule.), each fish tender
vessel engaged in the Aleutian trade
that has not undergone a major
conversion and;

1
before September 8, 199Cfc or

(21 W es purchased to be used In the
Aleutian trade before September 8, 1960,
and enters into service in the Aleutian
trade before June 1,1992.

12.
follows:

S24400 ApeScaMMy.

(a) Except as provided in paragraphs
fb) through (d) of this section, this
subpart epphes to each commercial
fishing industry vessel that is not
required to be issued a load Line under
subchapter B of this chapter sad that—

(1) Has its keel laid or is ata
stage of construction or a-
major conversion started an QTHter
September 15,1991;

(2) Undergoes alterations (a Ife
fishing or processing equipment foe the
purpose ofcatchtog. landing, or
processing fish in a manner differer*
than has previously been accomplished
on the vessel; or

(3) Hsa been substantially altered on
or after 'September IS, 1991.

fb) A flsb tender vessel in the
Aleutian trade, must comply with

28.520 and 28.535.

(©
meters) in length, compliance with
ii 28.505, 28.525, and 28.530 may be

Each flsh tender yesael engaged in

For a vessel less than 50 feet (15.2 ye made to the FP J

substituted for compliance with the
remainder of this subpart.

(d) Prior to a vessel being assigned a
Load Line Certificate, compliance with
528.000 must be demonstrated.

13. Section 28.505 is amended by
adding new paragraphs (c) and (d) to
read as follows:

228.505 V?ssal owner's responsibility.
] « .

(c) A letter of attestation must be
signed by the owner and the master or
individual in charge of the vessel prior
to operation of the vessel. The letter of
attestation must be maintained by the
owner of the vessel and made available
upon request The letter of attestation
must indicate at least that;

(1) The stability test and calculations
required by this subpart have been
performed to the owner's satisfaction by
o qualified individual and have been
accepted by the owner.

(2) The stability instructions required
by 9 23.530 hava beeu developed in
consultation with and accepted by the
owner and that they are in a format that
ia understandable to the owner and the
master or individual in charge of the
vessel.

(3) The stability instructions required
by | 28.530 will bis followed by tha
master or individual In charge of the

essel.

Was operated In the Aleutian trade (d) A sample letter of attestation la

provided as fallowc:
(Sample]

Letter of Attestation
FonP/V

Section 28.500 is revised to read as

(Vessel Name)
ON.

Iso »*eowner aitbs P/V
sad i certify that ihfc vmm|

as currently configured has been inclined (if

applicable), haa stability Instruction* for
operating personae] that have bees
developed tn consultation with an Individual
I consider qualified, and tbs tnsonctions have
been discussed with the masts- or individual
in charge of the vessel. The etebftky
Lnstractions era on board tha vaaari and are
In a format that permits the master or
individual la charge of the vessel to readily
ascertain the ttabUiiy of the vmaclin any
loading condition. In making this
determination. I have been guided by tha
recommendation* o f <my
qualified individual), and tbe stafbOty
requirement* in 48 GFTK part 20 subpert K, o »»
1further certify that 1 have provided tha
necessary training to ensure that tha rentier
or Individual in charge of tha vtaeel haa the
qualification* to properly u*e the stability
information nod thatihe instruction* wiM be
followed. ] will not permit any alterations to
; which
will affect the stability, without first
consulting with a qualified Individual and

Ftehral Regteter / VoL 57. No. 208 7 7*uwday. October 27. Ifflg / Propgtgal Rnka

recertifying the adequacy of the stability
tnformtkm yrervkM to (he master or
Individual la charge of the voeeeL

(Date)

Fishing Vessel's Owner Signature

lam *ie master or individual in charge of
the subject fishing vassal. 1Lhave been
provided liability Instruction* by the owner. 1
understand the laatnKtiam* and will follow
the Instructions in their entirety.

(Date)

Master or Individual In Charge of Fishing
Vessel Signature

14.
follows.-

Section 28.520 Is revised to read as

52X520 AMemaste steqtfftM| afciMBty test
tor eauM vssssts,

(a) A vessel greater than £0 feet (15-2
meters) in lenglb-Irat less than 79 feet (24
meters) fa length which has a
downflooding angle ofnot less than 40
degrees at the deepest operating draft
may em pty with this section in lieu of
the requirements of 283585 through
28.545 and H 28.363 through 28.575.

(b) Each vassal oust be in the
following am &tkm when the test
described in paragraph (c) of this
section ia perfowned:

(1) Construction of the vessel nmst be
complete In all respects.

(2) Permanent ballast, if to be
installed on the vessel, most be solid
and on board in Its final position.

(3) Bach fuel and water tank must be
approximately throe-fourths imiL

(4) Each fish bold mustbo
apprurdmalaly three-fourths fuO of
water. If Bah or fish products are stowed
in a manner (hat prevents shifting, the
fish hold may be fitted with a soBd
weight equal to thatoftin water when
the fiah hold ia three-fourths full,
arranged in a manner to approximate
the same longitudinal rod vertical
centers of gravity so if waterwere used.

(5) Ths weight ai personnel, fishing
equipment end the sandmeni Joed of
fish to be canted on deck eaast be on
board and dteHbuts* joue to provide
normal operating trial end lo ehnukte
the vertical center of gravity csoefag the
leastotabto coMtttioo (butte Mcely to
occur in service.

- (0)fUafenowutsm dowsre eziu
weather deck drain muatbe kept open
during the test

(c) Each vessel mustno! sxcsed tha
Umitatioaln paregraph (d) of this
section, when subject to the following
heeling moment
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ma— — ft— — —

M=(P)(A)(H). where-

b y wind h?el moment in foot-Ibe:

Rewind preiiure equal to—

IS Olb«/iquare foot (73.0 kilogran>»/aquare
meter) oxcept for operatica on protected
waters:

7.5 Ibs/square foot (36.6 kilograms/square
meter) for operation on protected waters:

A= Area, in square feet (square meters) of
the projected lateral surface of the vessel
above ihe waterline: and

H=Height in feet (meters), of the center of
area (A) above the waterline.

(d) A vessel must not exceed the
following limits of heel after the heeling
moment of paragraph (c) of this section
i9 imposed:

(1) On a flush deck or well deck
vessel, no more than one-hdf of the
freeboard measured to the top of the
weather deck at the side of the vessel
may be immersed, except that on a well
deck vessel with scuppers operating on
protected waters, the full freeboard may
be immersed if the full freeboard is not
more than one-fourth of the distance
from the wr erline to the gunwale.

(2) On air,, open boat, no more than
one-fourth of the freeboard may be
immersed.

(3) The angle of heel must not exceed
14 degrees, in any case.

(e) The heel must be measured at—

(1) The point of minimum freeboard:
or

(2) At a point three-fourths of the
vessels' length from the bow if the point
of minimum freeboard is aft of this
point.

IS. Section 28.525 is revised to read as

follows:

§29.525 Alternative subdivision.

(a) A vessel 50 feet (15.2 meters) in
length or less must comply v/ith this
section.

(b) A vessel greater than 50 feet (15.2
meters) in length but less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length may comply with this
section in lieu of meeting the
requirements of $ 28.580.

fc)  Watertight bulkheads must be
maintained around the enftsteroom, the
lazarette, the fish holds, wAcuch other
space with a non-watertighl closure on
the main deck.

(d) Each vessel regardless of length
must comply with 55 28.250 and 28.255.
Sluice valves are prohibited in
bulkheads required by paragraph (c) of
this section to be watertight.

Tueoday. October 27, 1992 / Proposed R-1"a
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(e) A statement must be included on under the direct conlol of the master or

the stability instructions required by
§ 28.530, stating that watertight
bulkheads must not be compromised.

10. Section 28.585 is amended by
revising paragraph (a) to read as
follows:

§28.565 Water on deck.

(a) Except for a vespti less than 79
feet (24 meters) in length, each vessel
with bulwarks must comply with the
requirements of this section.

17. Section 28.575 is amended by
revising paragraph (a) to read a9
follows:

§28.575 Sever* wind end roll.

(a) Except for a vessel less than 79
feet (24 meters) in length, each vessel
must meet paragraphs (f) and (g) of this
section when subjected to the gust wind
heeling arm and the angle of roll to
windward as specified in this section.

13. Section 28.800 is revised to read as

follows:

528.600 Stability for load line assignment.

(a) P.ior to issuance of a Load Line
Certificate in accordance with the
provisions of 48 CFR Subchapter E,
whether such certificate is required or
not, a vessel must comply with—

(1) The requirements of this section:
and

(2) The requirements of 48 CFR
Subchapter E.

(b) Each vessel must be inclined in
accordance with $28.535, and comply
with the requirements of—

(1) Sections 170.170 and 170.173 of
part 170 and subparts B and E of part
173. if involved in lifting and towing
respectively: or

(2) Sections 73.545, 28.570, 28.575, and
subpart E of part 173, if involved in
towing.

(c) Except as provided in paragraph
(d) of this section, when applying
5 28.570 each vessel must have positive
righting arms to an angle of heel of at
least 60 degrees.

(d) A vessel need not comply with
paragraph (c).of this section provided
that:

Q) Each hatch in the watertight/
weathertight envelope, such as the live
tank hatch, is normally kept closed at
sea and is only opened intermittently.

individual in charge of the vessel: or
Flooding through hese hatches does
not result in progre live flooding to
other below deck i iaces on the vessel.
(e) In each case >floading, a space
accessed by such hatch is assumed to
be flooded full or looded to the level
having the most d trimental effect on
stability, when fr» !surface effects are
considered, which ver is the worst case.

(f) Except for a i ill tank of seawater,
permanent ballast nust be of the solid,
fixed type.

(g) For a vessel less than 79 feet (24
meters) in length. 48 CFR Subchapter E
is modified as follows:

(1) The minimum tabular freeboard of
8 inches must be used from Table 42.20-
15(b)(1).

(2) The minimum bow height must be
calculated as if the vessel is 80 feet (24.3
meters) in length.

(3) All other freeboard corrections,
deductions, and other calculations must
be based or: the actual vessel length.

19. The heading of subpart F is revised
to read as follows:

Subptrt F—Fish Processing Vessel
and Fish Tender Vessels Engaged In
the Aleutian Trade

20. Section 28.700 is revised to read as
follows:

528.700 Appticabttity.

Each fish processing vessel or fish
tender vessel engaged in the Aleutian
trade, which is not subject to inspection
under the provisions of another
subchapter of this chapter must meet the
requirements of this subpart.

21. Section 28.720 is amended by
revising paragraph (a) to read as
follows:

528.720 Survey end ctaeetflcetlon.

(a) Except for a fish tender vessel
engaged in the Aleutian trade, each
vessel which is built after or which
undergoes a major conversion
completed after July 27,1990. must be
classed by the ABS. or a similarly
iualified or*ganization.

L] 0 L]
Dated: October 19.1962.
JW. Klsm,
Admiral. US Coast Guard. Commandart.
(FR Doc. 92-25695 Filed 10- 26-02; 8:45 am)
StLLMG COOC HKM4-U
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Nunber: 93110

AT

Permits By Community

Community
AKHIOK
AKIACHAK
AKIA*
AKUTAN
ALAKANUK
ALEKNAGIK
ALEXANDER CREEK
ALITAK
AMBLER
ANCHOR POINT
ANCHORAGE
ANDERSON
ANGOON
ANIAK
ANVIK

AIKA
ATMAUTLUAK
AUKE BAY
BARROW
BETHEL

BIG LAKE
BIRD CREEK
BUCKLAND

Total
(Continued)

Interim

Interim

Entry(E) Use (I)

0

0

1012

1

5

0

32

19

224

900

96

43

72

52

19

14797

Permanent
Pmts (P)

3
62
28

0
79

37

60

696

74

10

10

25
56

200

16

10659

I Ry

Total

67
28
32
82

67

11
286

1627

172
15
10
43
33

132

254

36

26468

Permit

CommunLty
AKHIOK
AKIACHAK
AKIAK
AKUTAN
ALAKANUK
ALEKNAGIK
ALEXANDER CREEK
ALITAK
AMBLER
ANCHOR POINT
ANCHORAGE
ANDERSON
ANGOON
ANIAK
ANVIK
ATKA
ATMAUTLUAK
AUKE BAY
BARROW
BETHEL

BIG LAKE
BIRD CREEK

BUCKLAND

Holders

By Cominuni

# Pmt
Holdei

4
62
28
15
no

45

119

1050

105
10
10
19
30
70

213

21
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Number: 93110 Cﬂim[wl =

Permits By Community

Total

33
22
20
67

79

1/

79

120

46

13

Iotal . 1012 14797 10659 26468
cont inued)

Permit

Community
CANTWELL
CENTRAL
CHEFORNAK
CHENEGA
CHENEGA BAY
CHEVAK
CHICKALOON
CHICKEN
CHIGNIK
CHIGNIK BAY
CHIGNIK LAGOON
CHIGNIK LAKE
<11 IN I AK
CHITINA
CHUATHBALUK
CHUGIAK
CIRCLE CITY
CLAM GULCH
CLARKS POINT
CLEAR
COFFMAN COVE
COLD BAY

COLLEGE

Holders

Page

By Community

K Pmt
Holders

20
10
19
25

24

58

59

28

10

2



%%gézgts Number: 93110

O HE

Permits By Community

Interim Interim

Community Entry(E) Use (1)
COOPER LANDING 0 8
COPPER CENTER 0 17
CORDOVA S 6 580
CRAIG 4 378
CROOKED CREEK 0 0
DEERING 0 0
DELTA JUNCTION 0 18
DILLINGHAM 57 202
DOT LAKE 0 0
DOUGLAS 8 83
DUTCH HARBOR 2 85
EAGLE RIVER 0 75
EDNA BAY 2 49
EEK 0 7
EGEGIK 4 22
EKUK 0 0
EKWOK 1 3
ELFIN COVE 3 56
ELIM 4 0
ELMENDORF AFB 0 1
EMMONAK 3 0
ENGLISH BAY 0 1
ESTER 0 1
1012 14797

T(f':tca)‘nltinued)

Perinanen :
Pmts (P)

3
7
536

106

291

70

45

25

52

48

38

51

97

10659

Total
11

24
1122
488

19

550

161
89
120
76
59

74

97

55

100

26468

Permit Holders
1 Pmt
Community Holders
COOPER LANDING 5
COPPER CENTER 14
CORDOVA 523
CRAIG 221
CROOKED CREEK 1
DEERING 4
DELTA JUNCTION 11
DILLINGHAM 341
DOT LAKE 1
DOUGLAS 82
DUTCH HARBOR 41
EAGLE RIVER 75
EDNA BAY 25
EEK 52
EGEGIK 57
EKUK 1
EKWOK 6
ELFIN COVE 40
ELIM 42
ELMENDORF AFB 1
EMMONAK 96
ENGLISH BAY 7
ESTER 2

Page

By Conunnni tv

3



2/23/93 STATE OF ALASKA
roject Number: 93110 COMMERCIAL FISHERIES ENTRY COMMISSION
1992 PERMITS BY ALASKA COMMUNITY

Permits By Community Permit Holders By Community
Interim Interim Permanent
Community Entry(E) Use (I) Pmts (P) Tota I Community Holder
EXCURSION INLET 0 1 3 4 EXCURSION INLET 3
FAIRBANKS 3 109 111 223 FAIRBANKS 165
FALLS BAY 0 0 1 1 FALLS BAY 1
FALSE PASS 0 11 9 20 FALSE PASS 10
FORT YUKON * 0 1 1 2 FORT YUKON 2
FORTUNA LEDGE 3 0 11 14 FORTUNA LEDGE 13
FRITZ CREEK 1 35 5 41 F°TTZ CREEK 18
FUNTER BAY 2 0 2 4 FUNTER BAY 4
GAKONA 0 5 3 8 GAKONA 5
GALENA 0 1 35 36 GALENA 35
GIRDWOOD 0 20 22 42 GIRDWOOD 29
GLENNALLEN 0 7 9 16 GLENNALLEN 1
GOLOVIN 0 0 20 20 GOLOVIN 15
GOODNEWS BAY 3 36 33 72 GOODNEWS BAY 54
GRAYLING 0 0 13 13 GRAYLING 12
GUSTAVUS 9 49 20 78 GUSTAVUS 34
HAINES 19 196 107 322 HAINES 142
HALIBUT COVE 0 17 8 25 HALIBUT COVE 14
HEALY 0 0 2 2 HEALY 2
HOLY CROSS 0 0 10 10 HOLY CROSS 10
HOMER 13 1205 372 1590 HOMER 611
HOONAH 6 140 125 271 HOONAH 127
HOOPER 3AY 8 1 55 64 HOOPER BAY 57
1012 14797 10659 26468

(Eontinued)



Foject Number: 93110

I(?E)ar!tinued)

R I Ry

B

Permits By community

Interim Interim

1012

14797 1

Permanent

Total
3
2
|
106

12

29

935

163

10

47
303
522

1007

236
bu
134

06 b9 26460

Permit

Community
HOPE
HOUSTON
HUSLIA
HYDABURG
HYDER
IGIUGIG
ILIAMNA
INDIAN
IVANOF BAY
JUNEAU
KAKE
KALSKAG
KALTAG
KARLUK
KASAAN
KASIGLUK
KASILOF
KENAI
KETCHIKAN
KIANA
KING COVE
KING SALMON

KIPNUK

Holders By Coi

1 Pint
Holden

2
2
1

57

45
166
293

489

61
40

106
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%%ect3 Number: 93110

T8kinued)

Permits

Interim

O R T IR

By Community

Interim Permanent

Total

133

2030
10

30
48

88
160

17

70
62
39

17

11
225

45

71

1012 14797 10659

26468

Permit Holders

Community
K1VALINA
KLAWOCK
KLUKWAN
KODIAK
KOKHANOK
KOLIGANEK
KONGIGANAK
KOTLIK
KOTZEBUE
KOYUK

KOYUKUK
KWETHLUK
KWIGILLINGOK
LARSEN BAY
LEVELOCK
LITTLE PORT WALT
LOWER KALSKAG
MANLEY HOT SPRIN
MANOKOTAK
MARSHALL
MCGRATH
MCKINLEY PARK

MEKORYUK

Page

By Community

f Pint
Holders

5
71
1
843
10
22
35
78
150

14

64
44
24

15

11
121
38

[y

6



%%g{:gtg, Number: 93110

Permits

Interim

Community Entry(E)
METLAKATLA 1
MEYERS CHUCK 1
MOOSE PASS 1
MOSER BAY 0
MOUNTAIN VILLAGE 2
N KFNAI 0
NAKNEK 4
NAPAKIAK 0
NAPASKIAK 0
NELSON LAGOON 0
NENANA 0
NEW STUYAHOK 6
NEWHALEN 1
NEWTOK 2
NIGHTMUTE 7
NIKISHKA 0
NIKISKI 0
NIKOLAEVSK 0
NINILCHIK 2
NOATAK 0
NOME 3
NONDALTON 3
NOORVIK 0
1012

T(&téﬂr'ltinued)

O B R

By Community

Interim
Use (I)

75

14

79

10

42
16

87

35

14797

Permanent

Pmta (P) Total
49 125
11 26

2 10
2 2
91 94
0 2
138 221
41 51
29 31
38 46
26 29
41 92
2 3
14 21
13 23
7 16
38 80
6 22
65 154
11 11
34 72
17 20
8 8
10659 26468

Page

Permit Holders By Community
I Pint
Community Holders

METLAKATLA

MEYERS CHUCK

MOOSE PASS

MOSER BAY

MOUNTAIN VILLAGE

N KENAI

NAKNEK

NAPAKIAK

NAPASKIAK

NELSON LAGOON

NENANA

NEW STUYAHOK

NEWHALEN

NEWTOK

NIGHTMUTE

NIKISHKA

NIKISKI

NIKOLAEVSK

NINILCHIK

NOATAK

NOME

NONDALTON

NOORVIK

7



STATE Of ALASKA Page 8
BI‘OJEC Humber: 93110 COMMERCIAL FISHERIES ENTRY COMMISSION
1992 PERMITS BY ALASKA COMMUNITY

Permits By Community Permit Holders By Communijt?
Interim Interim Permanent 1 PmL

Community Entry(E) Use (I) Pints (P) Total community Holders
NORTH POLE 1 29 13 43 NORTH POLE 35
NULATO 1 0 17 18 NULATO 18
NUNAPITCHUK 0 2 51 53 NUNAPITCHUK 50
OLD HARBOR 3 63 38 104 OLD HARBOR 41
OSCARVILLE 0 0 5 5 OSCARVILLE 5
OUZINKTE 0 49 13 62 OUZINKIE 29
PALMER 3 84 60 147 PALMER 86
PAXSON 0 4 1 5 PAXSON 1
PEDRO BAY 0 0 6 6 PEDRO BAY 6
PELICAN 4 148 58 210 PELICAN 73
PERRYVILLE 2 7 7 16 PERRYVILLE 9
PETERSBURG 176 891 456 1523 PETERSBURG 539
PILOT POINT 1 8 25 34 PILOT POINT 29
PILOT STATION 0 1 51 52 PILOT STATION 51
PITKAS POINT 0 0 1 1 PITKAS POINT 1
PLATINUM 1 9 9 19 PLATINUM 15
POINT BAKER 2 47 49 98 POINT BAKER 48
POINT HOPE 0 0 1 1 POINT HOPE 1
PORT ALEXANDER 3 97 38 138 PORT ALEXANDER 53
PORT ALICE 0 3 1 4 PORT ALICE 2
PORT ALSWORTH 0 1 4 5 PORT ALSWORTH 4
PORT BAILEY 0 0 2 2 PORT BAILEY 2
PORT GRAHAM 0 9 13 22 PORT GRAHAM 13
Total 1012 14797 10659 26468

(Continued)
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Nunmber: 93110

P

Permits By Community

Community

PORT HEIDEN
PORT LIONS

PORT MOLLER
PORT WILLIAMS
PRUDHOE BAY
QUINHAGAK
RAMPART

RUBY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAINT GEORGE ISL
SAINT MARYS
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL ISLAN
SALCHA

SAND POINT
SAXMAN

SCAMMON BAY
SELAWIK
SELDOVIA
SEWARD
SHAKTOOLIK
SHELDON POINT

SHISHMAREF

(Eontinued)

Interim
Entry(E)

3

0

1012

Interim
Use <I)

7

70

38

312

145

246

14797

Permanent
Pmts (p)

20

16

82

13

15

71

53

41
56
40

22

10659

R By

Total
30

86

96

13

17

33

74

38

12

424

61

168

307

53

22

26468

Permit Holders

Community

PORT HEIDEN
PORT LIONS
PORT MOLLER
PORT WILLIAMS
PRUDHOE BAY
QUINHAGAK
RAMPART

RUBY

RUSSIAN MISSION
SAINT GEORGE ISL
SAINT MARYS
SAINT MICHAEL
SAINT PAUL ISLAN
SALCHA

SAND POINT
SAXMAN

SCAMMON BAY
SELAWIK
SELDOVIA
SEWARD
SHAKTOOLIK
SHELDON POINT

SHISHMAREF

Page

By Community

I Pint
Holder

24

35

85

13
16
18

72
20
136
48
82
123

36

22

9
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Permits By Community Permit Holders By toimnunity~""n
Interim Interim Permanent I Pmt
community Entry(E) Use (I) Pmts (P) Total Community Holders
SITKA 46 1230 430 1706 SITKA 692
SKAGWAY 0 9 3 12 SKAGWAY 6
SKWENTNA 0 0 1 1 SKWENTNA 1
SLANA 0 1 0 1 SLANA 1
SLEETMUTE 0 0 1 1 SLEETMUTE 1
SOLDOTNA 4 217 157 378 SOLDOTNA 245
SOUTH NAKNEK 2 6 44 52 SOUTH NAKNEK 47
SPENARD 0 5 0 5 SPENARD 1
STEBBINS 4 0 26 30 STEBBINS 26
STERLING 0 28 10 38 STERLING 23
STEVENS VILI 0 0 3 3 STEVENS VILLAGE 3
SUTTON 0 0 1 1 SUTTON 1
TALKEETNA 2 7 10 19 TALKEETNA 13
TANANA 0 0 20 20 TANANA 20
TATITLEK 0 6 4 10 TATITLEK 5
TENAKEE 1 22 10 33 TENAKEE 10
THORNE BAY 3 39 12 54 THORNE BAY 23
TOGIAK 100 120 290 510 TOGIAK 303
TOK 2 7 3 12 TOK 5
TOKSOOK BAY 15 34 61 110 TOKSOOK BAY 70
TRAPPER CREEK 0 3 4 7 TRAPPER CREEK 7
TULUKSAK 0 0 26 26 TULUKSAK 26
TUHTUTULIAK 2 22 45 69 TUNTUTULIAK 52
1012 14797 10659 26468

(Eontinued)
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Permits By Community Permit Holders By Community
Interim Interim Permanent F Pmt
Community Entry(E) Use (I) Pmts (P) Total community Holders
TUNUNAK 9 9 28 46 TUNUNAK 37
TWIN HILLS 7 7 13 27 TWIN HILLS 17
TWO RIVERS 0 0 1 1 TWO RIVERS 1
TYONEK 0 1 20 21 TYONEK 20
UGASHIK 0 0 1 1 UGASHIK 1
UNALAKLEET 22 6 142 170 UNALAKLEET 121
UNALASKA 4 76 2 82 UNALASKA 34
UPPER KALSKAG 0 1 3 4 UPPER KAISKAG 3
VALDEZ 1 162 35 198 VALDEZ 103
WARD COVE 10 68 47 125 WARD COVE 57
WASILLA 5 149 88 242 WASILLA 147
WHALE PASS 0 2 1 3 WHALE PASS 2
WHITE MOUNTAIN 0 0 3 3 WHITE MOUNTAIN 3
WHITTIER 0 37 2 39 WHITTIER 16
WILLOW 0 20 11 31 WILLOW 14
WISEMAN 0 0 2 2 WISEMAN 2
WRANGELL 69 466 200 735 WRANGELL 303
YAKUTAT 4 148 174 326 YAKUTAT 179

Total 1012 14797 10659 26468



The Honorable Bill Hudson, Chairman

ers

ouse fr%ﬂ)or and Commerce Committee
House 0 ,ores?ntatwes

State Capitol Build

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Hudson and Committee Members:

United Fishermen of Alaska endorses House Joint Resolution No. 33 and encourages passage
of this resoqunon ancs expeﬁlency in sending this resolution to Congress, Jes pessag

Hlted Flihermeno Alaskah as outlined In its Februar%ZGt letter to the U.S. Coast Guaro|
¥| ee3|t|3|m£(frat|vetatanextensmn be given to the public comment period. A copy o
this letter 1s enclosed for your information

I have, also included coples of corres ondence from several %f our member assocjatjons

%%r mg this matter f org%urm formation. We have requested t éxtour emner association

thelr comments to us by Tuesday, March th 43 p.m.Additional comments receive
WI| be forwarded to you on Wednesday, Marc lth

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at 586-2820 or Dean Paddock, Co-Chair
f%hU oas(iGuard RJ) ?aﬁonsComm?ttee t463-4970.
Sincerely,
" President

Enclosures

cc. The Honorable Harley Olberg

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS
Alaska Crab Coalition « Alaska Independent Fishermen's Marketing Association ¢ Alaska Longline Fisherman's Association

Alaska Trollers/ -soclation « Area KSeiners Association ¢ Bering Sen Fishermen's Association ¢ Bristol Bay Driltnetters Association
Concerned Area "M’ Flsht/men ¢ Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association ¢ Cordova District Fishermen United ¢ Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association

North Pacltic Fisheries Association ¢ Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association ¢ Peninsula Marketing Association

Petersburg Vessel Owners Association ¢ Prince William Sound Aquaculturo Corporation « Seafood Producers Cooperative * Southeast Alaska Seiners
Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association ¢ United Cook Inlet Drift Association « Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association
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FAXED TO 202/267-4163 on February 26, 1993
HARD COPY TO FOLLOW.

Executive Secretary .

Maring Safety Council
bG-LRA-2/3406) (CGDB8-079a)
. Coast Guard HeadcklAJ/arters

2100 Second Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. ~ 10593-0001

Dear Marine Safety Council Members:

United Fishermen of Alaska wishes to submit the following comments and surq estions
gertment to the proposed F|sh|ng Industry Vessel Regulations éFedemI Register/Vol. ™57, No.
08/October 27, 1992/ Proposed Rules) 46 CFR Part 28 |CGD 88-079n).

The regulations propose that vessels undergoing, a "major conversion” (Page 48670) or
"substantial alteration" (Pago 48671) Vfill be “reqlired to comply with stability rules.

We ask that fishing industry participants be selected to work with government officials and
clearly define "major conversion” and "substantial alteration."

On Pagu 48673, authority is granted to enforcement officials to terminate a voyago "when an
|op,eratm"n Is considered to be’life threatening or to have the possibility of leading o a serious
njury.

\We Insist that tire language, "the possibility of leading to a serigus injury" be removed from
tire proposed requlations.” Our industry is; by nature; risky and dangerous. = Conscientious
operators do all they can not to subject their"crews, to excessive risk. The threat or risk or
serious Injury cannot be requlated out of the fishing industry. Authority granted here is
arbitrary and” ambiguous.

Before the Coast Guard_adopts the "AS.T.M. F-1321-90" standard guide for co_nductmq a
stability  test (P,aﬁ_e 48572), 'we would ask for adequate assessment and review of the
Information by fishing Industry participants. Please note that the Federal Register staled on
Page 48678, “The reSearch bieing conducted throughout the U.S. and in oilier Tountries is stili
mainly In the theoretical stage."

MEMBEfl ORGANIZATIONS

Alaska Crab Coalition ¢ Alaska Independent Fishermen's Maikeling Association = Alaska Longllno rishommn's Association
Alaska Trollers Association « Atoa I<Solners Association « Bering Sen Pishermen's Association < Bristol Bay Driltnellers Association
Concerned Area "M" Fishermen < Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association m Cordova District Fishermen United ¢ Konai Peninsula Fishermen's Association
North Pacllic Fisheries Association ¢ Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association ¢ Peninsula Marketing Association
Petorsourg Vessel Owners Association « Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation m Seafood Producers Cooperative ¢ Southeast Alaska Seiners
Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association ¢ United Cook Intel Drill Association « Western Alaska Cooperative | .nrkeling Association



Marine Safely Council, USCG
February 26, 1993
Page Two

On Pago 48675, In subﬁ]art E, "The Coast GTard's 03|t|on If that the olﬁ)eranonal stability ol
smaller commercial fishing Industry vessels s Clearly of major concern and must be
addressed." We suggest that complidnce to stability standards is most easily achievable in the
design of new comimercial fishing vessels. In light of the mandate that "The Coast Guard
consider the economics of the oi)eranons and the character, design and construction of
commercial fishing industry vessels," United Fishermen of Alaska feels that |mposm? new
?nd costly vessel stability re%uwements on the_tjme tested variety of vesTels \)oresent n our
Isheries {Page 48671) IS unnecessary, especially when applied”to smaller vessels, whose
owners and “operators are still strugglin ph¥3|ca||y and financially to comply with the
previously Imposed set ol vessel safety and’ safety equipment requirements.

The lan uaﬁ]e In Sectign 28.520, "The alternate simplified stability test for small vessels”
needs simpfification and clear explanation.

In Section 28.565, reference to " roRosed Intact rié;hting en?rgy criteria” is made.  Please
detail this criteria since it Isn't present In the Rrop sed Teguiations. Section 28.565 states
"Re mured stahility information developed b)ét e “qualified” individual' should be sufficient.”
Wﬁiv?ﬁﬁafgr the” criteria that the Coast Guard will apply to determine the “qualified

We request that Individuals from our industry work intimately with the Coast Guard, through
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, if possible.

We appreciate the Coast Guard's concem for safety in our industry, but we believe the
,oroposed requlations do not achieve that ?oal efhoiently and effectively. We would like a
arger role In crafting vessel stability regulations.

We Delieve it is essential that broad response o these proposed rules be generated. These

proposed rules have not reached the circulation level "that the previous ones did. These

r-"ations are particularly difficult to understand. In that light, we request an extension of
public comment period for the benefit of the fishing industry participants who do not
Merstand or are not Yet exposed to the Coast Guard's most recent proposed rules.

We appreciate your consideration of our requests and look forward to your response.

Rich Davis, Chairman _
Coast Guard Regﬂulatlons Committee
UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

cc: The Honorable Ted Stevens, United States Senate
The Honorable Frank Murkowski, United States Senate
The Hono.able Don Young, United States House ol Representatives
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UNITED COOK INLET DRIFT ASSOCIATION
P.O. Box 389 « Kenal, Alaska 99611 - 0389
(907) 283-3600 » TAX (907) 283-3306

Maroh 6, 1993

To: UFA
From: Theo Matthews, Administrative Assistant, UCIDA
Subject: HIRN0.33

Please be advised that UCIDA endorses HIJR No0.33. We appreciate
Representative Olberg’s efforts to extend the public comment period and
require public hearings on the proposed USCG commercial fishing vessel
safety regulations.

While commercial fishermen were successful in having the Initial
comment period extended, the Coast Guard has not been successful in
clarifying the meaning of many sections of the proposed rule. This Is
especially true with respect to stability requirements for smaller vessels
and alterations to existing vessels.

UCIDA has received differing "expert" opinions as to the meaning of these
proposed regulations. Clearly, If the "experts" cannot agree on the
meaning of the regulations, our membership would be best served If more
time was allowed for comment and better communication was established
between the Coast Guard and the commercial fishing fleet.

Sincerely,

Theo Matthews
Administrative Assistant
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February 26, 1983

Executive ?ecretarﬁnCII

Marmeoas et(l(uard Headquarters
2100 econd Street, a\Nq
Washington, D.C. 20593-0001

Dear Sir;

édo D|st1t Fishermen Un%ted CDFU[)was established in 1936
IS the oldest commer hshmg orgariisatign. In  Alaska.. Wg
resent prommately 3 IS emeH 1tt)art|c ate in_. seine Tn
0

€
ehe 'S)tgfas ! ety 4 gkl L
u

romot Sd et
.S€4, evel, (\i\/e dve SOHIC concerns; rdln ||1 SU p mentd
no ice Lﬁg(%POSe [ for  the Com eI'CI Ishin

emaking ndustry
Vessel Reg

eag||n ith, the, éproIp?sed rules . arc difficult to understand,
artlcu [ tose section eated to stabilit Y As a lay render, I'm
a T gure Qut W hat these regua jons really mean and how
the existing fishing vessels.”  For those _portions ~ that! do
un ersta nd, |t IS ew?ent that these new regulations will make It
extremely ~ expensive  for  vessel owners to bring te|r boats into
compliance.

H add|t|on there \a\t})ﬁ)ea[)s to b reat de dal confusion over how
ese 8”'% lons Wil emcen %d how  they be
Inter rete g marine arch|tects O|sh|n[g|;C mdustr |nce the e

ons

Erodp se requlations arc S0 tec nical a ear CDFU  urge

oast Guard to re- evaluate the nee for making such eer
changes an to actively solicit and incorporate, suggestlons
commerma mahne architects and professionals _in thé commermal
|sh|n |ndustr¥ This 15 one area where the |FA (Intergovernm nta
Personnel or a private contractor might -effectively be use
provide practlcal feedback.

CDF% IS also c(?ncerned that tla dd efinition of "substantialchange" is
too Dbroad. lproRose efinition, a new or existing vessel
substantlall altered" thc  modification  ndds 3/0 or more” to Its
we|ght mcreases the vessel's wmdage of chan%es the way the vessel
catcnes, lands or Processes fish, an _ existin vesse undergoes

Conversion that alls under these new criteria, i have t0 meet
the new vessel standards lor stability which arc V|rtuaIIy impossible to
meet on most existing fishing vessels. A modification as basic as



adding a radio nt nnae cnuld be interpreted as affecting a vessel's
wrnd]a%e and71 wou e treateld as a subs antra? teratron J

amears that the Coast Guard h gsreatlﬁ under-cstintalcd  the cost
crmen  that. these .new reguaron xam

requl trons will  require Waterrh buﬂdi § he Ormarn fal eg
urounde J )pr ‘azarette gtnc d)(ri:ﬁ and other

e engine rooh
hwa N nwatcrtr t closure . on the Hrarn e ||bn
ItS OWP ddcwac
ge area su WeCt to . floodi

eac efad space W be required

ssem the space I a ‘

seawater Pﬁrng, has  a througivhu |||t!<ng below  waterline, or 3
non- Watcr] t “Closure on the “main d it. will have d(be equr pe
with a waIter alarm. Tltcﬁ? new re urrelments quickly a

? great .deal of money and will make compliance extremely expe srve
0r~ existing  vessels.

Man of . our rsherme] work outside the bou ary line orfl the
[ Rrve[) J ['he new regulations re urre vessgls shrg
ous % h oun aw line have buo ant a ra us on
over 36 feet In length, ~must be e an in Iata Ie uoyant
a aratus and  hoats’ under have g uoyant
aratus,  As  well-int ended ? rs requrrement Z ost
ncttcrs on the Copper River Flats are  one-person oger trons and a

|I

%uo ant arfpara oard situation.

o mercra fishing .. vessels arc already required to carly a Coast
anve life rrng which 15 ~ adequate. We ugest at

in ata a uch as Zodiacs and Av ns ﬁ) a\ acce taple

su strtutes or te buoyant apparatus and in atabe uoyant apparatus

requirements.

hus would not he of use ina man-ovcl

Finally, we request. thatthe Coast Guard hold regiongl hearings
the groposed rg ulatrdns The 800 numser h|s a n?e r}aea eb ggg?
hearings are essential and the most effective way to get fe K

from fr hermen on how_ these requlations, when “applied; erI affect
terr fishing vessels. CDFU urrb;es the Coas Guard to reconsrder ItS
|mJ)ementa lon of the new_ stability apd safel guatrons and waork

re closely with boatbuilders, “marine architectS and commercial
fishermen before publishing the final rule;

Sincere{y
CORDOVA DISTRICT FISHERMEN UNITED

Director

enator Ted Stevens
%enator Frank T\/Iurkowskr
Congressman Don Young



UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

March 10, 1993 21]3{%%&%%%?3%1“2

Th% IIKI/lonotr)able Bill Hudson, Chairman
an ers .
House E%)or and Commerce Committee
e Reptesplatives

Juneau, %laska 998071-1182

Dear Representative Hudson and Committee Members:

On March sth, United. Fishermen of Alaska wrote to yo endorsin% Ijouse Joint R?so,lution

%Io. 33, encouraging its passage, and requesting expye lency In sending this resolution to
ongress.

At that time, we also included our corresg)ondence, as well as several UFA member

%ssoc||att,|on s correspondence, to the U.S. Coast Guard regarding the proposed Fishing Vessel
egulations.

Today,c\ am se dincI1i %%u fadditioHaI colpies of corresgondence and cog]ments that we_have

received since that rom other UFA member aSsociations regarding the Coast Guard
requlations.
If you have questions or need additional information, please feel free to call me at 586-2820.
Sincerely,
'resident
Enclosures

cc: The Honorable Harley Olberg

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS

Alaska Crab Coalition * Alaska Longline Fisherman's Association e Alaska Trollers Association ¢ Area KSeiners Association
Bering Sea Fishermen's Association m Bristol Bay Driftnetters Association  Concerned Area "M Fishermen
Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association « Cordova District Fishermen United ¢ Kenai Peninsula Fishermen’s Association
North Pacific Fisheries Association « Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association « Peninsula Marketing Association
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association m Prince William Sound Aquaculture Corporation « Seafood Producers Cooperative
Southeast Alaska Seiners Association ¢ Southern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Association
United Cook Inlet Drift Association * Western Alaska Cooperative Marketing Association
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P.O. Box 1229 SHkfl, AK 99(135 (907) 717-3*100

February 23, 1993

Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council
U.S. Coast Guard "Headquarters

2100 Second Street, SW

Washington, DC  20593-0001

Dear Executive Secretary,

The Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association (ALFA) is a fishing
vessel owner and deckhand organlzatlon_ based in Sitka Alaska.
Members' vessels range from 16 foot skiffs to 85 foot schooners. On
behalf of ALFA's members, | am submitting the following comments
on 46 CFR part 28, rulemaking COD ss 079a: Commercial Fishing
Industry Vessel Regulations.

Subpart E- Stability; This section addresses "major conversions”
and "significant alterations" of vessels under 79 feet.  We recognize

the intent behind requiring vessels which undergo major conversions
to undergo stability testing; however, we believe that the effect may
in some cases decrease safety.

For example: a fishermen in our organization has a 54 foot wooden
vessel that is 20 years old and lias participated in the Alaska longline
fisheries for 15 years. The vessel has heen well maintained and has
survived enough “storms to prove its seaworthiness. The wheel house
on the vessel has become soft, and the owner intended to replace it
this winter with a lighter (aluminum& wheel house of slightly
different configuration (galley on deck vs. in the foc'sle), However,
since the vessel does not have water-tight bulkheads and has fairly
low free-board, the owner is concerned that the vessel would not
Pass stability requirements proposed for vessels between 50 and 79
eet and knows that he can not afford to install bulkheads, etc.

Hence the vessel owner wiil not put on a newer, more solid
whcelhouse, and the safety of the vessel will in all likelihood be
compromised.

na sdaitdn hj'ih



Similar scenarios can be expected to occur with scores of wooden
boats over and under 50 feet throughout the State. To prevent, the
intent of the regulation from being undermined, we would suggest
the following: vessels under 79 feet that have a demonstrated
stability record be allowed to replace or reconstruct hull,
superstructure, rigging, etc. provided that the replacement is of the
same or similar configuration. Clearly vessels which have
participated safely in the Alaska commercial fisheries for an
extended period of time have demonstrated their seaworthiness and
stability. Providing some flexibility in the replacement or alteration
stipulations of the new regulations will ensure that vessel owners,
particularly owners of wooden vessels, are not prevented or
dissuaded from performing essential maintenance and/or upgrades.

Subpnrf B- Requirements for nil vessels

Section 28.120; Survival craft _

Wc appreciate the effort the CG has expended to develop a tiered
system for survival craft requirements (i.e., vessels less than 36 feet,
vessels operating within 12 miles of the shore, 20 miles, etc.). The
cost of purchasing and maintaining an inflatable liferafts would be
prohibitive for vessels under 36 feet. We are, however, aware that
the buoyant apparatus and buoyant inflatable apparatus are
unsuiled to rough water. Since very few ocean-going vessels sink in
calm water, the requirements seem inappropriate to our fleet.
Although we recognize that inflatable, rafts such as Achilles, Zodiacs,
etc., do not meet the positive floatation requirements under part 138,
we consider their usefulness in an off-shore sinking situation
superior to that of a buoyant apparatus or buoyant inflatable
apparatus. Wc suggest that the regulations he amended to include
these inflatable rafts provided tbe raft is in good condition, meets a
minimum size requirement, (e.g.. e feet for two people. 12 for 4, ctc.f
and is fitted with a hydrostatic release or carried in such a wav that
it would float free should the vessel sink or capsize. Inflatable rafts
are likely to save far more lives than a BA or BIA; they are also far
more useful to fishermen on a daily basis.

Subpart C

Section 28.275: Acceptance criteria for instructors and course
curricula

Regarding organizations that should be explicitly recognized as
certificating individuals as instructors under item B.3: ALFA
recommends that the Coast Guard explicitly recognize the Alaska
Marine Safety Education Association FAMSEA) under this section.



In the past year, AMSEA has trained over 6,000 people in marine
safety and survival. Many of our Association's members have
participated in AMSEA courses and all have been impressed bE the
outstanding training and education provided through the AMSEA
network. From their base in Southeast Alaska, AMSEA provides
readily and efficiently accessible tra|_n|_n? and information to Alaska's
fishing industry. Citing AMSEA explicitly in this section would
increase public awareness of the AMSEA network's services.

| hope that these comments arc helpful and will receive careful
consideration.  The proposed safety regulations will have a
significant impact on the Alaska fishing industry; please bear in mind
the severity of these impacts as you review industry comments.
Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Linda Behnken
(exec, director, ALFA)

XV ur-ft



Alaska
Troldlers

Association

130 Seward St., No. 213
Juneau. Alaska 99801
(907) 586-9400

February 27, 1993

Executive Secretary

Marine Safety Council (G-LRA-2/3406HCGD 88-079a)
U.S. Coast Gua/d Headquarters

2100 Second Street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20593-0001

Dear Sirs:

On behalf of the Alaska Trollers Association | am responding to your call for
comment on Federal Register Vol. 57, No. 208, Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel
Regulations; Proposed Rule.

First, the time-frame for comment has been short and under-publicized. You
should note that most fishermen do not receive the Federal Register by mail and had
no way of knowing that the Coast Guard was asking for their input. The fleet that
| represent conducts a winter fishery from October 11 through April 14. The
regulations were not even received in my office until a few days before Thanksgiving.
How were people supposed to find out about this? From my perspective, the Coast
Guard has not gone out of its way to solicit comment from those who would be most
critically impacted by these regulations.

Second, | would like to point out that these proposed regulations are very
poorly written and difficult to understand. Contradictions abound within this very
confusing document and | have been unable to find anyone, including your own 13th
& 17th districts staff, that has a good enough grasp on the proposals to articulate
them to the fleet. How can we, the general public, be expected to provide meaningful
comment on something we can't even understand?

Subpart C

Section 28.60 Exemption Letter
ATA does not support time limitations on exemptions for classes of vessels.

Section 28.65 Termination of Unsafe Operations

In this section the Coast Guard's options to terminate a commercial fishing operation
are spelled out, but what is the process to allow the operator to continue once the
hazardous condition is corrected? Must the Coast Guard re-inspect the vessel? This

item is unclear.
RECEIYV
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USCG Proposed Safety Regulations
Federal Register Vol.57, No. 208
February 27, 1993

Page 2

Section 28.120 Survival Craft . o . _
ATA prefers that the Coast Guard reinstate the existing Section 28.120(b), which
exempts a vessel with less than four Individuals on board which operates within 12
miles of the coastline from the requirement for survival craft.

Another alternative for vessels with less than four individuals on board operating
within 12 miles of the coastline, would be to allow a Zodiac (or similar quality)
Inflatable raft to be substituted for an inflatable buoyant apparatus or buoyant
apparatus.

The Inflatable buoyant apparatus (IBA) Is a large (10-12 people), costly (up to $2500 -
-not $1400 as stated) means to accomplish what many fishermen are already doing -

- carrying a raft to get the crew out of the water in case of emergency. My
understanding Is that the IBA was designed for use on inside waters, so what makes
It appropriate for Alaska?

A buoyant apparatus doesn't even appear to address the Const Guard's stated intent
"...to extend the survival time of individuals who would otherwise be in the water.”

ATA has been generally supportive of the Commercial Fishing Safety Act of 1988, but
we cannot supPort additional regulation that burdens our fleet financially yet does little
to Improve sarety. Requiring good quality inflatable rafts, like the Zodiac, makes
much more sense,

Subpart C

Section 28.300 Applicability

Paragraph (a) Is an unfair and burdensome requirement. Why would the Coast Guard
require that any vessel built or undergoing conversion prior to a final rule come under
the terms of that rule? The costs associated with this requirement would be
substantial to the owner of the vessel. If the goal is for the industrg to build safer
vessels based on Improved standards, then the effective date should be set for some
period after any new standards are In place and should be based on the date the
contract is signed, not the date the keel Is laid.

Sectlon.as™ZS Acceptance Criteria for Instructors and Course Curricula
Operators should not be mandated to acquire expensive training and licenses for
which they hove no need, In Alaska, this would often moan traveling a great distance

P.0L



USCG Proposed Safety Regulations
Federal Register Vol. 57, No. 208
February 27, 1993

Page 3

in addition to the course expense. There is already a network through which the
Coast Guard could work to establish meaningful curriculum for operators and crew,
We would encourage the Coast Guard to accept the alternative of low-cost port
training, similar to that being offered by many groups already working with the
commercial fishing industry.

Subpart E - Stability

ATA does not support the proposed stability requirements or letters of attestation for

boats under 79 feet, and requests an exemption for boats under 79 feet from Subpart
E.

The stability requirements outlined are unreadable and contrary. Just when you think
a boat under 50 feet is exempt, another item springs up that suggests that it really
isn't.

Forexample, the proposal states that owners of boats 50 feet and under are excluded
from die majority of Subpart E if they get stability instruction from a "qualified"
individual, and sign a letter of attestation stating that they accept and understand this
“Instruction”. Who is a "qualified" individual and is there one in each port? And, has
the Coast Guard considered how the "qualified" individual will ascertain the
performance of a boat under various load conditions without testing it? As for the
letter of attestation, who would sign such a letter of liability without substantial
information and documentation? This takes, at minimum, a drawing of the boat.
Most owners of older boats, which make up a significant portion of the troll fleet, do
not have line drawings of their boats. This means that the "qualified" person would
have to pull the boat out of the water and make the drawings at a cost of about
$5000. Inaddition, to cover themselves, any truly "qualified" person is going to want
to run a few tests, which average $3000 - $5000. [We aren't even sure which tests
wéllfbe a]ppropriate since there is no current international IMO model for vessels under
19 feet.

Then there is the "significant alteration" item. Many of our small boat operators have
diversified into other fisheries. Do they need a stability test and letter of attestation
each time they add a bait shack and/or a halibut reel? Will the addition of new safety
equipment require a stability test? Where do you draw the line?

Major conversions of vessels looks to be problematic as well. A significant issue for
the troll fleet will be thot people could avoid doing the necessary work to extend the
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life or Improve the safety of their boats, simply because they can't afford the stability
testing.

Are boats 50 foot and under really exempt from any part of Subpait E? After many
phone cells to whom we believe to be "qualified" Individuals, it appears that no one
Ifi exempt under the proposed regulations, and worse yet, most of our fleet will
probably fail to meet the stated criteria.

The most ridiculous part Is what could be required without any regard to the Coast
Guard's own statement on p. 48678 of the proposed regulations that:

The Coast Guard Is activeIY pursuing the development and use of
advanced methods for evaluating small vessel stability, particularly for
commercial fishing industry vessels....The research being conducted
throughout the U.S. and In other countries is still mainly In the
theoretical stage. However, a greater level of effort and coordination Is
beling provided by the Coost Guard, which In time, will lead to practical
solutions.

Why does the Coast Guard seek to Implement costly, unproven, THEORY in lieu of
practical solutions? If there are no practical standards for stability for small
commercial fishing vessels, then there is no rational for the Coast Guard to take its
proposed action at this time.

Out of curiosity, how many trollers capsize? ATA would be interested In examining
Information that demonstrates this to be a problem in the troll fleet.

Our association represents the commercial troll fleet which is made up of many small
business people, many of whom fish within 12 miles of the coast, In fact, most of

Alaska's 2500 troll permit holders will be substantially impacted if these regulations
are Implemented.

Since the Implementation of the Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safety Act of
1988, trollers have made significant Investments in newly required safety gear. |
would guess that many of our members are still paying off the last round of
requirements and will be hard-pressed to comply with the latest proposals.

For example, consider a troller that fishes a 46 foot boat within 12 miles who has just
paid for a few of the more expensive safety Items: EPIRB ($§2500), 2 survival suits

TOTHL P.C2
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($400 each), IBA ($2500), and stability standards ($8000). For this short list, the
individual spent @ minimum of $13,800. In 1990, the average Alaska powertroller
8arned $32,000 (The McDowell Group, 1992). This makes the $13,800 safety hill
43 percent of our sample trailer's annual earnings.

The troller who fishes a 52 foot boat beyond 12 miles added another $2000 for a life
raft (difference between the IBA and life raft), and spend the equivalent of 49 percent
of his or her annual earnings.

Remember, the above estimates do not consider all of the safety gear, training,
modifications, or maintenance that may be necessary to fulfill all of the obligations of
the existing or proposed safety regulations. Nor was there any mention of the other
costs associated with the business of being a fishermen or providing for themselves
or their families.

Safety regulations are already placing a significant economic burden on the troll fleet.
ATA considers the proposed regulations ineffective, unreasonable, and financially
crippling for small boat operators.

The proposed regulations are untenable as they do not reflect technical or economic
reality for our vessels or fishermen. ATA recommends that the Coast Guard withdraw
the proposed regulations until such time as it can achieve the goals of reasonable,
achievable, economical, readily understood standards of safety, which will be
mandatory for industry compliance. Future proposals should provide a minimum
comment period of 120 days and include a high level of interaction between the
affected fishermen and Coast Guard personnel.

In closing, I'suggest that the Coast Guard spend ample time reviewing existing and
proposed safety regulations with its staff, so that each district has the same
information and can get that information out to the public. This step could go a long
way toward increasing the public's confidence in the regulatory process.

Cordially,

C L T&6U £ i~ {

Dale A. Kelley
Executive Director



March 9,1993

TO: Alaska State Legislators

Area KSeiners Association would tike to support Alaska Rouse Joint
Resolution #33 Introduced by Representative Olberg.

The problems with the new USCG Safety Regulations are covered completely
in this resolution. Also, we agree wholeheartedly with all of the sections In
Resolution #33- Kodiak is having a very difficult time realizing compliance
with the new regulations, let alone any future regulations: many of the
fishermen are still uncertain as to what their individual requirements are
and some are financially unable to comply at ail)ll

AKS5A would like to thank the legislature for becoming involved in this issue

as we have been quite Ineffective as individuals in changing this whole
process.

Sincerely,
AKSA Board of Directors
Bruce Schactler Chip Treinen

Mary Jacobs . ErlcManzer
Oliver Holm



Bristol Bay Driftnetters’ Association, Inc.
r.o. nox2195!
Juneau. AK99802
Phono (907) '163-/19/0 * I'AX (907) 506-1001

February 26, 1993

U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Council
2100 Second Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20593-000

Ladies and Gentlemen:

| am writing in regard to the recently proposed Fishing Industry Vessel Regulations, and
wish to place a number.of comments on the record in behalf of those members of the
industry who belong to this association.

Bristol Bay Driftnetters Association, Inc. has been actively participating in the review of
those regulations which have been implemented to date. We recognize that reasonable
regulations are desirable for the well-being of the industry. It is our intention that those
comments which follow be regarded by you as an effort to deal with the mandate given you
under the act in a positive and constructive manner.

We recognize that the Coast Guard is entering new territoiy with some of the issues
addressed under the present set of proposals. This is especially tme in regard to stability
requirements for vessels under 79 feet in length, Because of the far-reaching implications of
your possible actions in this area, we would urge that the process of arriving at your final
regulatory action be a very careful one. We arc not marine architects, but we are cognizant
of the caveats which they have raised on this issue. Accordingly, wc would suggest that a
process be established for arriving at guidelines. We believe that, in addition to Coast Guard
personnel, recognized marine architects and experienced small-boat operators be included in
a working group. Presently proposed requirements for stability tests and letters of attestation
should be dropped at this time.

It is our observation that most (though admittedly not all) hull types presently utilized in the
fishery have evolved over the course of decades, and even centuries. They have stood the
test of time. For this reason, we feel that attention is more profitably directed toward new
construction.

Requirements centering upon modification of existing hulls do not appear to us to be the
most fertile field for improvement. Proposed installation of additional bulkheads constitutes
both an engineering and economic nightmare in most cases. Benefits which might accrue are
highly tentative at best.

We believe that inflatable boats should be allowed and included under the requirement lor

buoyant apparatus and inflatable buoyant apparatus in many cases, particularly in vessels
under 36 feet in length.



U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Council
February 26, 1993
Page 2

We are very concerned about the rather loose guidelines suggested under which the
"termination, of voyage" power may be exercised. We would also note that the proposals do
not clearly specify under what conditions a voyage may be resumed. As presently proposed,
we can envision the development of unacceptably arbitrary enforcement practices which are
not in the tradition and spirit of the service.

The fact that many terms in the proposed regulatory package are not well defined is a matter
of serious concent. This is again true in the matter of a vessel owner's ability to make
changes to his vessel. The past history of government behavior in such regulatory initiatives
where the extent of what is and is not allowable is not clearly specified renders this proposal
unacceptable. When dealing with small boats, the level of government oversight implied in
these proposals is both oppressive and unnecessary.

We are commercial fishermen. The requirements of this industry are far from static. We
need to be able to make modifications to our vessels due to changing requirements for
landing and handling our catch. In the Bristol Bay fishery in which we participate (currently
approximately 1900 vessels which are 32 feet in length or less), I know of no instance of
either loss or swamping attributable to alteration of basic vessel plan. My association with
this fishery covers a period of 37 years. The present proposals can create a major problem
where one does not now exist.

While we appreciate the convenience of being able to register our comments through your
800 number, you should be aware that the existence of this present round of regulatory
proposals is just now making itself felt within the commercial fishing community in Alaska.
We are experiencing regulatory overload (and apparently will continue to experience it for
some time yet!). If the agency really wants to see a workable set of regulations emerge from
this exercise in the future, we would urge (1) an initial comment period of at least 120 days,
and (2) public hearings.

The commercial fishing media has taken an unusually long period of time to translate the
Federal Register into something more easily understandable. Consequently, the present

process has largely been denied the participation of many of the very people (fishermen,
among others) who can best make a worthwhile contribution.

We want to thank you for your consideration of our thoughts. | want to refer in closing to
the old question which | fear may have application here. "How come we never have time to
do it right the first time, but we always have time to do it over?"

Sincerely,

Bristol Bay Driftnetters Association, Inc.
Dean Paddock, Executive Director
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NORTHERN i1J1 SOUTHEAST REGIONAL AQUACULTURE ASSOCIATION, INC.

(907) 747-6050 1300 SAWMILL CREEK ROAD SITKA, ALASKA 90835 PAX (907) 747-1470

Executive Secretary

Marine Safety Council (G-LRA-2/3406) (CGD 88-079a)
USCG Headquarters

2100 2nd st. SW

Washington, DC 20593-0001

Dear Marine Safety Council Members:

This letter 1is to comment on the proposed new fishing industry
vessel regulations. No one seems to find the language
understandable including Coast Guard representatives and marine
architects.

Compliance by the whole U.S. fishing fleet would virtually be
impossible. Adequate services providing stability tests are just
not available. Even so, the cost to vessel owners would be
prohibitive, especially for small boat owners and owners of
multiple vessels. A large revenue generating segment of U.S.
Commerce would be rendered bankrupt, with a loss of millions of
dollars to government. It should also be obvious that stability
tests for vessels, under 79", thathave been proven either by
design or by having beenaround forat least 5 years, should be
exempt.

The fishing industry recognizes the intent here, and appreciates
your efforts. Their must be a more practical approach to increasing
safety at sea that doesnot entail creating a bureaucracy or
another parasite industry on the fishermen.

We suggest more time be taken to exchange ideas with the iIndustry

involved. We need an effective, cost efficient way to operate
safely and profitably to everyone®"s benefit.

Grant Miller, President
NSRAA Board of Directors

A000314/002



Petersburg Vessel Owners Association

P.0. Box 232
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
P/'One (907) 772-9323 voice and Fax

Mmrob 3, 15191

THIS FOLLOWING COMMENTS WERE MADE BY TELEPHONE TO TUB UNITED
STATES OOA.ST GUARD VIA A TOLL FREE 800 NUMBER ON FEBRUARY 28,
1999 REGARDING PROPOSED ADDITIONAL RULER TO THE COMMERCIAL
FISHING INDUSTRY VESSEL REGULATIONS

My name 1is Erin Notwebz.. J am Director of LI Petersburg Vessel
Owners Association hik! am speaking on their behalf, J had
intendod to submit, Torinol written comments rcgarding the US
Comm L Guard ™ proposed supplemental rules. Severe illness has
prcvontoil nif* from accomplishing this during the past week so |
have to resort to making a few brief comment via thetelephone.

Kiral. | have made numerous attempts over the past month to have
my questions answered by the UR Const Guard and others iri the
safely field regarding those proposed rules. The fruslration |
have expor icnccd trying to got simple answers to simple

ipiesti cons is absolutely unbelievable.

L truly believe that the US CoaBt Guard arid our association are

both concerned about, safely in our industry. Cur vey.so.lb
readily complied when EPIRHs, survival suits, and life rafts
became required equipment for our vessels. Most of us were

already carrying such equipment, We; applaud the UR Coast Guard
for their voluntary dockside boarding program.

However, Ilie now proposed regulations have us fit t.o be tied!
We Mir; oxlreino.ly frustrated nnd confused and. arc becoming angry
that thih process must Vie so difficult.

Lot me make a few brief points:

1. The Federal Register and Code of Federal. Regulations are
difficult to obtain nnd not easily understood. New proposals
for the Tfishing industry must, be in layman®s terms if you truly
expect meaningful comments.

2. Establishing compliance dates which are earlier* than the
date the rules are finally adopted i1b ludicrous. Applicability
dales for vessel« less than 79 feet cannot be retro activel!l We
need to know the rules prior to building or reconstructing if
we are to be able to comply!

3. We are concerned that the new vessel criteria or
alternative tests will be activated by minium! changes to a
vessel. The alternate test are either impractical or so
conserve ti v« that only n handful, of vessels will ever pass.



- o

From ;- PSBURGUESSELOUIERRCSSC

"l. Mow do wo Know 1if changes we make L our vessels result, in
our vessels being "substantial ly altereel”"7 Wo believe these
proposed regs will, force us to check with a naval architect
(ivory l ime we rnahe any changes to our vessels (ini.iludi rig changes

to the rigging). This will be done ai. conn idernbl o expense to
I.lie vessel, owner.

f>. We fail to see the reason for requiring l.he .letters of
Mti.es lalinn nnd viow this requirement to bo overly burdensome
nnd need.less.

We believe the proponed rules need to be seriously
reconsidered, edited, rewri tten, nnd then a new supplemeni.nl
proposed rule needs to be released to the public with a minimum

of n 121) day comment period,

"the proposed rules should be accompanied by n guide written in
layman®s term. Jn addition, extensive explanations of the
proposed r.l.ci should be published in the commercial fishing
trade journals and regional public hearings should be held.
KisheriiioM niusl have access to Itnow.lodgob.lo personnel who can
readily explain the proposed changes. Only then will the
fishing public be able to make meaningful comments.

Ii is our desire to worlt in conjunction wi ili the DM Coast Guard
to make our industry a safer one. Thank you for this
opportunity to comment.

M. 30 190 120 HR
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT
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Date Referred: April 6, 1994

Date of Committee Action: 1?7-] <«

The LABOR AND COMMERCE Committee considered:

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 64
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HJR64

PROJECTS OF ALASKA AEROSPACE DEV. CORP.

Relating to the projects of the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation tor satellite ground stations and a

rocket launch facility.
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STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJR 64
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST :

Revision Date: April 12, 194 Dept .Affected Ujhersil:y Alaska

Title: Relating to projects of the Alaska

Aerospace Development Corporation BRU:

Sponsor: House Labor 5 Commerce Out. Components: Aerospace Development Corp.

Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

OPERATING Fy 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00

Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Travel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Con., actual 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Supplies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Land & Structures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Grants, Claims 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 c.O 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTALCFERATING - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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FROM«3AMSQN-SEATTLE i Uft XK TCP 3075613339 MAR 22. 1994 5:00PM #519 <.02

ALASKAN QWNE*
m m S m AND

OPERATED
TUG AND BANGS

March 22, 1994

pat Lander

Alaska Aerospace 1
Anchorage, Alaska
Dear Pat/

Following is our rate quotation lor shipping the rocket motors
from seattlo to Kodiak. I

The rate 1G based upon the shipment of two motors per sailing*

In order to keep the price down, Samscn Tug and Barge would have
to modify a 40 foot shipping platform with stanchions so that

we can better utilize the deck apace on our barges. The cost to
modify each platform would be $6,500.00, payable by [the shipper.
We would need two platforms to make the’ trip to Kodiak and back
(empty) to Seattle In a six-week period. If the motors wore to
move more frequently, we would have to modify two mdre at an
additional cost to you. i

our rate for shipping the motors will be 811,500.00 per motor,
and includes loading to the barge iIn Seattle and unloading to

the first place of rest at the Kodiak dock. Marine insurance for.
the shipments will he provided for®.an .aditional 0% OF the ocean revenue

IT Keep From Freezing service Ic required, and additional charge of
$.65 per hundred pounds will be charged. The shipper tnust supply
the moans to heat the crates, and the heating system must be
compatible with our 220v, 3- phase generators. I

The shipper is responsible to supply all required federal, state, and
city permits to receive the motors at the Seattle terminal.
An additional charge of $4.00 per ton will apply for Kodiak wharfage.

All the above rates and char?es are predicated upon a 36 month agreemoi
that the shipper will ship all rocket motors via Sarhson Tug and Barge’,
service with a 5 increase per year In the ocean rate.

Terminal 115« 8702 W Marginal W aglsw «  Soallle W shin ton90106
(206) 767-7820 + (000) 331-3622 ¢ FAX (6) 7,
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In addition, Samson Tug and Barge would like toremain a3

the primary carrier for shipments of northbound and southbound
supplies, parts, and building materials, provided they are
not ofl a time-sensitive nature.

Our barges depart Seattle every 14 days with a transit time to
Kodiak of 10 days, year-round.

We are an Alaskan owned and operated common carrier headquartered
in Sitka, Alaska.

Please call with any questions or comments, and thank you for the
opportunity to quote on thi3 cargo.

Sincere

Rick Knight
MARKETING MANAGER
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ALASKAN OWNED
AND
OPERATED

TUG AND BARQE

March 24, 1994

Ron Sabatino

Lockheed. Space Operations
1100 Lockheed WAY LSO 003
Titusville, Florida 32700

Dear Mr. Sabatino,

After further consideration, we have determined that by modifying
a 40 foot shipping platform with longer stanchions, wo can better
utilize the duck space on our barges, thereby lowering the cost
of shipping the rocket motors from Seattle to Kodiak.

The initial coat to modify each platform would be $6,500.00, payable
by the shipper. One platform would be needed per rocket motor

in order to make the trip (loaded) to Kodiak and return the empty
platform back to Seattle In a six week period-... 1f the motors

were to move more frequently, we would have to modify more platforms
to accomodate the schedule.

Our ocean rate for shipping the motors (9°x 9"x 29" _.... 137,000 Ibs)
will be $11,500.00 per motor. The rate includes loading to the
bargo iIn Seattle and unloading ho the first place of rett at our
Kodiak dock. Marine insurance will be provided for an additional

& of the ocean charges.

IT Keep From Freezing service IS required,, an additional charge of
$.65 per hundred pounds will be charged. The shipper must supply
the means to heat the crates, and the heating system must be
compatible with cur 220 volt, 3-phase generation system.

The shipper 1is responsible to supply all federal, state, and city
permits to receive tha motors at our Seattle terminal. An
additional charge of $4.00 per short ton will apply for Kodiak
wharfage. Seattle wharfage is included iIn the rate.

Terminal 115 . 3702 W Marginal Way SW ] Seattle, Washington 93106
(206) 767-7820 ' (8001 331-3522 1 FAX (206) 767-535C
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All rates and charges are predicated upon the shipment of all
rocket motors on Samson Tug and Barge, as stated iIn a signed
agreement between shipper and carrier, over a 36 month period,

with a 5% iIncrease In tho ocean rate every 12 months. [In addition,
Samson Tug and Barge company would like to remain the primary
carrier for all shipments of northbound supplies, parts, building
materials, and related equipment, with the understanding that
there may bo shipments that are of a time-sensitive nature that
may need to move by alternate routes.

Our barges depart Seattle every 14 days with a 10 day transit time
to Kodiak. We are an Alaskan owned and operated common carrier
headquartered in Sitka, Alaska.

Please call with any questions or comments, and thank you for the
oportunity to quote on this cargo.

Sincerely,

Knight
MARKETING MANAGER
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24 March 1994

Mr. Pat Ladner-

Executive Director

Alaska Aerospace Development Corp.
3601C Street, Suite 1400
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Pat:

As an Alaska based air carrier, MarkAir would very much like to
participate In the Alaska Orbital Launch Complex located In Kodiak,
Alaska. For almost half a century, MarkAir has been a proud
participant in the air transportation industry. From our beginning in
Fairbanks, Alaska in 1947, MarkAir has grown and changed, and today
ranks as Alaska's largest air carrier, providing scheduled passenger
and cargo service to 15 destinations in tne Continental United
States and 145 communities throughout the state of Alaska.

The rarly 1990's have seen a dramatic new phase of MarkAir's
growth - an expansion of service within Alaska and from Alaska to
Seattle ana other destinations across the U.S., including New York,
Chicago, Cincinnati, Dallas/Fort Worth, Atlanta, Minneapolis,
Phoenix, Washington, D.C., San Diego, Los Angeles, San Francisco.
Kansas City, Denver- and Las Vegas Utilizing Boeing 737-400, 300
and Boeing 737-200 combination passenger/cargo Jets MarkAir
offers reliable and flexible service throughout the United States.

(0071 243.1414 + 000-544-0161 « Tolox: 000-25274 MARKAIR AH3
P.O. Box 106789 ¢ 4100 W. Intornallonal Airpoft Floor ¢« Anchorage, Alaska 93510-6760
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(007) 243-1414 - 600-544-0181 - Tolox: 090*25274 MARKAIR AHG
P.O. Box 106768 + 4100 W. International Airport Road ¢ Anchorago, Alaska 88619-0769

As a participant in the program MarkAir could offer the AADC the
lowest fare in the markets we serve for a minimum of three years.
Following are some examples of these fares:

Chicago to Anchorage - $306.00 one way

W ashington, O.C to Anchorage - $363.00 one way
San Francisco to Anchorage - $254.00 one way
San Francisco to Kodiak - $306.00 one way

San Francisco to Fairbanks - $274.00 one way
Anchorage to Kodiak - $92.00

As | stated, these are Just a few examples of the fares MarkAir
could offer. In most cases our published fares are lower than the
current Government fares, however, if the Government fare happens
to be lower than our published fare we would be happy to match the
Government fare. Please keep in mind that these examples are
current fares, and I'm sure you are aware they change quite often.

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss this partnership with you.
If you are interested in MarkAir’s participation, please let me know
and we will be happy to draw up a contract. | can be reached at
907/266-3626.

Steven Smith
Director Passenger Sales
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March 21, 1994

The Honorable Walter J. nickel
Govarnor of the State of Ala»ka
Office of the Governor

P.O. Sox 110001

Juneau, Alaska 99811--0001

Dear Wallyi

Thank you for writing to me about the Alaska Aerospace
Development Corporation (AADC). |1 have also bean contacted by
-Mayor Carolyn Floyd of Kodiak on this matter* Your support for
the facility on Kodiak is important. My staff has been briefed
by AADC on the proposed Rite and Mayor Jerome Selby talked to me
.personally About i1t when ho waa In town a few wee3c6 ago.

1 will try to eupport the effort on the Kodiak facility
because of your urging and because of the possible economic
benefit* to the State that you suggest.

Thanks again for your lettsr. My ataff has begun working to
help.

With beet wishes,

APR « 1 1934

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
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March 21, 1994

The Honorable Walter J. Hicfcol
Governor of the State of Alaska
Office of the Governor

P.0O. Box 110001

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0001

Dear Wallyi

Thank you for writing to me about the Alaska Aerospace
Development Corporation (AADC). 1 have also been contacted b
Mayor Carolyn Floyd of Kodiak on this matter. Your support for
the facility on Kodiak is important. My staff has been briefed
by AADC on the proposed Bite and Mayor Jerome Selby talked to me
personally about it when ho waa in town a few weeks ago.

I will try to eupport the effort on the Kodiak facility
because of your urging and because of the possible economic
benefits to the State that you suggest.

Thanks again for your latter. My otaff haa begun working to
help.

With best wicheo,

J APR * i 1934

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
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Kodiak, AK 95615
March 22, 1994
Mike Sullivan
Natural Resource Manager
Division of Land
3601 C Street
Anchorage, AK 99510-7005

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

Thankyou for your letter of March 1, 1994, informing me about
the ALaska Aerospace Corporation and their intention of placing an
orbital launch facility near Marrow Cape on Kodiak Island.

As far as 1| know, 1 am the only land owner other than Bill
Burton in the entire area for several miles, | have five acres, US
Survey No. 5703, which borders their proposal on the south.

Having been associated with tnis area for forty-five years, |1
think 1t 1s an excellent choice for the aerospace development.
Knowing about the weather conditions, the temperature, and the open
space, as well as the roads and communications, | would consider
their choice i1deal compared to any other location. There should be
no interference with anything going a. iIn the area at the present
time.

My cattle run with Mr. Burton®s cattle and buffalo on his
ranch. Also on my five acres, | have cabins and two houses, and am
continually building and improving the area as a camp site. There
were approximately 150 people attending camps last year during the
summer months.

I would encourage the Corporation to locate in the Narrow Cape
area for the following reasons:

(O There are roads already built left over trom WWII.

(@ There 1s electrical power that conies from the Kodiak
Electric Association, which is hydroelectric power V/ith
a diesel backup.

(3® The area has the best climate on Kodiak Island v/ith very
little snow that seldom stays on the ground over a week,
since it is located on tha east side of the Island, where
the ocean currects run in three directions, effecting the
weather.

(4 There 1i1Is adequate open space.

Personally as | look toward the future, | can see nothing but
an expanded business growing in leaps and bounds. An article 1in
our paper last nighttold of a company that expects to launch 340

satellites that will orbit the earth ac a low altitude by the year
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2001. proposed by two of the.=°“£ry~"s N_UtT 0TS
fatal™urc”~rfcYtio™networb that would linK every spot on our
globe.

IT 1 can be of any further assistance, please contact me.

Yours truly,

De Witt Fields
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March 28, 1994

Mr. Pat Ladner

Executive Director

Alaska Aerospace Development Corp
3601 C Street, Suite 1400
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Mr . Ladner:
This letter will confirm our earlier conversation.

PTI Communications 1is very interested in being a partner for the
Kodiak Alaska Orbital Launch Complex (AOLC).

As the local exchange telephone company on Kodiak Island, PTIl has
resources to contribute to your project In communications
engineering, construction and system design fTields.

We look forward to establishing a working relationship with the
Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation iIn order to assist the
achievement of the goals established by your organization.

ITf you have any questions or need further information, please call
me at 564-3003.

Sincerely,

Qar J. Williams
Customer Service Manager

cc: Bernie Murray
Chuck Stauffer



March 3, 7994

The Honorable Ted Stevens
United States Senate

522 Harr Office Building
Washington, DC 20510 0201

Dear Ted,

It is my understanding that the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation
(AADC) recently selected Kodiak Island as the site for the development o' an
orbital launch facility. / am writing to express my support for that decision.

The development of an orbital launch facility within the State of Alaska is a
positive step towards diversification ot the state's economy. It is anticipated that
the launch facility will result in increased economic development within the state,
including the creation of highly-skilled and liigh-paying /'obs. It is also anticipated
that the launch facility and the personnel who work there will provide the citizens
of Kodiak Island with valuable educational opportunities.

For me reasons stared above, / urge you/ continued support of the AADC and its
development ot an orbital launch facility on Kodiak Island. Thank you for your
consideration of this important issue.

With best regards.

Sinccrely,

S/S WALTER J. HICKEL

Walter J. Hickel
Governor

bccd/A*Mr. Pat Ladner

WJIH/BPM/ec 0701
Support for AK Aerospace Development
Corp. Kodiak site
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

Introduced by: Mayor Solby

Requested by: Assembly
Drafted by: Mayor Selby
Introduced: 01/25/94
Adopted: 01/25/94

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
RESOLUTION NO. 94-04

A RESOLUTION URGING
ALASKA AEROSPACE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
TO DESIGNATE CAPE CHINIAK, KODIAK ISLAND
AS THE ALASKA LAUNCH FACILITY SITE

tho Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation has heen goin?(throqgr
the process of selecting a site for the construction of an Alaska orbita

launch facility; and

Cape Chiniak, Kodiak Island is ona of the three finalist sites unde
cogmderatlon by the Corporation for the placement of the launch facility
an

tho Corporation has initiated negotiations with tho I esnoi Corporation tr
lease the land that would be necessary for development of the launct
facility; and

the Cape Chiniak site is superior to the other two finalists unde
folns:jderaglon due to the dewnrange open ocean to the south of Kodia
sland; an

the infrastructure necessary for bringing in tho rockets and satellites fc
launching exists on kodlak Island in the form of both sea and ai
transportation, thereby reducing the expenditure that would be require
to develop a viabfe launch facility site at Cape Chiniak; and

the Kodiak harbor offers an ice-free port that would accommodate yea;
round utilization for transportation of necessary rockets and supportin
equipment; and

the addition of scientific effort concerning communication satellite
would be compatible with the growinQ scientific community in Kodia
dealing primarily with fisheries and related research;

Kodiak Inland Borough, Alaska Resolution Na. 940

Pap 1of
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NOW, THEREFORE, EE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KODIAK ISLAND
BOROUGH THAT;

Section 1

Section 2:

Section 3;

The Alaska Aerosgace Development Corporation is urged to designate
Cape Chiniak as the preferred site for placement of the Alaska orbital
launch facility.

The Kodiak Island Borough stands ready to provide what assistance It
can through its resource management and community. devello(pm_e.nt
departments to the Alaska Aerospace Corporation In bringing this facility
to completion.

The Kodiak Island Borough Assembly is willing to consider reasonable tax
exlempt(ljons and other economic considerations if the Chiniak sire Is
selected.

ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

ATTEST:

THIS TWENTY-FIFTH DAY OF JANUARY, 1994
KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

Donna F. Smith, Borough Clerk

Kodiak island Borouch, Alaska Resolution No. 94-04

Paoe 2 of 2



Hm

APR-12-94 TE

F:7 NO 30756133:3

'*4 15:22 KODIRK ISLPMD BOR.

K o dia k I'sla n d B o rowugh

710 M ia BAY ROAD
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615 6340
PHONE (907) 456-5736

January 28, 1994

Mr. Pat Ladner, Executive Director
Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation
3601 C Street, Suite 1400

Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Mr. Ladner:

In response to your letter ot January 24, 1994, 1 would like
to reiterate that there is a great deal of support in the
Kodiak Island community for the Chiniak site to be selected
and used by your corporation as the Alaska launch facility.
The Kodiak Island Borough Assembly is quite interested 1n
seeing this project successfully completed at chiniak and
has adopted the enclosed resolution urging your board of
directors to select the Chiniak site. The Assembly 1is
willing to make reasonable tax exemptions in order to give
the corporation a competitive advantage 1In becoming a
successful launch site for commercial satellites.

You have outlined specific concerns iIn your letter, item one
being the question of tax to besnoi for the land leased by
the AADC. As Borough Assessor, Pat Carlson, pointed out to
you during your visit, all developed property is taxable by

state statute to the native corporation. Obviously, the
placement of aerospace facilities on that land would meet
the definition of developed property. However, the

developed property would be limited to the footprint of
actual utilization, which you described as including three
specific sites: the launch pad, the control/office building
and the assembly/warehouse building. Hence, very little of
the land, perhaps five to ten acres, would be considered to
be developed and thereby, taxable.

In response to item number two, our research of state law
found that the Kodiak Island Borough Assembly could issue a
tax exemption for the Tfive to ten acres as economic
deveIoE)ment property under AS 29.45.050, Section M. The
Assembly has indicated iIn the enclosed resolution that they
are willing to consider an exemption, and quite frankly, |
would anticipate that it would be adopted by the Assembly if
your board were to select the chiniak site. Hence, the land

p, 19



Mr. Pat Ladner
Page 2
January 23, 1994

tax would not te an 1issue and there would be no taxation of
the land. Similarly, there would be no taxation on the
buildings or other property owned by the AADC, since you are
a tax exempt not for profit organization.

The land aurrounding the foot print and included in the
"safety zone™ would continue to be considered undeveloped
lands as long asthore i1s no other activity on tha land,
which would mean a no tax status under state and federal
law. Tho actual term of the exemption 1is something that
would need to bediscussed when a lease agreement between
AADC and Lesnoi has been completed and forwarded to the
Assembly for consideration. Their commitment to a possible
fifteen year tax exemption would be somewhat %uided by the
terms of the lease. The Assembly understands tho importance
ot AADC being able to compete nationally and internationally
for commercial launching and It is the Assembly®s intent to
avoid placing AADC into an unfavorable competitive situation
over a relatively small amount of tax revenue.

Item three concerns an exemption for Jlaunch related
equipment which would be stored at the _launch site. 1 would
anticipate no problem with providing a tax exemption for
such equipment stored at the fTacility for launching
purposes. As we have indicated to you previously, the
rockets and the satellites themselves would not be subject
to taxation because they would not normally be within the
Kodiak Island Borough boundaries for the ninety days In
which they would be i1dentified as taxable personal property
by the Borough.

Your final 1i1tem deals with zoning. I don*"t anticipate a
problem obtaining appropriate zoning for this operation. |
have talked with some of the folks living iIn the chiniak
area and have received a considerable amount of enthusiasm
for the project at this time. Since zoning issues normally
center on buffer zones and iIncompatible uses being located
too closely, and AADC must by necessity provide a large

buffer ard safety zone around the launch site, 1 do not
anticipate this being an issue, particularly with the large
amount of land surrounding the potential site. It should be

possible for the 2oning process to be completed within a
three month period of time.

Having discussed these 1items with the Assembly, 1 don"t
anticipate any of these 1issues to be a problem. The
Assembly 1is quite amenable to doing anything reasonable to
help the corporation get established iIn Chiniak and become a
successful venture for launching rockets from the Cape
Chiniak Launching Facility. Based upon our researoh, we
would conclude that there are simpiv no roadblocks to
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Mr. E*at Ledr.er
Page 3
January 28, 1994

prevent you from being able to operate the Chiniak facility
with no tax iImpact to AADC or to Lesnoi Corporation. The
only concern 1 have heard expressed iIn tha community at all
other than outright enthusiasm for this project 1is the
concern for the possibility of nuclear powered satellites or
some other form of nuclear materials being used at the site.
Since You have assured us there would be no nuclear
materials i1nvolved iIn any of the Qlaunches at Chiniak, this
should be a non-issue as well, 1 feel that you will have a
great deal of support for this venture from the entire
Kodiak community when you havo completed your community
information process. If 1 can provide you with any
additional i1nformation or further clarification, please do
not hesitate to contact me at 436-9"J00. We look forward to
working with you and hope that you and your board of
directors find our island as desirable for this venture as
we TFind 1t desirable to live here. The Kodiak Island
Borough 1is ready to assist you In any way that we can if
Cape Chiniak is selected as your launch site.

Sincerely,

KODIAKISLAND BOROUGH

J
Borough Mayor
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February 24, 1994

Honorable Ted Stevens

United States Senate

522 Hart Building
Washington, B.C. 20510-0201

RE: Orbital Launch Facility

Dear Senator Stevens:

The purpose of this letter isto communicate my support for the recent decision of the
Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation (AADC) to develop an orbital launch
facility on Kodiak Island. The City of Kodiak welcomes the development of such a
facility, which we believe will bring both economic and educational benefits to the
City and its residents.

Itismy understanding that AADC isconsidering two sites on Kodiak Island, but has
not yet selected the site for the launch facility. The City has no preference for which
site is chosen, and is ready to provide its assistance to AADC regardless of the final
selection.

We 1look forward to working with AADC as it moves toward development of the
launch facility. Itisour hope that you will continue to support both AADC and its
orbital launch facility.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

CITY OF KODIAK

t

Mayor

CLF/mhd



