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Friday, January 14"

Call to Order and Introductory Remarks
Mr. James Muldoon, Chairman

Chairman James Muldoon welcomed Rear Admiral Cook and Captain Rizzo, the members of
NBSAC, the staff of the Coast Guard and the audience. He began by asking the members to
introduce themselves and share their affiliation. Mr. Muldoon then asked the audience to introduce
themselves.

Mr. Muldoon reiterated that the Council has suffered some times of uncertainty. He stated that the
Council is behind on appointments and thanked those who stayed on for their continued service. He
noted that Fred Messmann and his Strategic Planning Subcommittee have worked very hard on the
strategic plan despite not knowing whether the Council would be around. He requested Mr.
Messmann and his Subcommittee stand and receive thanks.

He announced that the Council has been reauthorized for another 10 years and the Coast Guard was
working to make sure the Charter is renewed. The Council is currently working under a charter that
expires in November and a discussion will consider moving up the next meeting to ensure it takes
place before the Charter expires. Two-thirds of the Council members are awaiting reappointment
and it will be brought to people's attention that it is necessary to address the issue.

He announced that RADM Cook, the Director of Prevention Policy will be transferring to
Portsmouth, VA to be the Atlantic Area Deputy Commander and RADM Jim Watson will be
replacing him.

Welcoming Remarks, Presentation of Awards to Outgoing Members
RADM Kevin Cook, Director of Prevention Policy

Admiral Cook applauded the advisory Council for their commitment. He stated that there have been
many trials with getting slates approved and Charters renewed, but the advisory committees have the
Commandant's support. He then told the Council that the Coast Guard is appreciative of the work
they do. He informed the Council that the Coast Guard is still operating under a continuing
resolution meaning that funding levels are frozen at last year’s levels. At a discussion among the flag
officers the Commandant stated he believes that at least through FY 12, the Coast Guard will be able
to continue to support the kind of safety, security, and environmental stewardship they are charged
with. He went on to say that the Coast Guard is experiencing some pressures in their own budget as
they are trying to recapitalize some of the larger cutters. The Coast Guard is receiving support from
the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Homeland Security as well as the Office of Management and
Budget and the Commandant feels confident that they are on a steady course. The message he wants
to deliver is that all should look ahead to what they should accomplish. He believes the Strategic
Plan is the most unifying strategic plan across the many organizations with which the Coast Guard
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has association. He feels that it continues to draw in a network of people who need to be "rowing in
the same direction”.

He then addressed the trust fund re-authorization, which the government is continuing to press and
promote. He said the partnership the Coast Guard has with U.S. Fish and Wildlife in trying to
promote both agencies' interests and get the trust fund re-authorized, has been key to gaining
universal support. They are optimistic and it seems there will be some changes in how it will be re-
authorized so that funding will be better than it was before.

Admiral Cook informed the Council that the Coast Guard is continuing to press for mandatory
education in the next authorization bill. This request would harmonize the myriad of mandatory
requirements across the states and implement them sooner than individual states had intended. He
then discussed the challenge on mandatory life jacket wear and asked the group to provide the Coast
Guard with recommendations to make improvements. He acknowledged that life jacket wear would
save lives, but requires a balance to provide a solution to the problem.

Admiral Cook stated that he is a strong supporter of recreational boating safety and tries to keep it on
the forefront of his directorate. He discussed the winter edition of Proceedings magazine and
applauded those who contributed to the contents. He closed by thanking everyone for their support.

Mr. Muldoon thanked the Admiral for his participation and support for the Council. He then
announced that this was Mr. Dick Snyder's 45th consecutive NBSAC meeting and told him they
would like to have Mr. Snyder for another 45 if he can fit it into his schedule. He informed the
Council that there would be a reception that evening at the Orange County Regional History Center.

The Chairman announced that some awards would be given.

Mr. Jeff Hoedt reiterated that two-thirds of the members' terms have expired and there were seven
people who they would like to recognize in addition to a member whose term expired in December
2009 but was not able to be present when awards were issued.

The United States Coast Guard Public Service Commendation for outstanding contributions to
recreational boating safety as a member of the National Boating Safety Advisory Council were then
presented to:

Mr. Les Johnson

Mr. Pete Chisholm

Mr. Ray Tsuneyoshi

Mr. John Underwood

Ms. Margaret Podlich

Mr. J.J. Marie

Ms. Marcia Kull

Mr. Alfonso Campos (not present)
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One additional award was presented to Mr. Ray Tsuneyoshi, California Boating Law Administrator:
The United States Coast Guard Boating Safety Division in recognition of nine years of dedication
and valuable contributions to the recreational boating safety program as well as outstanding
leadership in furthering the state/Coast Guard partnership.

Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) Program Report
CAPT Mark Rizzo, Chief, Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety

Captain Rizzo greeted all in attendance and brought the members up to speed on the trust fund re-
authorization. He stated that the current extension ends on March 4" and that one of two things will
happen after that date: if Congress extends the current extension through the end of the fiscal year,
there should be no financial impact on the states, or non-profit organizations; however, if Congress
provides another short-term extension, it will have a detrimental impact on the states and non-profit
organizations and their ability to support Coast Guard programs.

He echoed the Admiral's comments on the Proceedings magazine and thanked those who
contributed.

Captain Rizzo also agreed with the Admiral's comments on mandatory life jacket wear and is
concerned about the trend going the wrong way. He mentioned that the strategic plan is currently in
final clearance. He feels that it is a well-conceived plan but fell slightly short of his expectations and
he had some concerns of a fiscal nature. He questioned the worth of spending $2 billion over a five
year period, but questioned whether there would be satisfaction in saving an additional 14 lives (3%
decrease) and 300 injuries (20% decrease). He acknowledged that the Council recognizes that the
plan allows for adequate analysis of the options and recognizes that the benefits of the actions, if
taken, will probably not occur during the planning horizon; however, opportunities to accelerate
progress on initiatives with long lead times can save additional lives and will be sought. He
concluded his remarks by saying that he looks forward to continuing to work with the Council on life
jacket wear and thanked the Council for their work.

Chairman Muldoon thanked the Captain for his work and continued support of boating safety. He
then called Jeff Hoedt to speak.

Recreational Boating Safety (RBS) Program Report
Mr. Jeff Hoedt, Chief, Boating Safety Division

Mr. Hoedt thanked the Council and the members of the public for their participation.

Mr. Hoedt began with program updates. He informed the Council that the Coast Guard stood up the
Grants Management Branch (CG-54224). He advised the Council of the attendance of Mr. Pavlo
Oborski and told them of his work in grants management as well as the addition of some grants staff.
He said that an audit of the program would take place and advised of the need to make sure all were
in sync to ensure readiness for it. He then commented on the need to assist grants recipients, as well
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as applicants, and continue to work on training opportunities with non-profit organizations while
doing more visits to states and non-profit organizations to offer services and review projects.

Mr. Hoedt advised that program matters would be handled by John Malatak and his staff. He said
they would continue to push for approval for state programs to ensure that states remained eligible to
receive grant funds by meeting four criteria: law enforcement; education; numbering of vessels; and,
accident reporting. He advised that they are set to do these and that state visits will begin very soon.
He shared marketing estimates of registered vessels and discussed the survey results of different
organizations; he also stated that unregistered vessels are complicating survey results. He discussed
the drop in new boat sales in 2009 and expressed his hopes for a turnaround. He went on to talk
about the numbers of accidents, injuries and deaths in 2009 and thanked the states for their quick
reports for 2010 saying that the preliminary numbers seem to reflect a drop in fatalities though there
were no projections yet for injuries.

Mr. Hoedt commented that there were no resolutions made at the last meeting but there were two
action items adopted: 1) have the Strategic Plan Work Group meet in August, which was completed;
and 2) form a work group to research components of language for a resolution requiring the
mandatory wear of life jackets, which he hopes will be completed by the next meeting.

He went on to talk about the issue of Proceedings magazine and applauded the Admiral for bringing
recreational boating safety to the forefront and enabling the issue to be brought to the attention of
Congress and industry, both in the boating and shipping communities. He thanked all who
participated in the submission of articles.

Mr. Hoedt advised that the recreational boating safety strategic plan implementation is going well
and put forth the question of "where do we go from here as we continue to progress and what have
we done?" There are specific targets for casualty numbers that are set within the current plan as well
as in the new plan, to be measured in a calendar year, fiscal year and five-year averaging. He shared
the 2009 numbers and advised that the actual numbers beat the goals for casualties.

He thanked Dr. Dan Maxim for developing a chart (included in Proceedings) exhibiting the fatality
rate per 1000 boats and outlining major events that took place over the course of the time line,
including the Federal Boating Act of 1958, which created a standardized numbering system and
established safety programs. He showed where a decline in fatalities occurred and commented that
he would like to continue to see a decline. The performance goals of the Coast Guard, with regards
to marine safety and boating safety are to implement initiatives to improve marine safety and reduce
casualties as well as environmental consequences. This is the Coast Guard’s mission and they
continue to move forward with it.

To answer the "where do we go from here" question, Mr. Hoedt informed the Council that leadership
at Coast Guard Headquarters outlined performance goals and objectives for marine and boating
safety, namely to improve safety and reduce casualties and environmental consequences. He
discussed two tiers of items that are being targeted, specifically increasing life jacket wear rate to a
70% overall wear rate and enhancing skill level training, which is being done through non-profit
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grants. He talked about the heightened awareness campaigns and the use of PSAs, posters, and
billboards and cited the "Don't Wreck Your Summer" campaign. He feels that Minnesota has set the
tone for everyone to figure out what types of messages are effective. Minnesota has had the lowest
or at least, second lowest fatality rates every year. He applauded their law enforcement program and
education program as well as their public service campaigns.

He said the Coast Guard continues to work on a legislative change proposal for basic safety
knowledge and certification. He also mentioned making mandatory education more uniform across
the country and getting it phased in more quickly than it currently is.

Tier two alternatives that Mr. Hoedt discussed were: 1) “Operation Dry Water”, to reduce or stop
boating under the influence and 2) “Propeller Strike Casualties” a target with initiatives to reduce
those numbers to be discussed.

Mr. Hoedt informed the Council that regarding the 2011 non-profit grants, the deadline for
applications was two weeks away. Areas of emphasis for grantee support are: "Don't Wreck Your
Summer" Campaign; teaching on the water and the organizations that provide that service; Safe
Boating campaign; an international gathering of boating safety organizations and officials; state
partnering; accident investigation seminars; life jacket wear-rate study; and, the safety equipment
checkilist.

He talked about the status of the national boating survey stating that the contract of the survey was
awarded in 2009 to cover the first three surveys but there were delays in getting the survey
implemented and they have had to alter the surveys by collecting 2010, 2011, and 2013 data. They
are in the final stages of getting approval from OMB and are expecting approval any day after which
they will immediately begin collecting data. Because the time frame had to be altered, he said that
the 2010 data is a reduced version of the full survey requesting important demographics which would
be easier to gather. Participation data will begin in 2011 and data will be gathered on a monthly
basis; high validity in information is expected at that point. He commented that because of the
altered 2010 data, costs have dropped significantly, by $3 to 4 million, with a renegotiated contract.
The contractor is ready to collect data as soon as OMB approval is received.

Mr. Hoedt went on to discuss participation estimates and future estimates advising that Dr. Glen
Haas from Colorado State University created a model for doing this. He discussed the specifics of
the 2009 numbers and the projected numbers for 2020, including a double in the number of kayakers.

Next he shared the preliminary results from the JSI study for life jacket wear, which showed a
decrease in the overall wear rate from 2009 to 2010. He talked about the ongoing life jacket
validation studies. JSI is doing their own validation using their own observation methods, and the
National Water Safety Congress is conducting a validation using grant money from the Coast Guard.
Each of these studies shows a slightly different result though all are close, indicating that they are on
the right path.
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Mr. Hoedt talked about the ongoing efforts of the Coast Guard as they work together with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers on their project to determine the effectiveness of mandatory wear in
specific site locations, including northern Mississippi and southwest Pennsylvania. He discussed the
baseline wear rate increase over the course of 2009 and the slight dip in the preliminary numbers in
2010. The Army Corp of Engineers is adding a new test site in east central California and additional
discussions are being held with the National Park Service to establish a test site in the southwest.

He informed the Council that they would receive more information on the life jacket approval
process in April but acknowledged that the Coast Guard recognizes that the process is too slow and
costly. They are trying to work through the problems by working with manufacturers to try resolving
the issues and progress is being made.

Mr. Hoedt said they will continue to push forward on a legislative change proposal for mandatory
boat operator education, which will be included in the Coast Guard Authorization Act for 2012.

He discussed the current regulatory proposals for propeller strike avoidance issues, including a
regulatory project for cut-off switch installation and use within the boat, for which the NPRM is in
final review. He addressed another proposal that would require the operator to turn off the engine
when a person is in close proximity aft of the vessel; the specifics of which will be determined
through the rulemaking process.

Mr. Hoedt talked about the completion of the cost-benefit analysis of the 17 character Hull
Identification Number and the lack of data to quantify enough benefit to move forward with the
project; therefore the Coast Guard intends to withdraw the project and considers it closed. He said
that full state participation in the Vessel Identification System (VIS) would be more effective in
identifying all boats than the 17 character hull identification number.

Mr. Hoedt discussed VIS, which became operable in September 2007 and cited that 32 states and
territories are participating and expressed his thanks but also the need for all states to participate.

He then moved on to the numbering regulatory project, which went out for an extended comment
period and it is hoped that it will soon be sent up to the Department for a final rule.

Mr. Hoedt discussed the accident reporting system proposal and the 15 recommendations by the
Council in 2009 to improve the system. The Coast Guard is moving forward and completing the
work plan. After completion of that process it will be sent to the Marine Safety and Security Council
and all proposals for regulatory efforts will be prioritized and compared with staff capabilities.

He proceeded to discuss the Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2010, which had some issues that will
affect recreational boating and safety: Emergency locator beacons were added to associated
equipment, which means the Coast Guard can now regulate these. The Coast Guard may consult the
Council on emergency locator beacons
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The study of blended fuels and marine application was the next topic he addressed. He discussed the
concerns regarding the use of E-15, higher ethanol fuels in marine engines and whether other options
will be available. The Coast Guard is conducting a study to further review this issue. A scientific
analysis will be carried out using E-15 in marine engines to test the effects and although Congress
has authorized $1 million, they have not yet appropriated the funds for the study.

The next section Mr. Hoedt talked about was the authorization of the Council until 2020, though the
current charter expires in fall 2011. He then informed the Council that $3 million per year has been
authorized for the America's Waterway Watch program.

He presented charts showing the allocations of revenue going into the Sport Fish Restoration and
Boating Trust Fund and advised that it is a permanent appropriation with those revenues
automatically going into the program. The final numbers from the 2010 revenues have not been
officially presented, but he is hopeful that they will soon be official and states will be able to go
forward. He expressed a concern over the possible short extension of the re-authorization term and
the funding for national non-profit organizations. He presented two basic choices should this
happen: go down the list with the available money and provide it to those organizations whose
scores put them at the top of the list; or, only a portion of the full grant amount is presented to each
organization. He hopes that Congress will authorize an extension through the end of the fiscal year.

Mr. Hoedt discussed the great rapport with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. He lauded several
organizations for coming together in the Angling & Boating Alliance. There are differences in the
two organizations’ proposals and he assumes there will be a difference in the administrative and
Alliance proposals but the primary goal is the same - everyone is looking to extend the program. He
commented that the legislative change proposal went forward in April 2010 but, as the Congressional
session has changed, a new proposal with a new expiration date is being prepared for them. The
changes between current law and the proposal (using 2010 numbers as those are the only finalized
numbers) are $128 million currently for the boating safety program whereas the administration's
proposal would provide $138 million for boating safety.

He gave a quick breakdown of the funds stating that that the program receives $5.5 million, and is
required to spend $2 million of it on manufacturer compliance, while the rest is utilized on public
awareness campaigns, contract staff and survey money. They are looking to increase the funds to
$6.5 million, with the additional funding for the survey to be conducted every other year. While they
are hoping to increase those funds, they are proposing to reduce the administrative funds from 2% to
1.5% since not all of it is used every year. They are not allowed to combine the funds so they asked
to increase one and decrease the other to balance it out, though there is a slight difference of about
$400,000.

Mr. Hoedt said that the proposal would allow non-profit organization grants to get a fixed dollar
amount. Currently the money is only available for one year and it goes into the state pot if it hasn’t
been distributed, but the proposal would allow the funding to be available for three years and money
not used will go into the grant pot to be used for any additional projects that may need it the
following year. The state grants will get the bulk of the money, up by almost $10 million. The
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Council is funded by the Coast Guard general budget, the proposal is that it would come out of the
Trust Fund budget, which would increase funding and better support work group meetings and other
activities.

His final talking points were the challenges for the Council. There are two challenges: 1) they need
to keep moving forward with the current Strategic Plan; and finalize the development of the 2012-
2016 plan. He presented a challenge to the Council to get it done at the current meeting; and 2)
presenting a recommendation on life jackets at the April meeting.

Mr. Hoedt concluded his report and the audience asked questions.

Mr. J.J. Marie asked the Admiral to share the outcome of the Small Vessel Security summit, and if
there was anything that would impact recreational boaters.

Admiral Cook answered that a symposium was held and a report and strategy were approved. The
implementation plan is being worked on by the Coast Guard and CBP. There remains a question as
to how much they can commit to it and how much can they do as the government. He said that it
wasn't a plan that would establish secure areas but rather would implement outreach between states
and locals to share information and waterways. It would not make boaters feel that they have lost
their freedom in recreational boating.

Mr. Marie inquired as to whether the identification beacon had been eliminated.

The Admiral said that the cost-benefit analysis did not show a true benefit, though in cases such as
port visibility it would provide a benefit; however, on an everyday basis they do not have the ability
to have everyone visible in the system.

Mr. Hoedt stated that there would be a public version of the implementation plan.

Mr. Dean Clarke asked about injuries, deaths, and casualties and the figures on new boat sales; he
asked whether adding used boat sales would change the figures.

Mr. Hoedt replied that all boats are included in the figures but new boat sales indicate where things
may be headed in the future. He said that used boat sales have been stabilized.

Ms. Cindy Squires told him that a huge downturn in the economy the last two years has shown a
steady hold and the market shifted from new to used. She explained that the retirement rate is fitting
into the equation as it is necessary to know how many vessels are being taken out of the system. She
said most of the transactions have been in used boats.

Mr. Hoedt asked her if people are keeping their boats longer and if they are still seaworthy as they
get older. Ms. Squires replied that boats tend to be on the market longer than automobiles and it
seems that, when the economy gets better, registrations may spike as people may put boats in their
garage and not use them rather than get rid of them during the tough economy.
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Mr. Clarke commented that about 70% of the boats sold right now are used boats.

Ms. Squires said that based on their tracking of consumer confidence, used boats are doing better as
they are cheaper than new boats and they track about 6 months behind RV sales. She commented
that they are seeing improvement in boat show attendance. She told the Council that people usually
rent a boat before buying and people are renting longer now. She stated that traditionally they see the
entry into the market by first time boat buyers via used boats and that is where the industry grows
first.

Mr. Marie said the vast majority of those boats sold have bypassed the industry by not going through
dealers but rather from owner to owner so it's difficult to know what kind of shape they are in. He
said they have considered trying to establish a wholesale business for the boat industry but it didn't
get any support.

Mr. Adey said the used boat market has tightened up particularly in regards to smaller boats that are
easily restored to like-new reliability. He is concerned about safety if people take boats from the
junk pile and put them on the water.

Ms. Kull expressed concern over the national boating survey. She congratulated the Coast Guard on
lowering the price and acquiring better data. She commented on the Coast Guard’s commitment to
speed up the approval process for PFDs, especially with regards to the mandatory wear issues and
congratulated them on that as well. She discussed the PSAs and the effectiveness of the Minnesota
PSAs and encouraged them to license the PSAs to increase savings.

Chairman Muldoon asked if there is a corresponding study on the E-15 as it relates to old cars or if
they are only looking at boats. Mr. Hoedt and Mr. Cappel said they are not aware of any study. Ms.
Kull said that several companies are currently testing E-15 on marine engines and they found that
after 100 hours they could no longer meet California emissions requirements and engines started to
slow but there was no catastrophic failure. She said the big concern was over fuel sitting for
extended periods of time and that wasn't part of the Department of Energy test criteria. She said the
Coast Guard needs to focus on ensuring that the fuel testing is done in a manner that reflects how
boaters use fuel.

Mr. Clarke said one of the chief engineers from GM said that other than flex fuel engines, the bulk of
the engines they make cannot handle E-15 and they do not have the ability to gear up the production
lines to make E flex engines. He asked how will they warranty those vessels using E-15?

Ms. Podlich said that EPA determined E-15 is approved only for light trucks and cars 2007 and
newer. She said EPA will next look at 2001-2006 models as a subset.

Mr. Richard Moore asked Captain Rizzo to clarify his earlier statement regarding the expenditure of
$400 million on the RBS program and wanted clarification of the figures that were included. Captain
Rizzo replied that it was one year of expenditure for all programs, including state expenditures. Mr.
Hoedt further clarified that it included state expenditures, but did not include volunteer time.
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Mr. Messmann commended RADM Cook on the organization and content of the Proceedings
magazine. He said that it is easy to understand and it includes a lot of the history segueing into the
impending availability of the National Safe Boating Council’s history book.

Ms. Podlich stated that state privacy laws are keeping some states from participating in VIS and
asked what work the CG is doing to provide alternatives to bring those states onboard. Mr. Hoedt
said they are considering legislation to limit access to the data which should help alleviate the
concerns of state governors and legislatures.

Mr. Pete Chisholm referred back to the earlier E-15 discussion and said he heard that EPA's initial
guidance for cars 2007 and newer was to label the pump as E-15. He expressed concern over this
idea as he noted that many boat owners don’t read their owner’s manual. He asked for clarification
regarding the 1-year money being returned versus a 3-year rollover for grants and if the request to do
that was part of the legislative proposal. Mr. Hoedt replied that it was true just for non-profit
organizations.

Mr Chisholm asked if there were any idea of what the new Congress might do with these requests.
Mr. Hoedt replied in the negative.

Mr. Fetterman observed that both the vision for the RBS Strategic Plan and the conversations of the
day focused on issues that relate indirectly to recreational boating safety, and nothing will affect boat
sales and activity more than inadequate security of the waterways. He hopes that security will be
taken into consideration as it is a critical element to the industry and to recreational boating in
general.

Ms. Kopytko commented on SPIN's support of the tone, texture, and message of the PSA “Don't
Wreck Your Summer” and they regret the Coast Guard's decision to remove it from public domain.
She expressed gratitude to Captain Rizzo for his support. She was happy to report that the PSA has
been re-slated for release. She discussed the nature of the PSA depicting young adults as being
irresponsible and commented that they are not the boat owners and operators most responsible for
accidents but rather those aged 30-49 who require an effective message, which should be the next
PSA. She encouraged NBSAC to maintain the original tone, texture, and message of the PSA.

RADM Cook expressed his appreciation to Ms. Kopytko and told her that the underlying message of
the PSA is "Boat Responsibly" and that it, as a lone release, focuses on the impact of a potential
propeller strike, but they wanted to make sure that it hit the underlying principle of boating
responsibly. They have to represent a family of issues, including life jacket use, and they are not
backing away from the PSA but rather trying to portray different aspects of responsible boating.
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Executive Secretary’s Report
Jeff Ludwig, Office of Auxiliary and Boating Safety

Mr. Ludwig went over some administrative issues, reminding everyone to sign in and use
microphones when speaking. He said that members’ slide presentations would be available soon on
the Homeport website.

Referring to the JSI report, he spoke of an unusual confluence of logistical challenges, but hoped
they would have a final JSI report by this weekend or next week.

He then mentioned the NBSAC minutes from last April, pointing out that meeting minutes are
usually not posted on the NBSAC website until both the Chairman’s and CAPT Rizzo’s signatures
are in place. He said that the minutes are usually completed much sooner and are available, but just
not posted on the Web site. He said that if anyone ever had questions about the NBSAC minutes, to
call Mr. Ludwig and he would send out an “unofficial final version.” He promised he would try to
have the minutes posted more quickly this time.

He went on to talk about the meeting dates for the 87" NBSAC meeting and the logistical challenges
with the Charter. The Charter will expire in the first week of November 2011, and that in order to
ensure that charter renewal issues do not delay the fall meeting; it makes sense to schedule the fall
meeting before the current charter expires. The Coast Guard was looking at two dates in October:
the14™-16", and the 22"-24™. He recognized that NMMA’s IBEX meeting was during the week
between those two weekends, so members needed to consider which dates were better for them. The
USCG wants to make sure it schedules the meeting early to avoid any last minute problems. [Ed.
note: NBSAC decided to hold the fall meeting on 22-24 October 2011]

Ms. Podlich asked whether the April meeting dates were set. Mr. Ludwig replied they were; the only
question was whether the meeting would be April 1°-3", or April 12", They were working on the
final content of the meeting, which might only focus on the issue of life jacket wear. He noted that
there may not be a need for some of the subcommittees to meet then, because the ongoing meeting
might cover their issues. He assured members that his office would let them know final dates as soon
as possible.

Chairman Muldoon asked if the April meeting would be in the Washington, D.C. area and Mr.
Ludwig responded in the affirmative. Mr. Muldoon asked the members if there were any new items
they wished to talk about at this time.

Ms. Podlich said the FCC was asked to authorize a portion of bandwidth for a new proposal by a
company that wished to provide better phone service bandwidth to its customers. The bandwidth
they are requesting has the potential for widespread interference of GPS systems. She added that it
sounded as if FCC would not have to go through a formal rulemaking process. She asked to have a
conversation later with the USCG and see if they could write a letter of concern to the FCC about this
issue—particularly now that boaters don’t have LORAN. She was concerned that a private provider
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could take away public bandwidth that boaters needed for safe navigation and communication.
Chairman Muldoon assured her that they would make time for that discussion at this meeting.

Member Items
Moderated by Jeff Hoedt

Ms. Kull asked whether or not the Strategic Plan was analyzed to determine the notice of funds
availability topics for non-profit organization grants.

Mr. Hoedt said the areas of emphasis are directed to the Plan in intent and content. He explained that
the Coast Guard’s scoring system has criteria that relates directly to the Plan, and the scorers use
them to gauge the degree to which the grant proposal ties into the plan.

Ms. Kull expressed concern about the list of boating safety topics in the Coast Guard’s grant notice
of funds availability, which may not appear on the Strategic Plan’s list of priorities—for example,
voluntary standards and their funding to achieve lives saved. She was afraid that that part of the
Strategic Plan might not be funded.

In response, Mr. Hoedt cited two examples—first, the national outreach campaign, an objective in
the Strategic Plan. While its title may not mention awareness, he pointed out that the national
campaign was all about that. Second, he mentioned the “Don’t Wreck Your Summer” campaign,
which also falls under the auspice of awareness. He remarked that while these two campaigns may
not directly state they tied into a specific objective of the Plan’s list of areas of emphasis, they
actually did.

Ms. Kull then pointed out that new strategy, 7.4. It talks about the importance of voluntary standards
to accelerate lives saved beyond the regulatory process, and yet for the first time in 15 years
voluntary standards were not listed as a priority in the notice of grants. Mr. Hoedt said the Coast
Guard was specific in listing areas of emphasis. He praised ABYC for its grants in the past year,
many of which were focused on specific issues. He said it was critical that the Coast Guard be made
aware of specific issues to be included as areas of emphasis. Generalities, he pointed out, do not tell
the Coast Guard where problems lie.

Ms. Kull next discussed public service announcements and whether or not the Coast Guard had used
focus groups. The purpose of focus groups was to help the Coast Guard figure out how to hit its
target when communicating a message to its target audience. Mr. Hoedt agreed, and thanked her.

Ms. Podlich asked about the statistics for accidents and deaths from the ocean and gulf. Mr. Hoedt
remarked that the definition was not that clear. Ms. Podlich wondered if boating deaths occurring
one mile off the coast in state waters were included in BARD data. Mr. Hoedt said yes. She then
asked about deaths five to ten miles off the coast. Mr. Hoedt replied that anything within state
jurisdiction would be included in BARD. In cases beyond state jurisdiction, where the Coast Guard
responded, those are entered into the MISLE database, from which his office is automatically alerted
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and those would also be included in BARD. Ms. Podlich asked if all offshore deaths in recreational
boats would therefore be included in BARD. Mr. Hoedt said yes.

Ms. Podlich also had a question about an Excel chart that Susan Tomczuk created, showing subsets
of data that had been added or subtracted from the BARD data. Mr. Hoedt said that he would have
Ms. Tomczuk clarify later.

National Association of State Boating Law Administrators (NASBLA) Report
Jim Graybeal, President

Mr. Graybeal greeted the Admiral and Captain Rizzo as well as the members of the Council.

Mr. Graybeal reported that NASBLA completed the validation process for the new standardized field
sobriety test battery, a grant from the Coast Guard. He stated that they will incorporate the BUI
training curriculum with the new standardized field test battery as they begin the year's training
cycle. He emphasized that this will assist with law enforcement on the highway as well as the on the
water, as they are working in cooperation with the National Highway Transportation Safety
Administration (NHTSA) and Chiefs of Police to develop a revised BUI curriculum. NASBLA
anticipates having a catalogue of no less than ten standard officer training programs by the end of
2011.

Mr. Graybeal stated that the following courses will have an increased focus on instructor training and
officer credentialing: basic crew member course, basic operator search and rescue course, tactical
operators course, high speed pursuit and boarding class, BUI enforcement and detection, accident
investigation, navigation rules enforcement training, officer water survival course, airboat operations,
and PWC enforcement training.

He announced that the BUI certificate program was American National Standards Institute (ANSI)
accredited to ensure that the standards are the highest available and they will begin the ANSI
accreditation process for the boating accident investigation certificate program in 2011.

Mr. Graybeal explained that the education standard advisory panel is one of the top priorities for
2011 and NASBLA will establish a new model for the development of national education standards.
He clarified that the panel, which is chaired by Pam Dillon, will include representatives from national
non-profits, states, the Coast Guard, industry and the public to streamline the standards and create a
new model for sustaining the standards to ensure stakeholder representation mirrored in ANSI
standards development process.

Regarding the Trust Fund, he said they are working closely with all the partners to get as close as
possible to the administration’s proposal. He said both AFWA and NASBLA support the Coast
Guard and US Fish and Wildlife's principles and are working with the groups to support the position
to the broader trust fund coalition.
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He said NASBLA is working to build a national credentialing and training program resulting from
port and maritime security language contained within the Coast Guard Authorization bill. They are
pursuing additional efforts related to the full appropriation measure and are in the final phase of
FEMA acceptance for the B.O.A.T. program tactical course. They are waiting to hear from FEMA
so this grant can be used to establish standard levels of training and port security in Delaware
waterways.

He then outlined the NASBLA strategic planning cycle, emphasizing outreach to association core
members for a five year review for plan reassessment, which they hope to finalize by September. He
advised that NASBLA will contact each board member and will send a survey to the membership in
February. Continuing on the timeline, he said that a focus group and small discussion groups will
discuss the big picture items at the BLA workshop in March and, in June a strategic planning retreat
will finish the process. He commended everyone involved in the RBS Strategic Plan and he is
looking forward to working with the partnership.

Mr. Graybeal said they are nearing completion of an e-learning navigation rule training program for
officers. They will begin the second phase of a project to measure knowledge retention, and boater
education courses that will focus on a comparison of retention rates for online courses with
traditional classroom courses; the first phase was based on classroom courses only.

Another program he discussed is Operation Dry Water, which is a BUI awareness campaign in its
third year. He announced that last year exceeded expectations with more than 100 state and marine
agencies participating.

He discussed the first ever new BLA training academy, which will occur in July and is a week-long
intensive training program for rookie BLAs. The first class will have 12-15 BLAS with less than 2
yrs experience. He discussed the longevity of BLASs, with an average tenure of four years and he
hopes this program will increase the professional development of BLAs.

Mr. Graybeal shared that, in addition to the six accident investigation courses that will be offered
over the course of the year, NASBLA will open two new regional training centers, one each in
Florida and Arizona. This year's project includes funding to convert one day of the five day course
to new e-learning modules, which will save participating states money and officer time away from
the field.

Future events for NASBLA include a BLA workshop in Lexington on March 2-3 and the annual

conference in Milwaukee on September 10-14. He concluded by thanking the audience for their
time.
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Florida Life Jacket Wear Observation Study-
Captain Tom Shipp, Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission

Captain Shipp greeted the audience and introduced himself as the new captain of the Boating and
Waterways Section for the Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC). He gave a
brief history of his background, which includes a degree in biology. He joined FWC in 2002 and
became a captain two months ago.

He began his presentation by discussing Florida’s PFD Wear Rate Study. He showed the four
different locations included in the observational study. Two are saltwater and two are fresh water,
done intentionally to capture the wear rate in different boating environments. They are: Johns Pass
(Pinellas County), Pass-a-Grille Channel (Pinellas County), Lake Shipp (Polk County), and
Kissimmee River (Polk County). He then described the four locations.

The two saltwater observation sites have different boating characteristics. Johns Pass is primarily a
gateway to offshore and near shore boating and fishing and Pass-a-Grille Channel is a transit point
for boats using the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) and other inland water bodies.

The two freshwater observation sites also have different boating characteristics. Lake Shipp is part
of a chain of lakes and, while relatively small, is the site of two boat ramps that are used by boaters
who then transit to other lakes on the chain. The Kissimmee River is a channelized river that
connects several large lakes in central Florida. Although it does connect lakes, the river is truly a
river waterway.

Captain Shipp said the study took place using three-per-year seasonal observations in April, July and
October. He described how they fill out a weather data sheet to capture temperature, wind speed,
cloud coverage, and precipitation. He specified that no observations are done in bad weather and
they try to do observations in mild weather only. He described how data is collected only on
weekends between sunrise and sunset using 4 hour increments at each site each day. In explaining
the data analysis, he said all information is broken down into trends: time; boat type; occupant age
with boat type; seasonality; and gender differences.

Captain Shipp said time trends for 2010 are not yet available as they are in the process of analyzing
the data. He did note that there was a low overall wear rate from 2008-2009 and a higher seasonal
wear rate in spring and fall than in summer. The data confirms the results from the national survey,
which show significant differences in the adult wear rate in open motorboats as opposed to cabin
motorboats, which could be related to comfort or a perception of safety.

He revealed that, with regards to boat types (open motorboat and cabin motorboat) and occupant age
they only recorded data for two age groups: greater than 18 years of age and under 18 years of age.
They do not have an estimate of the number of children who fall into the 6 years and under/ 26 ft and
under category. He reported that PFD wear does differ depending on boat type and age of occupant,
with youths wearing jackets more, which could be affected by the laws in Florida. He confirmed that
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boat type and occupant age are generally consistent with the national JSI study noting that the sample
size limitations make it difficult to compare other boat types as they are too small a percentage.

With regards to seasonality, there is no year-to-year trend for seasonal variations. He stated that the
national analysis takes place once a year versus their three times a year collection, which allows them
to see the seasonal variation due to the extra data collection. The seasonal wear rate results have a
potential significance for the national analysis. He said the wear rate could be due to comfort,
awareness and who is on the water at varies times of the year.

Commenting on the data pertaining to open motorboats, he said there are gender differences in life
jacket wear, noting that men are more likely to wear life jackets. He noted this trend contradicts
what he has seen as an officer noting that he has seen men tend to be the risk takers while women are
more cautious. He has observed that mothers tend to notice where life jackets are located and are
more likely to make sure they are worn, reiterating that wear may be related to perception of danger
compared to actual risk.

With regards to adults versus youths, the results don't vary for those under 18 based on gender. He
speculated that some of this may be reflective of Florida’s education having an effect on the younger
generation.

Captain Shipp stated that some of the numbers are consistent with studies that have already been
carried out but there are also differences. He referred to the Minnesota study, which showed an
overall wear rate for females was 2% higher than theirs, while the voluntary wear rate was the same.
He also made reference to the Canadian study, which was self-reported and may not always match up
with other studies. He said the Australian study, in small vessels, was almost opposite of the their
study with a 4-9% higher wear rate by women while the Florida study showed 10% of men wearing
life jackets more. In the Oregon and Washington studies, the prevalence of wearing PFDs was 1.5%
greater for women as compared to men. He indicated that some areas are different than what was
observed nationwide. In the two years of their study, adult men are more likely to wear life jackets
than adult women and seasonality also affects PFD wear. He then invited questions from the
audience.

Mr. Clarke asked to what the captain attributes the seasonality factor. Captain Shipp replied that
many things can come into play: during the spring and fall temperatures are cooler and more
comfortable for life jacket wear, while in the summer there is a different boating public and it's hot.
He explained that in the winter and fall, there are different activities, including more hunters who are
more interested in safety if they fall out of the boat in cold water instead of warm water.

Mr. Clarke mentioned that in speaking to tow sports people, the big objection is how ugly they can
be. He wonders if the disparity between male and female wear rates might be a fashion issue.
Captain Shipp thought it is possible that could come into play. He mentioned that in Florida they
push inflatable life jackets, which are more likely to be worn and are less noticeable. He noted that
those who are reading a book or tanning may be more likely to remove their life jacket when the boat
is stopped and stable.
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Mr. Moore stated that it is important to keep in mind the effectiveness of the “Wear It!”” campaign.
He said they are targeting the areas where they do the majority of advertising, and they do the
majority of advertising in the spring and late summer because of fiscal limitations. He wonders if the
seasonality has to do with the fact that they push media efforts during those times and they see a
bump in the rate of wear.

Mr. Tsuneyoshi asked whether the study captured whether they had inflatable versus conventional
life jackets. Captain Shipp said they did capture that data, but it is more difficult, especially with the
belt packs. He said there is a spot on the test form for that information, though it isn’t officially part
of this study.

Ms. Duer asked if they are seeing a difference between fresh and salt water and open versus rivers
and if so, what is the difference? She also asked about hunting in freshwater areas. Captain Shipp
answered that there could be a lot of variables that come into play. There is no particular information
as to what people are doing as they are only observing the boating public in passing. He did say that
he has the numbers for where they recorded each observation and offered to share that information
off-line.

Ms. Duer asked if the data was from 2009. Captain Shipp replied that it was from 2008 and 2009,
two full years.

Ms. Duer asked if they are seeing the same type or an increase for 2010. Captain Shipp said that he
can't speak to that yet.

Mr. Fetterman commended them for showing a great example of what a creative state can do, not just
in attempting to change behavior by program, but also assessing the success of the program. He is
concerned about the methodology of remotely evaluating whether a passenger in a vessel is wearing
a life jacket. Using the example of a woman on a boat who is wearing a wrap that has no visible
signs of being an inflatable he suggested that NBSAC should focus on assisting the Coast Guard in
finding creative alternatives to doing a JSI study on an annual basis and use the money to find
solutions to change behavior.

Ms. Takashina commented that Florida’s study showing significant gender difference puzzled her.
She said that in a warm state like Florida there might be more women who are casual passengers and
there may not be an interest in investing in a life jacket that is specifically for them and not only
might they not want to look bad, but the driver may not want them to look bad either.

Mr. Edwards said that the JSI study is gathering useful data and it seems that there are lots of reasons
that people don't wear life jackets. He was surprised at the number of men wearing life jackets and
perhaps it should be asked their reasons for wearing them and where are they getting the
information?

Captain Shipp mentioned that the study is purely observational, but the idea of putting out a
questionnaire or interviewing people may be useful.
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Mr. Edwards asked Mr. Moore if any increase was seen in the areas where the “Wear It!” campaign
promotion was done. Mr. Moore said there was no good data available prior to the “Wear It!”
campaign and the first spring was before the campaign so there wasn't enough time to set a baseline
making it hard to evaluate. He said the only thing they could measure it against would be to compare
it to the national standard to see where they stand.

Mr. Clarke commented that he has a friend, an ex-Alaska crabber who went over the side and was
pulled back up, who incorporates life jackets into clothing. Mr. Clarke said that life jackets are bulky
and no one wants to wear them. He wondered whether it would be better not to worry so much about
what's certified by the Coast Guard, but rather if it will keep someone afloat.

Ms. Podlich asked at what time of year the JSI study is conducted and how to consider their numbers
versus Florida's three times a year. Captain Shipp said the JSI study is in the summer and they
expect to see more correlation between the summer numbers as the differentiation comes in the
spring and fall numbers.

Ms. Podlich appreciated that Florida looked at the same basic topic, but in a different way. She
encourages the continuation of the research efforts, especially the gender differences noting that most
research has been focused on males.

Mr. Meddock said that towed watersports advocates want to get some kind of flotation device on
people. He said they continue to struggle to figure out what the tipping point is, and he thinks
fashion is a key point. They think backing off rules and regulations and just getting people to start
wearing things that will keep them buoyant will make a significant difference.

Ms. Takashina responded to Mr. Clarke that there are a lot of attractive life jackets out there. She
commented that making the rules a little different so you don't pay a huge sum of money to change a
color may be helpful. She said there is a lot to be done on the regulatory side and that the life jackets
that are available can't be compared to Type 2s.

NAVSAC/TSAC/BIRMC Liaison Reports
Ms. Cecilia Duer
Mr. J.J. Marie
Ms. Marcia Kull

Ms. Duer reported that she attended the TSAC meeting in Pittsburgh this summer. She said they
spent two to three hours discussing education and showed the “Don't Wreck Your Summer” PSA,
which they applauded. She mentioned that they wanted to discuss education between recreational
boaters and the commercial industry and shared TSAC’s resolution with NBSAC verbally, as they
did not have it available electronically.

She noted that TSAC also sent out a notice regarding their reauthorization. She said they were
required to make significant changes to their charter, which included changes to the membership.
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TSAC will have to remove two generic labor positions and add four specific positions to the council:
one representing holders of active licensed masters or pilots of towing vessels with experience on the
western rivers or gulf coast intercoastal waterway; one representing licensed masters of towing
vessels in offshore service; one representing masters who are active shipdocking or harbor towing
vessel; and one representing licensed or unlicensed towing vessel engineers with formal training and
experience. TSAC will advertise for these positions as soon as the Federal Register announcement is
ready to go. TSAC’s next meeting is scheduled for the week of April 18 in Memphis. She then
invited questions.

Mr. Meddock referenced a TV show called "I Survived" and mentioned a 35 ft boat that was keel-
hauled by a barge in California. All on the boat survived but he asked about barge lighting as they
had been fishing in the middle of the night/early morning and got caught in the barge cables.

Ms. Duer said she saw the information on the accident and said those types of incidents will help to
establish the fact that they need to light up barges and cables. They are moving forward on that issue
and the towing industry is interested in continuing the process of getting cables lit. The problem is
that they don't have a good way of communicating near misses and if they could communicate these
it could help to establish the validity of what needs to be accomplished. She said they even put
cameras on the barges and even though no one wants to hear about near misses, it is important that
they have the information.

Chairman Muldoon asked her to convey their appreciation to TSAC for the resolution and they are
willing to work with them to solve mutual problems.

Mr. Marie reported that he attended a NAVSAC meeting this summer and while he observed some
tension between professional mariners and the pleasure boaters, this was not the case with NAVSAC
who was more understanding. There were two resolutions made: one regarding lighting, which was
seriously considered and decided it was not possible to alter the colregs because of treaties and
because the issue was addressed by ABY C standards, so lighting schemes remain as they are. The
other resolution, which may impact pleasure boaters, was regarding Rule 9 designating narrow
channels and directing the Coast Guard to have some consistencies in the designation of a narrow
channel, something currently left to the Captain of the Port to determine.

Mr. Marie discussed unmanned vessels, an issue that did not end up in resolution, but bears watching
as it could be a potential problem. He mentioned that it is not inconceivable to have a 1,000 ft
unmanned vessel, as the technology is available. Another item over which he expressed concern is
that NOAA has stopped printing paper charts for waters outside the US and old British admiralty
charts, with limited data are the only thing available. NOAA has made it clear they will no longer
print paper charts and all is electronic. He then invited questions.

Ms. Kull announced that the Boating Industry Risk Management Council (BIRMC) met two times
last year and, since the last report at NBSAC, the BIRMC group has issued a green boating brochure.
Currently it is working with Dr. Wendy Sanders to finalize the preliminary report on product and
owner’s manual safety labeling. They expect it to be completed this spring and delivered to ABYC
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to allow a better selection of information to boaters on safe boating and better messaging. She
closed by saying they will study the propeller guard testing that was done by CED and expect a
presentation on the life jacket working group at the upcoming meeting.

Boats and Associated Equipment Subcommittee
Pete Chisholm, Subcommittee Chairman

Mr. Chisholm introduced himself and described the Subcommittee as responsible for the physical
aspects of boating: the boat, the equipment it carries and its related topics. He said recent discussions
on the changes in the HIN regulatory process showed that achieving statistical support for regulatory
changes is sometimes difficult. He noted that voluntary industry participation on safety issues can
have an impact on safe boating designs such as reliable steering and throttle and shift capabilities,
which are important for an operator to control his boat safely; failure of these systems has caused
accidents and resulted in litigation. He mentioned NBSAC discussions about partnering voluntarily
with industry to better generate traction for any necessary regulatory changes.

Mr. Marie, Mr. Richard Moore, Mr. Dean Clarke introduced themselves. Mr. Campos was absent
today, but would arrive tomorrow. Mr. Dick Rowe was not in attendance.

Mr. Chisholm announced the first item on the agenda as a review of the propeller strike injury
avoidance measures.

Propeller Strike Injury Avoidance
USCG Regulatory Projects
Jeff Ludwig, Program Management Branch, Boating Safety Division
Phase 111 of the Propeller Strike Injury Avoidance Project
John Adey, VP/Director, Technical Standards, American Boat and Yacht Council
Bill Daley, CED Investigative Technologies
Phil Cappel, Chief, Product Assurance Branch, Office of Auxiliary & Boating Safety

Mr. Ludwig discussed the Installation and Use of Engine Cut-off switch proposed regulation. He
informed the Council that the draft NPRM is being reviewed by DHS. Once cleared by DHS it will
be sent to OMB for a 90 day review because it is a significant rule. He said he would advise when
this happens.

Mr. Marie asked for an explanation of the process it has to go through.

Mr. Ludwig explained that when the Coast Guard finishes the regulation, it has to be cleared by the
chain of command, in this case (due to the significance determination) it goes all the way to the
Commandant and from there it is sent to the Department of Homeland Security. He then said DHS
has their lawyers and economists look it over to determine compliance with all necessary
requirements, during which time there are often passbacks requesting clarifications. He continued by
explaining that once all that is worked out, it depends on whether the rule is significant or non-
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significant. A non-significant rule only needs to be cleared by DHS general counsel, but a significant
rule has to be cleared by the secretary.

Ms. Podlich asked for the best and worst case scenarios as to when this rule will come out. Mr.
Ludwig said the best case is today, worst case is never. They just don’t know. Mr. Ludwig replied
that it has been cleared by the Office of General Counsel and it is going for further clearance to the
Secretary's office.

Mr. Marie inquired as to whether the process was as burdensome when it was under the Department
of Transportation. Mr. Ludwig answered that he didn't know as he wasn't with the Coast Guard
when it was under DOT.

Discussion on Phase 111 of the Propeller Strike Injury Avoidance Project
Mr. John Adey, ABYC

Mr. Adey told the Council he would only be present for today's portion of the meeting. He briefed
the new members of the Council on the work they had been doing on propeller injury avoidance
since 2005 and mentioned they had a successful meeting that year where they came up with several
propeller injury mitigation strategies. He said propeller guards were the focus along with a rental
package, which was published. The curve of the propeller mitigation work has followed the curve of
the available funding sources. He went on to briefly describe the three components used to
determine the effectiveness of the devices.

1) Human factors - What happens when you put something on the bottom of an outboard or stern
drive that was not there before and increase the surface area?

2) Characteristics - They have completed testing on the environmental safety prop to determine what
an invention will do to a boat's characteristics, is it faster or slower, does it increase or reduce
stability.

3) Practicality and durability - Is it a simple purchase or will it cost a lot? Will it be costly to install?
If it is used during normal boating, will it bend?

He said the end game of the project is for anyone who designs a guard to have a full testing protocol
that is relatively affordable, easy to use, and to be able to come out with a grading score that will rate
the guard. He speculated that they will have a final draft by the end of the year. With regards to part
one, he described the questions pertaining to human factors such as what happens to the person in the
water and where the majority of accidents on the human body occur. He explained that certain
mitigation devices worked better because they involved more body parts that may be involved in the
accident.

Mr. Adey then discussed part two, boat characteristics. He said MIT had devised a strategy to tell
whether a propeller guard affected important safety factors of the boat. He referenced his
presentation to show the effects of various guards.

While describing durability and practicality, part three, he showed a slide of a guard that was
frequently tested and will perform at a higher speed but when hit, twists and bends the propeller
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blade. They are getting to the end of this part, and have performed some solid work with CED as
their contractor.

Mr. Adey then invited questions from the audience.

Ms. Kull asked: if in addition to the propeller guard testing protocol if there are any other ABYC
standards that address the Coast Guard’s tier 2 priority of reducing propeller strike casualties. Mr.
Adey answered there is no direct standard to reduce propeller strikes but several ABYC standards
address propeller-related issues such as shift and throttle. He said a neutral safety interlock is
designed so that a boat has to be in neutral when it's started to avoid having a full throttle start that
would launch it over the dock. They are also looking at a new standard to address increasing ladders
by 10 inches to keep feet and limbs out of the area of influence of the propeller. He speculated that it
is possible that ABYC will create a technical information report for how to evaluate a guard based on
the results of the study.

Mr. Clarke said there are other boat companies that have addressed the issue by removing people
from the area of the propeller. A number of companies are putting ladders in the hull side rather than
the transom, which has become a popular option and sacrifices nothing to structural integrity of the
vessels. He suggested this be considered as a future standard.

Mr. Adey informed the Council that Mr. Dick Snyder will address that issue at the hull performance
committee next week. He is a big proponent of moving the ladder to the side, but right now their
standards say as far from the propeller as practical. Studies show that stability is affected in 17 ft
stern drive boats (large demographic as far as accidents go) when you increase boarding to one side
or the other.

Mr. Tsuneyoshi asked what the Australian propeller looks like. Mr. Adey described it as an off- the-
shelf propeller by a company called Turning Point, as there were no photos available. He went on to
say that half of each blade is cut off by Mr. Colin Chamberlain who welds in a piece of aluminum
and hand fairs every blade to create a leading edge roughly the diameter of a pinky finger on the
propeller. Mr. Adey told the audience that Colin tests this by sticking his arm into the propeller and
notices no ill effects but bruising at low RPMs. He said Bill Daley of CED would further discuss the
results of the testing at higher speeds.

Ms. Marion de Cruz said she has been looking for a propeller safety label for many years and asked
if Mr. Adey was aware of any. Mr. Adey said there is an H-41 carbon monoxide and propeller strike
label that they commissioned with an independent group as there is no ANSI approved label.

Mr. Bill Daley, CED Technologies

Mr. Daley thanked Admiral Cook, Chairman Muldoon, and the Council for allowing him the time to
be there. He explained that CED was contracted by ABYC to participate in a three phase study.
Referencing Mr. Adey's presentation, he said that he would focus on the third phase — testing of
commercially available propeller guards.
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The testing was performed at the University of Buffalo’s Center for Research Education and Special
Environments (CRESE) where they used a large circular pool for their tests. The testing took place
in two phases, in July and December 2010. They looked at effectiveness of the guard, which was
studied at engine speeds of 15, 5 and 10 mph, parked in gear, and reverse so they were representative
of where a vessel would operate. He further explained that they had located the samples at 90
degrees from the centerline of the propeller. They looked at several scenarios of unguarded
propellers using different types of propellers including the environmental safety propeller also called
the Aussie Prop. He described the representation of the guards used - cage guard, round ring guard,
octagonal ring guard and concentric ring guard.

Providing a description of the facilities, Mr. Daley informed the audience that the CRESE pool was 8
ft wide and 8 ft deep. He then described the test equipment as a 200 hp motor mounted to a rotating
arm and said they used two underwater videos and one high speed video at the low water level of the
pool to capture the results. He discussed the ballistics gel, explaining that the 3 inch diameter, 16
inches long sample was used exclusively in July and, in December they finished more testing with
the 3 inch diameter as well as 10 inch diameter, 16 inches long and 10 inch diameter, 30 inches long
samples. They wanted to see if there was a relationship between the size of the test sample and the
results they saw in the interaction with the propeller.

Mr. Daley showed a slide with a representation of their test setup. They did 112 runs in July and 107
in December and recorded them with the cameras. He personally inspected any degree of contact
between the test sample and the propeller and photographed the results if there was any contact. He
showed a series of videos of the tests conducted. They slowed the video down to get a better
perspective of the contact. He described each of the tests using unguarded and guarded propellers
and discussed the results of each.

Mr. Tsuneyoshi asked if thrust was measured with respect to a normal propeller versus a safety
propeller. Mr. Daley said there are two perspectives in testing, one of opportunity to come in contact
with the propeller and the other a biomechanical evaluation of the result of that contact. He said the
biomechanical perspective is something that could be done but their purpose was to determine the
opportunity and, based on that, determine the biomechanical effect. He explained the reason they
didn't do both at the same time was because the testing protocol would be different with different
samples to replicate various portions of the human body.

Mr. Tsuneyoshi said his question was geared more toward the efficiency of the propeller to provide
thrust. He wondered if the Australian blade would have to be spun faster or slower to maintain
thrust. Mr. Daley replied that prior to using the environmental safety propeller they took the
propeller and ran an engine on the water in southern Maryland. They found few differences in the
performance of that propeller than in a 'standard stock’ propeller.

Mr. Tsuneyoshi wondered about additional pollution in the air from an engine that had to be run
faster. Mr. Daley responded that there were performance degradations with guards but the Australian
propeller was used in an unguarded test and little difference was seen between the environmental
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safety propeller and a standard propeller. He showed a video to better demonstrate the results of the
tests using the environmental safety propeller. It was clarified that the Australian safety blade did not
damage the sample at low impact speeds but it did cause damage ad at forward speed.

Mr. Daley said that was true, and explained that the Australian blade provided a margin of safety at
low RPMs but they did not find a discernable difference at higher speeds. Mr. Daley also stated that
determining the type of injury that might result from a strike would require a biomechanical
evaluation. He said they could discern the difference between blunt force trauma and slicing as the
gel sample provided that information, but a medical doctor looking at the results might draw a
different conclusion than he would. The purpose of their tests was not to do the biomechanical
evaluation, but only to describe an opportunity and create a contact map.

Ms. Dillon asked if she properly understood the modification, clarifying that it was the same type of
leading edge as a standard propeller if it’s in reverse. She inquired as to whether the modification
would present itself when there is forward thrust. Mr. Daley answered in the affirmative, stating the
modification of the blades is universal.

Ms. Dillon said she was trying to understand that, if there were two propellers, a standard and a
safety side-by-side and they were in forward gear, would the modification on the safety propeller be
the leading edge, while in reverse it sounds like the same kind of standard propeller. Mr. Daley said
it was more the ability to capture the test sample that led to the damage on that test sample rather
than the geometry of the individual blade.

Mr. Daley described the way they measured the contact and how they could determine the difference
between blunt force trauma and a propeller strike. He discussed some tests using the octagonal ring
guard, which showed some of the test sample strikes in the shape of the guard itself. Some of the
tests in reverse using the octagonal ring guard were suspended due to damage to the guard. He
showed additional slides summarizing small samples and large samples. He invited questions.

Mr. Snyder indicated his confusion over the 6, 12, and 24 inch distance from the propeller, was it
centerline or from the tips? Mr. Daley answered that all measurements were from the centerline.

Mr. Snyder then added that Sea-Ray had tried to get some testing done on real boats with the
Australian propeller but the gentleman from Australia failed to produce the propellers, so they were
unable to test.

Mr. Underwood said it doesn't seem there was any real breakthrough as far as a safer propeller than
just the normal sharp edge standard equipment. He said there may be slight improvements in some
areas and reductions in others with safety propellers and asked if that was accurate summary of the
results.

Mr. Daley said his summary shows that one size does not fit all and they have not found a single
solution that would be good across the spectrum of where a boat may be operating. The most
dramatic result was at 15 mph where an unguarded propeller was safer than a guarded propeller.
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Mr. Clarke interjected that he was most impressed by the full cage but he would not want to see the
performance degradation that comes with it. Mr. Daley stated that at slower speeds it could have
some utility but there was significant degradation at higher speeds.

Ms. Takashina said one cage provided the best protection and asked if there might be other high
strength materials that would be less clunky and offer less degradation. Mr. Clarke responded that
it's not the materials but the mass of fencing around the propeller that creates drag. Mr. Daley told
her he wouldn't say there couldn't be a better design for a cage system and everything requires
compromise.

Ms. Marion de Cruz asked if they would make a recommendation to the suitability of any items they
tested for something like a non-planning houseboat.

Mr. Daley said he would rather be in the water in the vicinity of a boat with an unguarded propeller
than one with a guard based on the results of the study. He specified that there are certain operating
environments in which one could envision a cage guard to be a suitable measure but reiterated the
testing has dramatically shown there is not one single solution and there are tradeoffs regardless of
which guard is used as a mitigating device. He said this is raw data and they will look into what
opportunities exist where these mitigation devices may be appropriate but it's premature for him to
comment further.

Mr. Beam inquired as to whether they tried to simulate anything in particular when they chose the
PVC pipe and the gel. Mr. Daley said they were not trying to do a biomechanical evaluation but they
wanted to get a sample that would suitably represent human skin, and ballistics gel is probably the
best material available. Mr. Beam followed up by expressing his concern with the implied
relationship in the data showing cuts as people may see that as what will happen to a leg or arm. He
asked how they would present the information in the report to demonstrate an opportunity for
contact.

Mr. Daley said the report will be more detailed than this PowerPoint presentation. He has not yet
written conclusions in the report, but the study shows two things: 1) it differentiates between blunt
force trauma and propeller strikes, and 2) it permits one to define an envelope where there's an
opportunity for contact. Beyond that, the biomechanical evaluation is something that can be pursued
in the future.

Mr. Tsuneyoshi expressed his trepidation over the cage guards and the possibility for clogs in areas
with high weed concentrations and the safety issues that would arise. Mr. Daley agreed and told him
they want to come up with a grading criterion to determine the pros and cons of each mitigation
device noting that the location of the usage has an impact on the effectiveness.
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Grant Projects related to Boats & Associated Equipment
John Adey, VP/Director, Technical Standards, American Boat and Yacht Council

Mr. Adey began by discussing the grant work that was done through the voluntary standards grant,
an area of support they have received from the CG for several years and that affords the opportunity
to look at things they would not ordinarily have the funding for based on their membership. He
further said this enables them to use voluntary standards instead of going through regulation. He
discussed some high visibility voluntary standard items including fuel standards.

He discussed capsizing and swamping, the number two and three accident types according to the
2008 statistics. He noted that a year into the grant they now have a universal investigation protocol
for accidents, which will help to differentiate between capsizing, swamping, and sinking. He said
Coast Guard requirements for flotation only apply to vessels 20 feet in length, and they are hoping to
develop an ABYC voluntary standard to increase it to 26 feet.

Mr. Adey then commented on outdoor CO, and discussed a study that looked at the amount of carbon
monoxide present behind a tow sports boat. He presented a slide showing the results of a CO
monitor mounted 15-20 feet behind a boat and wondered why people weren't going to the hospital
with the levels that resulted. He did the same test behind a lawn mower and the resulting levels were
the same. He did some research to find the origins of acceptable levels from OSHA and learned they
were established in the 1950s and 60s after tests conducted in a small, closed, 2500 sq ft room with
no air movement. Industrial hygienists recommend determining a CO level that is not based on a
closed room test and an industrial hygienist at Coast Guard headquarters was given the okay to help
ABYC move forward with establishing acceptable outdoor CO levels. He hopes to have the right
numbers for outdoor CO exposure within a year. He invited questions from the audience.

Ms. Kopytko asked about the rental package, whether it was distributed to liveries, if it is it being
used by liveries; and if so, is there any measurement for effectiveness of the training. Mr. Adey did
not have the answer but advised he would find the information during the break.

USCG Reauthorization Bill - New Regulatory Authority for Emergency Position Indicating
Radio Beacons
CAPT Dave McBride, Chief, Office of Search and Rescue

Captain Dave McBride introduced himself and described some of his experience in Coast Guard’s
Office of Search and Rescue (SAR), as well as his work with the beacon industry. He thanked the
Council for the good work that they do making the point that life jackets do save lives and he hopes
they can continue to get people to wear them. He also mentioned that beacons save lives, and he
feels very strongly about the difference they make in helping to find people.

He discussed the new legislative authorization that brings beacons to the forefront and while it's
probably years away from being completed, it's moving EPIRB in the right direction. He said most
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of the information in his presentation doesn't discern between recreational boats and commercial
vessels, but his intention was to educate the group on the overall problem of locating people offshore.
He then introduced CDR Max Moser would assist with the presentation. CDR Moser began the
presentation by sharing some statistics on search and rescue operations, including how many lives are
lost and how many lives are unaccounted for noting that it is their job to try to keep those numbers
tracking down. He then presented a graph outlining Coast Guard SAR responses within twelve
nautical miles of shore. Referring to a slide on distress beacon alerts, he showed the trend of
different types of alerts.

He said the challenge that faces SAR is a lack of notification and a lack of information, which leads
to the necessity for a search. He also stated drift can quickly change the search area and increase the
search time, even if they know where the incident occurred. He emphasized the importance of early
rescue, especially in cold water.

Speaking to the capabilities of VHF, he stated that it has an extended range of 21 miles, does not
require a special permit, and allows for weather information. He described the limitations of VHF,
which include the limit of line-of-sight communications, transmissions that can be 'stepped on'
preventing information from being conveyed. He went on to say there is no automatic activation or
notification unless it is a DSC and is properly connected to a GPS device, which will show a latitude
and longitude. He said most recreational boats do not have VHF because it is not required
equipment. Further describing the limitations, he said VHF requires a user to provide information
and provides a possible line of bearing for a search craft; however, based on some past cases, radio
transmissions can be stepped on which means it takes longer to decipher the bearing. He also noted
that it requires an external power source, which can be problematic if a boat sinks or swamps.

CDR Moser described a case off the shore of South Carolina that provided a weak ‘MAYDAY’ radio
transmission, 30-40 seconds in length, which provided no useful information before being stepped on
by a stronger signal. He said a search was conducted using a line of bearing that turned up no results
until the spouse of someone on the boat contacted the Coast Guard to report him missing, which
enabled them to narrow the search area and eventually rescue five people.

He proceeded to describe the S/V Trinity, which had drifted off the coast of Costa Rica and required
the search of 12,000 nautical miles in 24 hours. He showed several slides with probability grids to
demonstrate how an increase in the search area increases rescue and resource time. He noted that the
search ended with a rescue 87 miles off the coast of Costa Rica and advised that if the vessel had had
an EPIRB they would have searched 64 nautical miles around the vessel, significantly less than the
actual required search area.

CDR Moser talked about the advantages of emergency position indicating radio beacons (EPIRBS)
and described the means by which signals are sent and received. It is a five part process where the
initial part is the signal being sent and the final step is the Rescue Coordination Center (RCC)
sending help, and shared a slide to help explain all of the steps. He said proper functionality of the
EPIRB requires they be registered.
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Ms. Kull asked how long it took to go from part one to part five in that process. CAPT McBride
replied that it took a relatively short period of time—within five minutes after the satellite picks up
the signal. When the Rescue Coordination Center receives it, they could plot the vessel’s position
and direct the rescue from there. He noted that if a boat had a registration or a position, it could be
properly routed. Without a position, it could take up to 90 minutes to get to the RCC. If the boat had
registration data, rescuers would be able talk to survivors and get a fix on their location.

CAPT McBride then explained the various types of platforms/beacons. He said emergency position
indicating radio beacons (EPIRBS) are typically used on boats; emergency location transmitters
(ELTSs) on aircraft; and personal location beacons (PLBs) by individuals (e.g. hikers and campers).

He showed the group two types of EPIRBs — Category | and Category Il. He explained that a
Category | automatically releases at a depth between four and 13 feet, and begins to work
immediately once it becomes wet. It floats upright and has a strobe light attached to it.

CAPT McBride went on to discuss PLBs. These are smaller devices that work on a satellite system,
are manually activated, and are small enough to be carried in a person’s pocket. He explained that
some float and others do not, but their antennae must be held out of the water in order for them to
transmit. He said there are currently no strobe light requirements for PLBs, though many carry them.
They have a 24-hour minimum transmit time, and are 406 GPS enabled.

An audience member asked about prices. CAPT McBride said EPIRBs generally run about $600-
$1200, while PLBs are in the $299 range. The price differences were usually due to marketing rather
than manufacturing costs, but both devices cost about $100 more if a GPS chip is included. He said
the chip is a $10 item, but it is marked up 10-15 times. He predicted that as the industry moved
toward universal use of GPS chips in the PLBs and EPIRBs, the price would come down. One of the
initiatives on the table for the Radio Technical Commission for Maritime Services (RTCM) was to
require these chips because of recent National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)
recommendations. Prices of ELTS, he said, were usually in the $2000 range.

CAPT McBride briefly discussed ELTs, normally carried on aircraft. They are 406 GPS enabled
with a 121 decibel, five-megahertz frequency. He said these devices are very bulky and are usually
internally hard-mounted into the airplane.

He then talked about satellite emergency notification devices (SENDs). These operate over any
satellite system except COSPAS-SARSAT, and provide people who work in remote areas with a
means to alert others of an emergency situation, and to help search and rescue personnel to find them.
However, it will only notify the company that services the device; it does not work on the USCG’s
406 COSPAS-SARSAT system. Most of the devices are one-way only.

Mr. Clarke said he noticed there was no mention of search and rescue transponders (SARTS) in the
presentation; were they not using that as part of their search and rescue any longer?

CAPT McBride said those devices are mostly carried on larger vessels, and are more expensive than
the beacons. These are not notification devices and do not necessarily alert any of the systems; they
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help other craft in the vicinity to locate and aid a vessel in trouble. He said the USCG was working
to incorporate AIS technology into EPIRBs. Most of the commercially available beacons work with
satellite systems and carry GPS chips, so call centers can obtain a position that is then forwarded to
the RCC.

CAPT McBride then talked about the reliability of using standard VHS/DSC (Digital Selective
Code) equipment instead of beacons on vessels. He noted that, although VHS/DSC are good tools
and a great deal of money has been invested in the Rescue 21 program to make them work, there are
some scenarios—such as if a vessel swamps or sinks—when the standard VHF radio or DSC
equipment might become disabled. However, certain handheld devices are being developed for
VHF/DSC with their own power and GPS chip, which won’t necessarily become disabled in those
circumstances. Because of the importance of being able to update vessel positions and maintain
communications beyond just the initial call from a vessel, these handheld devices need to be
considered in discussions about what types of notification devices are used in the marine
environment.

CAPT McBride said the cost of PLBs had gone down. Though they last only 24 hours, they use GPS
and are still regulated by COSPAS-SARSAT, and are a good potential alternative to EPIRBs in terms
of overall boating safety and lives saved.

Ms. Duer asked if cold water reduced the battery life. CAPT McBride replied, not in the COSPAS-
SARSAT beacons and PLBs, because they are tested to work in extreme conditions. He added that
one of the USCG’s problems with some commercially available emergency notification devices is
they are not always tested and regulated to work in extreme environments. The USCG is working to
establish regulations for such devices.

Mr. Marie observed that during one of his experiences receiving information from an EPIRB, the
signal was intermittent. He later found out that the EPIRB was in a locker below deck, and whenever
the broadcaster on the vessel turned on his radio, a nearby speaker would activate the EPIRB. He
stressed that boaters should be made aware of this problem—i.e., do not put EPIRBs close to a
magnetic source.

CAPT McBride pointed out that with the new systems, this type of problem could be bypassed
because rescuers can locate the vessel if it is registered properly. Sometimes, he pointed out, there
are false alerts but they can usually be resolved before any SAR effort is initiated.

Mr. Clarke asked if the USCG had plans to regulate other SAR facilities, e.g., SENDs or electronic
chart plotters with Man Overboard buttons. CAPT Rizzo said the USCG was not planning to do so at
present.

Ms. Podlich asked about the USCG’s current definition of an emergency locator beacon. Did it
include all the devices CAPT McBride had just spoken about? CAPT McBride said no. He
explained that beacons are strictly required to be COSPAS-SARSAT at this time. Some of the other
devices (including cell phones) are what the USCG classifies as “commercially available emergency
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notification devices.” In other words they might use cellular or satellite technology, but are not
considered beacons by definition. He said because many of these devices are not regulated, the
USCG has yet to judge whether or not they can be considered equivalent to beacons. He observed
that one problem with some of these devices is they are commercially based; and the companies that
manufactured them may go out of business. By contrast, the global system the USCG set up with
COSPAS-SARSAT is internationally recognized, and has been in place for over 25 years—this is
what makes beacons the most reliable search and rescue tool.

Mr. Hoedt said the statute (USCG Authorization Act of 2010) did not define emergency locator
beacon when it was enacted. CAPT McBride said that though the statute did not define beacon, the
U.S. has defined beacon and there are legal cases to back it up.

Mr. Chisholm then asked about the earlier data presented regarding lives lost; in 2009 that number
was 816 and in 2010 it was 817 lives lost. He inquired as to how it compared with the data in
BARD. Mr. Hoedt stated that data is not only for recreational boaters. Mr. Hoedt stated they are
comparing that data against BARD and will provide an update as necessary.

Mr. Chisholm remarked that the USCG had an interest in this topic. He asked if there was already
CG movement on it or were they looking for a resolution? He said that, as chairman of this
Subcommittee, he needed guidance on what action to take next. Mr. Hoedt reminded members that
he mentioned this topic in his presentation this morning. He said the USCG was doing some more
“data scrubbing,” and if they were successful he would have more information to present the Council
by the April meeting. At that time, the Council may want to issue a recommendation to the CG. Mr.
Chisholm said he would leave this as an informational item, and wait for additional information.

RADM Cook said many Action Items resulted from the Authorization Act. In just the part of the
USCG he oversees, there were 33 individual regulatory projects. These included items dealing with
fishing vessels, transportation worker identification cards, seafarer access, etc. He stressed the need
to prioritize all these regulatory projects, and noted that as this one was not being driven by the CG,
he wanted to make sure they had the correct information before starting on a regulatory plan. They
would need to prioritize it internally and decide at what point they want to forward it on to DHS.
RADM Cook concluded that there would be ample opportunity for NBSAC to provide input on this
issue in the future.

Study on the Effects of Ethanol on Fuel Systems
Phil Cappel, Chief, Product Assurance Branch, Office of Auxiliary & Boating Safety

Mr. Cappel said that although Mr. Hoedt had mentioned it in his report this morning, members might
wish to view the actual wording of the entire Authorization Act related to the Ethanol issue; he
showed a slide of the language.

Mr. Cappel referred to the discussion about ethanol earlier in the day, noting while a great many
studies were performed on automobile engines, there were not many on marine engines. He was
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waiting for an EPA report, which was most likely the best one to come out thus far. He said a great
deal of anecdotal information had circulated about boats and engines that had broken down because
of E-10 use. There were even rumors that some of the fuel offloaded from trucks was watered down.

He posed a question: When does anecdotal information become so overwhelming that it takes the
place of scientific research? He had no clear answer—which was why the USCG Research and
Development (R&D) office would likely conduct a study of blended fuels in marine application.
They already had boats and engines at their boat test facility, and were putting together a project
plan.

They hoped to test both inboard and outboard boats, mimicking the way a typical family would use a
recreational boat. These boats would contain both E-10 and E-15. He pointed out that direct fuel
injection technology made it easier for automobiles to accept higher levels of ethanol, but carbureted
engines would still have problems with any type of ethanol.

He stressed the need for a long-term study to look into how different boats and engines would
respond to E-15, and said the scope of their planned study would depend on how much money they
were allowed to put into to it.

Ms. Kull remarked that it was important to look at the effect of the higher-grade ethanol on fuel lines,
fittings, and tanks as well. She said that at fuel stations in Minnesota she recently saw E-15 selling
for 50¢ cheaper than E-10, and commented that it was easy to figure out which of the two options
people would choose.

Mr. Clarke noted that in traveling around Florida, he saw fuel pumps that stated they contained no
ethanol. However, they were $1.00 to $1.50 per gallon more expensive.

National Insurance Crime Bureau (NICB)
Cindy Squires, Regulatory Council, National Marine Manufacturers Association
(NMMA)

Ms. Squires said NMMA signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the National
Insurance Crime Bureau (NICB) some time ago, to form a partnership to establish a database
whereby vessel characteristics data and hidden hull identification number (HIN) locations would be
provided to NICB. This information would be available to law enforcement in an existing database
used for various types of investigation activities, as well as by the insurance industry. She said NICB
was already doing this for the automobile industry, and it also stores information about stolen cars
and vessels.

She said NICB was previously struggling because of the depressed economy, but she was pleased to
report they had put this in their budget for 2011 and already began work on it. She noted that boating
data was very different from auto data, so they could not put that information into their existing data
collection system. She said NMMA was trying to ensure the information provided to the NICB was
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aligned with new definitions put forward in the proposed numbering regulation to make sure “we are
all talking the same language.” She said that as soon as they completed the coding, and the system
was up and running, they would test their system with at least two manufacturers. They would then
introduce it to their members.

She said NMMA members supported this effort, the board endorsed the MOU, and they hoped to
have it functioning within a year. Importantly, as part of the MOU, they agreed to make the
information available to law enforcement, including the USCG. This information could also be used
to validate records in VIS, BARD, and USCG databases.

Mr. Clarke asked if NICB was involved in requiring tracking devices on some boats. Ms. Squires
said NICB did not have that authority. Mr. Clarke said a growing number of insurance companies in
Florida were requiring those devices on boats they insure. Ms. Squires defined NICB as a group of
insurers that exist for the sole purpose of helping investigators respond to complex cases of insurance
fraud. She speculated that an insurer might put multiple conditions on insuring an expensive boat.

Mr. Muldoon asked who paid for those tracking devices. Mr. Clarke said some boat owners were
required to buy them. He just learned about this from a government employee who teaches boat
handling in the lower Keys. He recently bought a new boat, and his insurance company required him
to install the device; he said that every boat similar to this one now had the requirement. Ms. Kull
pointed out that installing one usually meant reduced premiums on the boat owner’s policy.

Mr. Messmann thanked NMMA and NICB for honoring their commitment to this project. He
understands the USCG is dropping the 17-character HIN project and believes this work is a good
way to fill the gap. He predicted NBSAC and NMMA would have the opportunity to continue to
work together to protect the boating community in the future.

Mr. Angell commented that it was exciting to see the NICB project moving forward. He recalled one
of the roadblocks last April was NICB’s ability to update their software. Ms. Squires explained how
NICB was able to update its system to be able to accept boating data. Mr. Angell said he understood
NICB had needed about $200,000 for that update. Ms. Squires said they decided to put it in their
budget. NMMA went through a process of applying for a port security grant, which did not go
through. After that, NICB decided to expand their program, and fund this project anyway.

Mr. Angell asked if, now that the expanded HIN issue was off the table, the project would speed up.
Ms. Squires assured him this was always a separate project, and added that it yielded far more data
than the expanded HIN.

RADM Cook asked if there needed to be any dialogue about the exact protocols maritime law
enforcement people would use to benefit from the program. Ms. Squires said they were just reaching
the point where they need to bring parties together, not only for NICB but also for the other users.
She noted that it would be completely new for the USCG, so she would need work with INFOLINK
(the contractor for VIS) to work on the issue. In March she will go to NICB headquarters in Chicago
for a meeting on the ongoing uniform titling project. She would take the opportunity to clarify the
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next steps at that time.

Mr. Edwards said he assumed the only vessels in the database would be insured ones. Ms. Squires
said no; this information would come from boat manufacturers. She pointed out that in the auto
industry, when a car is built, all its information is electronically transmitted to NICB. She said they
planned to create a similar system, albeit simpler because many small businesses would be involved.
She said at NMMA’s National Engineering Summit, they hoped to get everyone up to speed on this
program, and to start a dialogue between boat manufacturers and law enforcement personnel,
including the USCG.

Mr. Cappel shared that all manufacturers would be able to put in 10 years” worth of data, as that is
the number of years they are required to maintain in their systems.

Mr. Chisholm introduced the next topic on the agenda.

He asked if Ms. Squires had anything to add on the E-15 issue from NMMA’s perspective. Ms.
Squires referred to the EPA waiver on E-15. When EPA approved that waiver, she said, they made it
very clear that E-15 was not suitable for marine engines. Nonetheless, they approved it. They also
stated there had to be some misfueling controls; then later proposed a rulemaking with a misfueling
control that only amounted to a label on the pump. NMMA found that proposal to be entirely
inadequate. By the end of the month another waiver announcement is expected. This waiver will
deal with the cars that were not part of the original waiver—those manufactured between 2001 and
2006. She said NMMA had not only voiced strong opposition, but had joined with a number of other
manufacturers to initiate a legal challenge to this rule. She said the litigation was ongoing, and it
would be a lengthy process. Meanwhile, however, they would not be able to obtain a stay.

Ms. Squires said the EPA issued a warning label: “CAUTION: This fuel might damage other
vehicles. Federal law prohibits its use in other vehicles and engines.” She stressed that the label
never mentioned marine engines, and said NMMA found it to be totally inadequate. She added that
EPA did not follow any of the ANSI processes for establishing warning labels. She observed that
this issue was very troubling because warning labels need to be written properly. She said pro-
ethanol advocates filed comments stating they found the warning label to be too robust.

She told members to stay tuned; more waivers would be coming out.

Update on Fuel System Safety Issues Related to Evaporative Emissions
Cindy Squires, Regulatory Counsel, NMMA

Ms. Squires reminded the group of videos they saw in the last meeting, which showed fuel spilling
from portable fuel tanks as a result of high pressurization. NMMA worked with EPA to obtain a 12-
month extension to the rule, which was slated to begin on January 1%, 2010. During that year, the
USCG and others conducted testing. ABYC then created Standard H-25 to address the issue. EPA
then published a new Final Rule, implementing that standard, which was incorporated by reference.
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She felt this was a constructive way to solve the problem. Noting that this was not just good
government but the law, she read from Section 12-d of the Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act of 1995:

EPA shall use voluntary consensus standards in its regulatory activities unless to do
so would be inconsistent with applicable law or otherwise impractical. VVoluntary
consensus standards are technical standards, i.e., material specifications test methods,
test methods, sampling procedures, and business practices that are developed or
adopted by voluntary consensus standard bodies. NTTAA directs EPA to provide
Congress, through OMB, explanations when the agency decides not to use available
and applicable voluntary consensus standards.

Ms. Squires concluded.

Discussion/Call for New Business
Pete Chisholm, Subcommittee Chairman

Mr. Chisholm noted there were two topics to be covered. The first was a comment made earlier by
Ms. Kopytko about the education package, which he noted was available on the USCG Web site.

Ms. Kopytko had asked if the USCG had a mechanism in place to test whether the package was
being used, and if it was effective. Mr. Chisholm posed the question: Once a grant product is
concluded, how do we ensure that it doesn’t die on the vine? Should some follow-up be required? A
product may be available, but how does the USCG distribute that knowledge to a wider audience?
For example, do all the livery operators know the education package is available? Mr. Chisholm
suggested this might be a good topic for an action item.

Mr. Muldoon said he was under the impression that all non-profit grants must have an evaluation
component built into them. Mr. Hoedt said the USCG now asks grant applicants to submit a
distribution plan when they are creating a product that is meant for distribution. It wasn’t just a
question of creating a million brochures, but knowing what the intended audience was and how to get
the word out to them. He said there wasn’t always a follow-up to ensure that actually happened. He
said this grant was unique in that it didn’t start out as a grant, but originated as a project from the
Boating Safety Division, and later evolved as a grant. Mr. Hoedt was unsure if there was a
distribution plan, and if the USCG was now tracking its distribution now. He promised his staff
would follow through and see what they could find out.

Mr. Chisholm asked if he would like this in the form of an official Action Item from the
Subcommittee. Mr. Hoedt said yes. Mr. Chisholm asked for a motion to generate an Action Item. A
motion was made by Mr. Clarke and seconded by Mr. Marie, and a vote on the action item was
unanimously passed in favor of adopting it. Mr. Messmann volunteered his and Bruce Rowe’s help
in this endeavor. Mr. Rowe said there was a group set up called watersolutionsgroup.org, an offshoot
of Parroco Production Group, Inc., which was actively calling boating law administrators right now.
Mr. Rowe said he had a contact there if anyone had questions.
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Mr. Marie was under the impression that the Strategic Plan contained a strategy about reporting
effectiveness of grants.

Mr. Hoedt said that later in the meeting there would be more information about non-profit
organization grants. He noted that out of 30+ USCG grants, they had only received final reports
from eight recipients. He said they would send crews out to train grant recipients in the near future.

Mr. Chisholm moved on to his second item of new business.

He said Mr. Marie was concerned about life rafts and their use in recreational vessels. He announced
that a new grant was awarded to design, develop, produce, and distribute safety equipment checklists.
He believed it would be possible to add definitions and specifications for life rafts for recreational
vessels to that checklist project.

Referencing CAPT McBride’s earlier presentation, Mr. Marie said life rafts fit into the same category
as EPIRBs—while they aren’t mandated, a boater must know what he is buying and that it will work
properly when he needs it most.

Mr. Muldoon said in offshore sailing races, life rafts must be carried aboard and serviced annually.
He said that 32 life rafts made at a Rhode Island company had failed, one of which turned out to be
nothing but old sails in a bag.

Mr. Marie remembered the USCG investigated that case, but the Attorney General declined to take
action. The USCG had no statutory authority. He said that it seemed strange that the USCG had no
authority over the ultimate piece of safety equipment for recreational boaters.

RADM Cook said “equipment in excess of what is regulatory-required”, especially safety equipment,
was a troubling problem for the USCG in all fleets. He said it is crucial to ensure all safety
equipment meets proper standards, and thought the checklist was an excellent idea.

Mr. Chisholm asked Mr. Hoedt if the grant topic for the equipment safety checklist would fit with the
life raft issue. Mr. Hoedt said it would, but remarked they might not want to restrict themselves to
that one project; they might wish to broaden the scope.

Mr. Chisholm asked the Subcommittee to entertain a motion to draft a second Action Item to add life
rafts to the safety equipment checklist. A motion was made by Mr. Clarke and seconded by Mr.
Marie. It was unanimously passed by the Subcommittee.

Mr. Chisholm proposed a motion to adjourn the subcommittee at 5:15pm. The motion was submitted
by Mr. Marie with a second by Mr. Clarke, and was unanimously passed.
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Saturday, January 15, 2011

Prevention Through People Subcommittee
Ray Tsuneyoshi, Subcommittee Chairman

Mr. Tsuneyoshi called the meeting to order at 9:00 am and introduced himself. Mr. Tsuneyoshi
reminded members that this Subcommittee discusses current regulatory projects, grants, contracts,
and new issues affecting the prevention of boating accidents through outreach to, and education of,
boaters. He asked the Subcommittee members to introduce themselves: Mr. Herb Angell, Ms. Pam
Dillon, vice-chair, Mr. Les Johnson, Mr. Larry Meddock Ms. Margaret Podlich, and Ms. Dorothy
Takashina.

Mr. Tsuneyoshi introduced Dr. Maxim.

Lives Saved Methodology
Dan Maxim, Member — Strategic Planning Panel

Dr. Maxim said he would talk about science, not policy, specifically focusing on ways to
estimate the number of lives saved by greater utilization of life jackets. He looked at a
methodology to evaluate various policy pieces. He said he would discuss how to create a valid
model, and present some illustrations so the audience could follow the calculations, and the way
forward.

Dr. Maxim stated that it is generally accepted that life jackets can avoid drownings, but only if
worn. So far there has been limited success with voluntary initiatives, which prompted the
USCG to consider options for mandatory life jacket wear. He noted that regulatory proposals
must be supported by valid analyses that estimate lives saved, and may be subject to challenge.
For this reason they must be based on sound methodology. He reiterated that life jackets can
save lives but only if worn. Many accidents involve immersion without the opportunity to don a
life jacket and often occur on smaller boats.

Dr. Maxim then posed the question—why should we care about drownings? The answer is that
they account for a large proportion of fatalities, for example in 2008, 70% of recreational boating
fatalities were the result of drowning. He noted that while the number has decreased slightly over
the years, it is still a big problem. Any changes in boaters’ behavior or technology to reduce
drownings, he observed, were likely to have a great effect.

He said they developed a model similar to those developed and routinely employed by NHTSA
for motorcycle helmets, seat belts, and air bags. The mathematical technology they employed
for the life jacket model is an extension of that. Showing a simple flow chart, he explained some
of the logical possibilities they were working with. He noted that people who wear life jackets
have a far greater chance of survival, though there are no guarantees against drowning. Using a
slide to illustrate, Dr. Maxim went over a few ways in which life jacket wear can fail:
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e The life jacket worn was not the right size or type for the sea conditions, was old, worn
out, broken (e.g., malfunction of CO2 system), torn, or worn improperly;

e The vessel capsized and the wearer was trapped inside because egress was impossible, or
the life jacket actually prevented egress;

e The victim drowned from wave splash (mouth immersions) before rescue; or

e The boater received an injury or impairment that by itself didn't kill him, but was severe
enough to prevent him from doing those things necessary to keep his face out of the water
or prevent what are termed "mouth immersions™ from restricting the victim’s airway over
time.

To begin working on a model, he said they started with a premise that a person will reduce their
chance of drowning if they wear a life jacket. Though this probability is difficult to estimate
empirically, the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) estimated that 85% of those who
drowned would have survived if they had worn a life jacket.

Dr. Maxim then asked; who might survive without wearing a life jacket? He cited some
situations:
e The boater was able to find some other object (e.g., he/she stayed with the boat or found a
life ring) that could be used for floatation;
e The potentially fatal mishap occurred in an area sufficiently close to the shore that the
boater was able to swim to safety; or
e The potentially fatal mishap occurred in close proximity to one or more other vessels that
they were able to rescue the potential victim.

He said it was important to work out the relative balance of a person’s probability of being saved
with a life jacket versus without one. Then he discussed how to work out this probability based
on available data; which included drowning statistics from BARD and statistics on life jacket
wear from JSI. He incorporated potential drownings resulting from capsizing, falls overboard,
and flooding or swamping.

Dr. Maxim then discussed various logical possibilities, illustrated with another flow chart. Open
motorboats account for about half the total drownings. When he added in kayaks, canoes, and
rowboats and that number jumped to nearly 80%.

Using a series of graphs showing specific data, Dr. Maxim went over a sequence of calculations
based on the 2008 drowning deaths of people who wore life jackets compared with those who
did not. He matched that data against NTSB and JSI estimates. The result showed that wearing
a life jacket doubles a person’s chance of survival.
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Ms. Podlich asked about some of the data in the graphs, comparing what Dr. Maxim showed
with actual numbers of people who went overboard in the past year. Dr. Maxim asked Mr.
Hoedt to define what constitutes a boating accident. Mr. Hoedt described it as a death,
disappearance, injury beyond first aid and property damage of $2000 or more.

Ms. Podlich said that, as an experienced boater and swimmer, if she went overboard while
wearing a life jacket, she did not think she had a 15% chance of drowning. Dr. Maxim said the
data showing a survival rate of 85% came from an NTSB study based on actual drownings in the
early 1990s. They analyzed a series of cases in which people drowned; then their experts
evaluated each accident and decided whether or not they would have survived if they had worn a
life jacket. The experts concluded that 85% of those who drowned could have avoided their fate
had they worn one.

Ms. Podlich wondered if there was another set of boaters who didn’t make the report because
they survived. Dr. Maxim agreed that there were many unreported accidents that didn’t meet the
criteria outlined in Mr. Hoedt’s definition. He drew an analogy with a NHTSA study of helmet
fatalities for motorcyclists. The NHTSA analysis focused only on people who were “exposed to
significant hazard,” which fit with the boating criteria.

Ms. Takashina said she understood Ms. Podlich’s question, pointing out the numbers of lives
saved might be much higher as a significant number simply aren’t reported. Dr. Maxim said it
was possible to make alternative assumptions putting the number of deaths even higher, which
would give various probabilities of survival. However, none of these assumptions would change
the bottom line: the number of lives saved. Mr. Fetterman said people who go in the water
routinely have a different perception of risk, but that today’s focus should be on the reportable
accidents based on the JSI study. Dr. Maxim agreed.

Continuing his presentation, Dr. Maxim considered what might happen if more people wore life
jackets. Showing a graph, he explained that the total number of fatalities decrease as the wear
rate increases. In this way it was possible to calculate how many lives would potentially be
saved. Referring to a table, he pointed out that the base case is incrementally saving a few lives
a year. While that was certainly valuable, he was talking about a different order of magnitude of
lives saved per year. However life jacket wear rates could be increased, whether through
outreach or mandatory wear, he insisted that more lives would be saved than at present.

Looking to the future, Dr. Maxim said more studies were needed to focus on more than one year
and look at different craft besides open motorboats, e.g., canoes, kayaks, and rowboats.
Technical issues would also need more research. He and his group put together a working paper
which presents a detailed discussion of how this research could be carried out.

He warned against the microanalysis of data, saying studies should probably be limited to types
of boats and season. His group also looked at length of boats, focusing on policy options geared
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to boats 40 feet or less, 26 feet or less, 21 feet or less, and so on. He pointed out that if the
studies focused on boats of 21 feet or less, they would capture most of the fatalities. He
mentioned the JSI study that showed people in kayaks have a 73% life jacket wear rate. He
reiterated the need to focus on the “big four” (open motorboats, canoes, kayaks, and rowboats)
using the simplest model, with the most emphasis on open motorboats. He stressed the need for
reasonable values of wear rates from the JSI reports, which was why some of the work done in
Florida and elsewhere had such potential value.

Dr. Maxim showed another graph that illustrated substantial numbers of potential lives saved by
increased life jacket wear which, he noted, were higher than the numbers projected in the
Strategic Plan. The working group’s model and calculations were reviewed and deemed
appropriate by the NTSB, and the group revised the working paper according to the input they
received thus far. He said they now had a methodology that was “good to go” with direction
from members about the kinds of policies they wished to evaluate. Dr. Maxim acknowledged
that their analysis was preliminary and limited to “science” issues. He said that if mandatory life
jacket wear were to be considered, a cost-benefit analysis would be required. Other issues would
also need consideration, such as people’s aversion to government regulation. He said that the
benefit side of the equation would obviously include lives saved, but might also include other
benefits (e.g., near drownings avoided).

Dr. Maxim stressed that any proposed regulation would need to be justified, using content and
format in accord with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-4, among other
criteria. Other issues would also need to be addressed, e.g., likely compliance rates and the
necessity of limiting potential lives saved to waters subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States.

Finally, he posed the question—what costs should be included in doing this analysis? He warned
that the answer was not straightforward. Incremental costs for mandatory life jacket wear would
need to be calculated.

Dr. Maxim concluded his presentation, and asked if anyone had any questions, ideas, or
comments.

Ms. Dillon asked if 125 fewer people would be lost annually to boating accidents if a mandatory
wear policy were instituted. Dr. Maxim said, not quite—the number was right, but that many
lives would be saved whether wear was mandatory or not, provided 70% of boaters wore life
jackets.

Ms. Dillon then asked what data sets were needed to specifically address how many lives would
be saved through mandatory wear. Dr. Maxim said they believed they had very good fatality
data (plus or minus 1%), so those numbers were solid. Wear rate data, though the result of
numerous studies, is collected in the summer; and people are exposed to drowning throughout
the year. Though there are fewer deaths in the fall and spring, it may be that wear rates are
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higher during those times. He noted that the Florida study was so useful and interesting, because
it is collecting data year-round. One way their study could be improved is if there were better
wear rate data.

Ms. Podlich confirmed that, if mandatory wear rate were 70%, 125 lives would be saved
nationwide. Dr. Maxim said yes. She also asked if the USCG had a clear idea of what
percentage of waters were under federal jurisdiction.

CAPT Rizzo explained that if a lake is contained within one state, it falls under state waters
rather than federal waters; if it is located between two states, it falls under federal jurisdiction.
Other bodies of water are under the control of the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

Mr. Hoedt said the Coast Guard’s jurisdiction included all the USACE waters and federal inland
waters. However, he could not offer a “scientific percentage” of the water volume the USCG’s
influence covered. Ms. Podlich asked him to guess. Mr. Hoed