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I-1. Acknowledgements.

The writers of this report wish to extend our appreciation and thanks to Vicki Cornish,
the National Observer Program (NOP) coordinator, for her concern and ceaseless efforts
to improve observer safety. Her support, as well as that of Dennis Hansford, for this
project was constant and very helpful. In addition, we wish to thank all the regional
program managers and instructors from all of the observer programs we visited. Their
desire to improve their training and their concern for observers was always paramount.
They were very patient and helpful in enduring our questionnaires, interviews,
disruptions to schedules, and they always responded in a gracious and timely manner.
They should also be commended for allowing us to observe their trainings and making
adjustments in their schedules to accommodate our requests.

It was obvious to the reviewers that the motivation behind this project as well as the
intent of the observer program professionals — to improve safety for observers — is sincere
and a high priority. Suggestions for improvements were always taken in a positive
manner. In fact, many suggestions were immediately acted upon and modifications and
improvements in the safety training occurred as this report was being written. It was
obvious that programs have already put much thought into safety and have developed
some effective training techniques. This speaks well to the professionalism and
commitment of all NMFS staff. Without the support from NMFS staff, this report would
not have been possible.

1-2. Limitations.

The writers have contacted several hundred people who have specific knowledge and
experience of observer training and fishing vessel safety during the period of this work,
however it was not feasible to be knowledgeable about all nuances of observer safety in
every region. On some topics we discovered a range of opinion. Whenever possible we
tried to discard “outlaying” facts and opinions, and gave more weight to opinions that
were supported by others and were areas of consensus. We observed the main specific
observer safety training modules in each region. However we did not attend all the
several weeks of other observer training, where some aspects of safety may have been
mentioned or reinforced during generally non-safety topics (e.g. species identification).
Therefore, the scope of the content of safety topics that was observed in any region
should be considered a minimum of what was presented in any safety program.

Additionally, many programs were “moving targets” since they were implementing
revisions in the direction of some of the recommendations and suggestion in this report.
So what was observed may no longer be standard for the program. Yet another limitation
is that an individual instructor may have had a particularly good or bad training session
(been short of help for a class, facilitation problems, etc). However the teaching
methodologies seen were usually stated to be the standard methodologies used by each
instructor.

Finally there are the limitations of the reviewers themselves. The reviewers have
expertise in fishing vessel safety, risk management and in managing observer training

Page 6 of 214



programs. However, we realize that not all the recommendations and suggestions within
may be practical from an administrative and legal standpoint. We also were very aware of
the fact that most regions have unique needs and qualities. However, there were areas of
consensus on many topics, and it is obvious that any progress that may be made on any of
the recommendations and suggestions will only be made if it is done between regions in a
collaborative fashion and if they are administratively and legally possible in each region.

1-3. Layout and design of report.

This report has been organized into eight sections:

L Introduction;

II. Overview of Project (goals and methods);

III.  Executive Summary;

IV.  Risk Assessment Findings;

V. Documentation of Current Practices (from site visits, interviews, and
questionnaires);

VI Evaluation of Results;
VII. Recommendations; and
VIII. Appendices.

1-4. Specific steps in proposal delivery, and readers’ guide to finding applicable
information.

According to the AMSEA Proposal to Review and Evaluate NMFS Observer Safety
Training, the reviewers agreed to complete the following steps as part of this project:

1. By using data from a variety of sources, the reviewers will identify risks/hazards
associated with the commercial fishing industry, observer at-sea work, and the
observer safety training exercises. (This includes risk to NMFS.) The reviewers’ risk
assessment findings are summarized in Section I'V.

The reviewers completed the risk assessment by addressing the following steps:

o Identify generic hazards associated with the profession (available from
National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health, U.S. Coast Guard)
(addressed in Section IV).

e Identify observer duties and potential risks associated with each —i.e.
lifting, climbing, work around machinery etc. (obtain statistics on
observer injuries per insurance claims, USCG data, information from
programs and observers, etc.) (addressed in Section IV)

e Review all 20 fisheries for the following:

o Survey fishing industry fatalities/injuries in each of the 20
observed fisheries; identify rate of occurrence, severity, trends, etc.
(addressed in Section IV)

o Vessel types and hazards associated with each (addressed in
Section IV)
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o Identification of environmental hazards (addressed in Section IV)
Weather/water conditions
Other environmental/marine hazards
o Subjective hazards — human factors that can contribute to
accident/injury (e.g., poor judgment, hours worked, etc.)
(addressed in Section IV )
o Safety equipment — used and carried (addressed in Section IV and
Section V)
o Level of enforcement of safety regulation on vessels (addressed in
Section IV)
o Most common accidents in these fisheries — sources from USCG,
workmen’s compensation/insurance companies, etc. (addressed in
Section IV)

2. The reviewers agreed to document the following for each site’s training program:
(Documentation of all current practices is listed in Section V.)

a. NMFS personnel responsible for oversight of safety training, and other NMFS
personnel involved in the development of safety training curricula or responsible
for providing safety training (addressed in Section V-1)

b. The lesson plans currently used to provide observer safety training for both
new and long-term observers (addressed in Section V-2)

c. The use of supplemental teaching resources (addressed in Section V-3)

d. Contracted trainers or other organizations or agencies that are used to provide
safety training or supplement NMFS training (addressed in Section V-4)

e. Vessel safety checklists being used in each program, who is responsible for
completing the checklists prior to observer deployments, and what the procedures
are for resolving deficiencies (addressed in Section V-5)

f. Safety equipment and gear issued to observers, and procedures and schedules
for maintenance and/or replacement of used equipment (addressed in Section V-
5)

The reviewers also documented the following information:

a. Observer preparations (prior to enrolling) (addressed in Section II and
Section V-5)
e Are observers educated regarding the hazards of the industry?
e Are observers educated regarding fitness expectations?
e Environmental conditions?
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e What steps are taken to identify observer medical histories or
physical/emotional contraindications for acceptance into program?

e Are observers educated regarding social and health issues of working on a
vessel?

Length of time for safety and survival training (addressed in Section V-1 and
V-2)

e How is length determined?

e Is it realistic and reasonable?

Does it (the safety training) adequately address the risks (that were identified
in this report) (addressed in Section VI and Section VII)

d. Are lesson plans used? (addressed in Section V and Section VI)
e Are they complete?
e s the content current and correct?

e. Course content — which safety topics are currently included in the training
(addressed in Section V)

Are pre-launch vessel safety checklists used?

What type of on-the-job safety training is included?

Do students receive instruction in equipment use?

Do students receive information on health and safety issues?

Do students receive information on emergency response and survival

equipment use?

f. Competency testing; evaluating student outcomes (addressed in Section V)
e How is student learning and success measured or evaluated and
documented? Are written or performance tests used?
e Are students reaching stated outcomes? Are tests based on outcomes?
e Are the quizzes/tests standardized from one instructor to another?
e How is the course content and overall training effectiveness evaluated?

g. Training for returning observers (addressed in Section V and Section VI)
e Does it exist?
e What does it entail? (Is it complete?)
e How are times/content selected?

h.Training for the trainers (addressed in Section V and Section VI)
e Are the current observer safety trainers appropriately trained themselves?
Is it consistent among all trainers in a region?
Is the training they received appropriate?
Is it verifiable?
How are new trainers trained?
Are quality control measures used to ensure trainer currency?
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e Determine evaluation for each current observer trainer during practice
teaching sessions and other means of student and peer review.

3. The reviewers agreed to evaluate the following: (All evaluations are listed and
explained in Section VI.)

a. The effectiveness and appropriateness of the observer safety training
curricula currently being used in each NMFS regional observer program
(addressed in Section VI)

b. The effectiveness of each current observer trainer, in the area of safety
training (addressed in Section VI)

c. Feedback provided by observer training class participants (where
available), including observer perceptions regarding the adequacy of
observer training and the risks associated with various types of vessels
(addressed in Section V.I)

The reviewers also evaluated the following:

e The current practices used during safety training, specifically as they relate to risk
management. (addressed in Section VI)

e The current NMFS/contractor relationships, specifically as they relate to observer
safety, risk management, and/or potential risk to NMFS. (addressed in Section 11
and Section VI)

4. The reviewers agreed to offer recommendations, when appropriate, in the following
areas: (A comprehensive list of the reviewers’ recommendations is listed in Section
VII; a summary of the recommendations is listed in Section II.)

a. Nationwide observer safety training standards (i.e., identification of core
topics) for all NMFS observer programs. (addressed in Section VII-1)

b. The frequency and type of safety training that observer trainers should
participate in. (addressed in Section VII-2)

c. Revisions or enhancements that can be made to the curriculum and/or
methodology used in each region. (addressed in Section VII-3)

d. The feasibility of a centralized or coastal safety training facility and possible

universities or other organizations that may be capable of providing a training
facility. (addressed in Section VII-4)
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The reviewers also offered recommendations or suggestions, when appropriate, in
the following areas:

Equipment needs to improve the safety training (addressed in Section VII)

Train the trainer needs (addressed in Section VII)

Lesson plan improvements (addressed in Section VII)

Evaluation tools (recommendations on how to assess student learning and

performance) (addressed in Section VII)

e Recommendations on safety training for returning observers (addressed in
Section VII)

e Standards for train the trainer courses, or trainer prerequisites (addressed in
Section VII)

e Safety gear issuing and maintenance standards and responsibilities (addressed
in Section VII)

e Monitoring safety issues/injuries of observers (addressed in Section VII)

e Collecting feedback on safety from observers (addressed in Section VII)

e Using Lessons Learned from fishing industry accidents in each region
(addressed in Section VII)

e Identify process for making sure the system is resilient to changes in staff

(addressed in Section VII)

The reviewers also provided an assessment of the overall strengths and weaknesses of
observer safety training (addressed in Section II and Section VII). A list of “best
practices” is provided in the Appendices. A list of “practices to avoid” is included in
the Appendices as well.
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Executive Summary
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History and goal of the NMFS observer training programs

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries (referred to
throughout this report as the National Marine Fisheries Service, NMFS) deploys
observers to collect data from U.S. commercial fishing and processing vessels. Nearly 20
different fisheries are monitored by observer programs annually. Although the number of
observers and days-at-sea vary annually, it is estimated that observers spent nearly 56,000
days at sea in 2002.

The NMFS began placing observers on foreign vessels within the U.S. Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ) in 1973. By 1986, all fishing in the EEZ was transitioning to
domestic vessels only, and NMFS began placing observers on domestic vessels in the
North Pacific in an industry-funded observer program. Other small-scale domestic
observer programs were implemented around the country during the late 1980s, and in
1989, the Marine Mammal Protection Act required 20 to 30 percent observer coverage on
vessels in identified fisheries.

NMEFS recognized that high rates of vessel incidents off Alaska, coupled with extreme
cold water, created a high-risk environment for workers; thus, it mandated that
groundfish observers in the North Pacific receive safety-at-sea training. As a result,
groundfish observer training began to incorporate all aspects of safety aboard vessels,
including at-sea emergency response. Soon, fisheries and marine mammal observer
programs around the country were also charged with this task. However, the efforts were
not always coordinated and training programs tended to grow independently of one
another. This resulted in some inconsistency in safety training, not only nationally, but
often within the same geographical regions.

With advice from the U.S. Coast Guard and the North Pacific Groundfish Observer
Program, changes were ultimately made in all programs. Sites began issuing personal
survival equipment, for instance, and CPR and first aid training were required at several
of the sites. Additionally, the pre-voyage training was expanded to include a variety of
safety and survival topics, with an emphasis being placed on hands-on methodologies.

In the late 1990s, observer trainers began to make more coordinated efforts to standardize
their safety trainings within their regions. In 2000, NMFS began efforts to standardize the
safety training for all observers and observer trainers. At that time, the National Observer
Program contracted with the Alaska Marine Safety Education Association (AMSEA) to
develop and conduct a specialized Marine Safety Instructor Training course for NMFS
observer trainers. Additionally, each regional program was asked to identify core topics
that were addressed in their trainings. These steps have resulted in increased
standardization — and to some degree quality control — in safety topic identification and
presentation.

In addition to the changes made in observer training, NMFS realized that potential gaps

seemed to exist regarding healthcare coverage (in the event of injury), and in the ensuing
years, a number of coverage options have been identified and studied. Further, NMFS

Page 14 of 214



decided to “outsource” observer work in nearly all instances, and today, most observers
are employees of one of nine “contractors.” (The remaining observers work as university
employees or work under individual contracts.)

In summary, during the past 15 years, a variety of changes have occurred within the
fishing industry, legislatively, and within observer programs around the country. Though
the number of observers (and percent coverage) has fluctuated and likely will continue to
fluctuate over time, it is also likely that observers will continued to be used in U.S.
fisheries for years to come.

In response, NMFS and its regional observer training sites have made ongoing and
substantial efforts to update and improve observer safety training. In fact, since 2000, a
number of changes and improvements have been made to the safety training, and
nationally, the information presented at each site is more consistent and appropriate than
ever before.

Overview of current project, purpose, and goals

It is NMFS’s desire to train all observers so that they are adequately prepared to face the
risks inherent in their work, and to make better informed decisions regarding personal
safety. The challenge is to determine whether or not the current system provides
appropriate training so that observers are able to recognize, minimize, and when possible,
eliminate or manage the myriad of hazards associated with their environment and
profession. This challenge is compounded by the diversity of observer programs; e.g.,
although the current training programs are similar, observers work in a wide variety of
fisheries and environments, and have a wide scope of responsibilities. Consequently,
although a nationwide training program would likely have parallel components, the
curriculum must be specific to each region.

As a result, an overall goal of this project is to assess the status of the current observer
training, specifically as it addresses safety; i.e., injury prevention and emergency
response. It is the reviewers’ intent, therefore, to evaluate both components of this
equation: the quality and effectiveness of the “injury prevention” as well as “emergency
response” training that observers receive.

Proper safety training for all observers — regardless of region — should include basic
background knowledge and skill-based coursework in the area of recognizing and
responding to the potential hazards of their work and living environments. In order for an
observer to be appropriately trained, s’he must be able to recognize and must have the
ability to minimize and/or manage risks that might be faced in the field.

Additionally, observers should have a basic understanding of correct procedures to follow
in the event of an emergency. That is, each observer should be able to follow crisis
response steps, and properly use emergency equipment, as appropriate to their fishery
and/or vessel. Part of the emergency response training should also include steps to follow
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in the event of a minor incident at sea (such as knowing what to do in the event of a non-
life-threatening injury).

Upon completion of the observer training program, a successful “graduate” should be
able to identify relevant risks associated with the job and geographic area; s/he should be
able to recognize hazards before they become crises; s/he should have basic training that
will help prevent a hazard from becoming a crisis; and s/he should have basic training
that allows him or her to deal with a crisis or injury.

It is therefore the reviewers’ charge to evaluate the training based upon these criteria.

A secondary purpose of this project is to identify the risks to NMFS, and to suggest risk
management steps that might be taken to minimize potential legal exposure. The
reviewers believe the most productive step NMFS can take in this regard is to assess, and
at times, improve the risk management of the trainings. By taking prudent and reasonable
steps to minimize the potential of incidents, NMFS will be minimizing its potential legal
exposure.

Additionally, NMFS could potentially be exposed to a claim of negligence if an observer
is injured while at sea, and it is shown that the observer’s injury was in part due to
inadequate or inappropriate training (by a NMFS employee). By creating a system for
identifying what is meant by “reasonable and prudent” training (system development and
risk management oversight), by making sure instructors are competent to facilitate the
trainings, and by documenting that each student (observer) has successfully completed
the training, NMFS will be taking appropriate steps in protecting itself against such a
claim. (NMFS might also consider additional steps [such as use of indemnification or
release of liability forms] if and when these would be appropriate.)

In response to this secondary charge, identification of risks to NMFS, as well as
suggestions for risk management improvements are offered later in this report.

Findings

It is apparent that the safety training has improved through the years. Safety instructors
and observers stated overwhelmingly that the information they receive (and equipment
issued) is much better today that it has been in the past, especially when compared to that
provided 10-20 years ago.

Due to the interaction of instructors, sharing of material, and mutual goals, many of the
teaching resources and safety topics are common to all sites. There is consistency in some
of the topics presented, especially in the area of survival equipment use.

Additionally, many of the instructors have attended an AMSEA Marine Safety instructor
trainer (MSIT) course, which has helped greatly in their understanding of safety as well
as their ability to present safety material. This added step has also been a contributing
factor in the current attempt to standardize curriculum and methodology.
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Even though most of the instructors have attended the AMSEA MSIT, the reviewers
believe this course (or its equivalent) should be considered the “entry level” or baseline
for observer trainers. Beyond the MSIT experience, few of the safety instructors have
received formal training in teaching or in safety education. In addition, the safety
instruction that is contracted out (e.g., training provided at the Woods Hole site) lacks
standardization in safety practices as well as content when compared to other NMFS-
conducted safety trainings. As a result, the quality of presentation (including
methodology, depth of knowledge, and accuracy of material) varies widely from program
to program.

Regarding the quality and effectiveness of the trainings, the reviewers found that many
programs use some hands-on exercises, especially when presenting survival skills and
equipment. This is an excellent methodology that helps students assimilate and retain the
safety information presented in class. However, due likely to time/resource constraints,
and lack of instructor experience, most sites are not able to incorporate hands-on
methodology in all subject areas. Instead, many sites resort to lectures and/or videos to
present information. While this method is time efficient, it is known to be fairly
ineffective for long-term retention of material. It is also a fairly ineffective tool for
teaching performance-based skills. As a final methodology, a number of programs
incorporate “demonstration” of skills; i.e., the instructor or a student demonstrates the
proper use of certain equipment (such as fire extinguishers, hydrostatic releases, and
dewatering pumps). While this methodology tends to result in better recall than
lecture/video, it is not as effective as providing exercises that require active student
participation.

Research has shown that students retain approximately 90 percent of what they do, 30 to
50 percent of what they are shown, and only 20 percent of what they hear. Thus hands-
on performance-based exercises are superior teaching methodologies.

By encouraging trainers to increase their focus on improved methodologies, by providing
access to the necessary professional development opportunities that exist, and by
providing trainers with the time and resource to incorporate these methods into their
courses, NMFS can likely expect improved effectiveness of the trainings over time.

The reviewers also attempted to document and evaluate the type of performance testing
that is being conducted nationwide. They found that performance standards or skill tests
are commonly used for the donning of an immersion suit, and on occasion, entering and
righting a raft. Additionally, several sites provided certain “informal” testing of
additional skills (e.g., use of PFDs, entering a pool, fire fighting, flares/signaling devices,
etc.) where instructors monitored students and offered feedback when possible. However,
due typically to instructor/student ratios, time constraints, and/or poor group management
skills, feedback regarding student performance was sometimes lacking, incorrect
performance was not always corrected, and documentation of success was not always
recorded.
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In general, the reviewers found that a few skills are tested in all or most regions (such as
donning an immersion suit), but for the most part, student performance is not tested
universally or formally. More standardized criteria could and should be used to identify
what is considered “passing” or acceptable performance. While several sites had students
perform certain emergency or survival skills, there was no formal assessment of their
performance. Written documentation (of skills tested or performance) was not common.

The reviewers also attempted to document and evaluate the type of testing/assessment of
student understanding that is conducted nationwide. Some programs have incorporated
quizzes into their trainings, and thus are able to assess (to some degree) student
understanding of material. In fact, most programs either use a safety quiz or incorporate
safety-related questions into the final exam. No site, however, incorporates
comprehensive testing in order to assess understanding of all content areas. While some
basic testing is conducted, written test are not used to assess the key points or evaluate
whether or not each learning objective has been achieved.

The reviewers found that, based upon verbal interviews of certified and returning
observers, there appears to be significant drop in student retention of key safety
information once a course ends. While the reviewers did not use a formal testing process
to determine student retention and recall (of experienced observers), the reviewers did
attempt to assess whether or not experienced observers could recall key learning points of
their previous safety trainings. The informal findings include the following: most students
were unable to identify the five parts of a mayday; most were unable to identify the
majority of contents found in a SOLAS (raft) kit; most were unable to identify the Seven
Steps to Survival; and most were unable to identify the proper steps involved in using a
hydrostatic release. This is typical of the degree of degradation in knowledge and skills
over time found in any type of training.

These informal findings help support the notion that some sort of a “refresher” course of
continuing education would likely be beneficial. This is especially relevant given that
observer feedback suggests that emergency drills (which would reinforce the skills) are
not being conducted on the majority of fishing vessels. While observers might be able to
practice certain skills on their own, and on an ongoing basis (such as learning to assess
and evaluate vessel hazards, and donning of an immersion suit), other skills would likely
be difficult to practice given the lack of equipment, opportunity, and guidance. The same
would be true of any information offered during an initial training that is not used or
reviewed as part of the observer’s at-sea duties.

While all programs provide information on emergency response (i.e., donning of an
immersion suit, use of a liferaft, EPIRBS, etc.), the information presented in the area of
injury prevention (falls, machinery related injuries, etc.) varies. All programs do include
material on vessel orientations and safety checklists, but not all programs formally
address risk recognition or risk management for observers. A few programs do provide
some information on common at-sea injuries and illnesses. However, most observers
(who have been to sea) have said that they believe that it would be very worthwhile to
cover this topic in greater depth.
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While the far majority of employees, contractors, and observers interviewed seem
genuinely interested in observer safety, there is an underlying feeling in some of the
observers (as well as instructors) that risk and injury “come with the territory.” That is,
although most people appear willing to review and practice the safety skills, a very small
minority seems to feel that the training is only marginally useful. In fact, when
interviewed, a small but significant number of new and returning observers noted that
“sometimes things just happen,” and they question whether or not the training would
make a difference in their safety. However, in debriefings of observers [in the NPGOP
program], only two percent felt that safety training was not beneficial.

A factor that might contribute to this “comes with the territory” attitude is the gender and
age of many of the observers: in nearly all high-risk industries, young males (which make
up a high percentage of observers) tend to have a higher tolerance for risk. Also,
maritime work traditionally has a strong sense of fatalism. Although this is not surprising,
this type of attitude or “culture” can and often does affect an organization or industry’s
injury rate. Even though some people believe that this attitude is simply part of the job, it
should be noted that an organization and industry’s safety culture can be modified over
time.

One way in which the “culture” of safety can be modified is by incorporating and
encouraging “safe practices” within all safety trainings. For example, some sites did an
exceptional job of pointing out hazards and managing risk during training exercises. Not
only is this type of role modeling effective in helping shape a safety culture, encouraging
students to practice their hazard evaluation and personal risk management skills can
improve the observers’ ability to do the same in the field. However, many sites did not
take advantage of this strategy or methodology to the greatest extent possible. In fact, in
some instances, “unsafe” practices were used and not confronted or corrected during
training exercises.

The reviewers also found that the relationship between NMFS and the various observer
contractors appears nebulous in some instances. For example, there is inconsistency in
the purchasing, storage, and issuance of safety and survival equipment that observers take
to sea. In some instances these responsibilities belong to the contractors, in other
instances NMFS has the leading role. Further, although all programs have some process
for assuring that observers have access to immersion suits and PFDs, the ownership and
responsibility for maintenance varies. Additionally, although safety equipment (such as
PFDs) is issued to observers, at some sites it is up to observer discretion whether or not
the equipment is taken in the field. Given the potential for legal liability problems
associated with this arrangement, it would be in NMFS best interest to standardize this
process to some degree.

The reviewers also noted that while some contractors seem to take an active interest in
the observer training, this is not always the case. This is not to imply that contractors do
not care about the observers’ well being; instead, the reviewers simply noted that some
contractors were more involved in preparing observers for at-sea hazards than were
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others. For example, there is inconsistency among contractors in the following areas:
offering realistic information on the risks/hazards of the work, requiring a baseline fitness
level, and gathering pertinent medical and emergency contact information. Because
“preparedness” plays such an important role in overall risk management and safety, the
reviewers believe a more thorough evaluation of this relationship (and possible
modifications) would be worthwhile.

As noted above, the reviewers were asked to offer a list of risks to NMFS, which might
include risk of financial harm, worker productivity, and/or reputation. The reviewers
believe that NMFS could take some basic steps to minimize their exposure, including
standardizing and/or providing oversight of the risk management used during the training
exercises; identifying and documenting training standards for the instructors; and
documenting observer test and performance results.

Additionally, there appears to be limited use of formal indemnity agreements between
NMEFS and the various contractors nationwide. While NMFS is currently in the process of
clarifying and minimizing liabilities in the event a contracted observer is injured at sea,
additional clarification or perhaps indemnification could help protect NMFS in the event
of an observer is injured or killed during a training exercise or during travel to/from
training.

Summary of strengths

1. The NOP and NMFS employees appear truly motivated to improve the safety
training offered to observers. They are to be commended for the steps they have
taken in this regard, with the most recent example being their meeting in
Galveston, Texas January 20-23, 2004. The reviewers were greatly impressed by
the ongoing modifications and improvements were made to each site through this
entire review and reporting project.

2. NMFS observer program employees across the country are committed to the well
being of observers and to improving their safety training. As a result, it appears
that every program has improved the quality and comprehensiveness of its safety
training considerably over the last five to 10 years.

3. Many programs communicate, share ideas, and/or share resources. Not only is this
exchange of ideas good for the overall quality of the trainings, it has helped
standardize the content that is being presented.

4. Overall, the program managers, employees, contractors, and observers welcomed
the review and were helpful and courteous to the reviewers. Their positive attitude
and openness not only helped the reviewers, it reflects a “safety first” attitude that
can enhance the overall quality of the safety training.

5. Program managers and safety training personnel are devoted to their work. Many
appear to go above and beyond their duties and/or put in personal time in order to
provide the best service/product possible. It is often this type of devotion and
diligence that is needed to improve safety trainings and develop a safety culture.
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6. Several of the programs have very good working relationships with the
contractors who employ the observers. This positive working relationship is an
important if not essential component in observer safety and injury prevention.

7. Several of the contractors have made very good progress in providing good
deployment decisions, supervision, compensation, and insurance coverage of
observers. Although this is not consistent nationwide, most people interviewed
believe it is much better today than it has been in the past. Because the contractors
are key components in the overall risk management of observers, it is important
that contractors embrace observer safety and risk management planning.

8. Most program managers, employees, and/or contractors have positive working
relationships with applicable USCG personnel (i.e., vessel inspectors or safety
officers). Again, given that the USCG is an integral part of vessel exams, safety at
sea, and emergency response, it is important that this positive relationship
continues.

9. Most programs appear to have integrated much of the AMSEA curriculum into
their safety trainings. As a result, much of the safety-training curriculum is
becoming standardized nationwide. Although additional topics and
standardization would likely improve the classes, this integration and trend has
improved the training considerably.

10. Most of the lead instructors have experience as observers. This gives them
credibility in the eyes of new observers; it also allows them to have a realistic
understanding of observers’ duties, including hazards at sea.

11. Most of the lead instructors have attended an AMSEA MSIT course, a class that
not only focuses on marine safety and safety equipment, but one that emphasizes
teaching techniques and hands-on methodology. As a result, not only have
methodologies become more consistent nationwide, the trainers (many of whom
have no other formal teaching background) have improved their presentation
styles as well.

12. NMFS tends to be very supportive of observers who refuse to board a vessel (or
go to sea) due to safety concerns.

Summary of recommendations
The reviewers were asked to make recommendations in the following four areas:

1. Nationwide observer safety training standards (i.e., identification of core topics) for all
NMFS observer programs.

Recommendations:

A) NMFS observer programs should develop and follow a standardized
curriculum for their basic core competencies in safety training.

The basic core knowledge and skills that are common in all regions should be
identified.
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The reviewers believe that the NOP and NMFS have made great strides in this area.
In the Galveston meeting of trainers in March 2004, a standardized set of topics,
objectives, and certain skill competencies that might be used for core standards were
developed.

The reviewers recommend that NMFS continue its work in this area, and begin to
create a “system” of oversight that will ensure the consistency and appropriateness of
the training, nationwide. Although consistency in safety training content has
improved over the years, baseline levels of core competencies and topics of training
for observers should be identified, agreed upon, and used by all sites.

A list of additions to the “core topics” has been included in the Appendices for
consideration.

B) NMFS should begin gathering injury and close call data nationwide and
program wide, specifically as it relates to observer at-sea work and observer
safety trainings.

Because there is no single source for collecting this data, it is very difficult to track,
analyze, and/or use documentation of past incidents to help strengthen the existing
training. While it might be most efficient to require contractors to document incidents,
the reviewers believe that NMFS (or a NOP risk management committee) could help
create a template so that similar data is collected in a consistent and usable format.

The reviewers realize that gathering this data might face administrative or
confidentiality concerns. However, if confidentiality is assured, and there is no
negative consequence for reporting, this could be a valuable resource for looking for
trends and designing proactive interventions. In fact, the North Pacific Groundfish
debriefings are already a collection mechanism for this type of information and could
serve as a model.

2. The frequency and type of training for observer trainers.

C) Baseline levels of training for trainers should be identified and only those
instructors who qualify under the given standard should be used to present the
observer safety material.

Most observer trainers have successfully attended the AMSEA MSIT course, a step
that has contributed to the quality and consistency of the training. Completion of this
training is not required at most sites, however, and few programs have identified
continuing education or professional development opportunities that can be used on
an ongoing basis. This however would not preclude the use of a new hire who might
work as an assisting instructor until they get qualified. This person would work under
the close supervision of a “qualified” instructor, during practical exercises for
example.
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Not only will this step help standardize the presentation of material from site to site; it
will also help improve the quality of instruction. Additionally, by taking steps to
ensure that trainers have a baseline, appropriate and documented level of training
themselves, NMFS will minimize its legal exposure to a claim that an instructor was
unqualified.

D) NMFS should identify options for maintaining the quality and currency of
the instructors’ professional competencies.

The reviewers believe that it is important for each safety trainer to maintain a certain
level of expertise in the areas in which they teach. This might be accomplished
through attendance at additional trainings, conferences, or workshops

Additionally, the reviewers believe it is appropriate for all programs to assess their
safety instructors’ competencies. In the event an instructor does not have a strong
teaching (or safety education) background, attempts should be made by him or her to
gain experience and develop effective instructional methodologies.

Potential professional development opportunities have been identified and are
included in Appendix L of this report.

3. Revisions or enhancements that can be made to the curriculum and/or methodology
used in each region.

E) Standardized lesson plans should be developed that include learning
objectives, measurable outcomes and which are consistent in minimum content,
objectives and time allotted.

As stated under recommendation A, the reviewers believe that the NOP and NMFS
have made great strides in making some proposals in this area. The reviewers also
believe that it is important for the NMFS to take the next step and develop
standardized lesson plans for each topic. This will ensure content accuracy and that
minimum objectives are covered. Sites might also agree on the minimum time that
will be needed to cover each subject, to ensure that objectives are adequately covered.
The lessons plans should include a variety of successful methodologies for teaching
each topic, but would not be limited to just those methodologies, to ensure that new
methods were always encouraged and developed.

This standardization of basic core curriculum would not be intended to limit regions
from producing materials on topics that were important in their areas or to limit the
ways it might be presented. A list of suggested additions to the core topics and key
learning points are provided in the Appendix B. An example of a quality lesson plan
(for reference) is included in Appendix P.
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F) Optional training modules should be developed that are applicable to some,
but not all, sites.

Optional training modules — that is, topics applicable to some but not all sites —
should be identified, and the content within each module should be standardized in
order to maintain consistency and quality control. A list of potential “optional topics”
has been included in Appendix C for consideration.

G) Methods of instruction training should be strengthened in order to improve
the effectiveness of the current trainings.

NMEFS should encourage and/or provide professional development opportunities to all
NMES safety trainers, specifically in regard to teaching skills and enhanced
methodologies. “Best practices” and suggestions for improved methodologies have
been included in Appendix J for consideration.

H) Each site should make an effort to improve their assessment of student
learning/performance

In order to evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of the lessons on an
ongoing basis, NMFS should consider standardizing the assessment methodologies
used nationwide.

4. The feasibility of a centralized or coastal safety training facility and possible
universities or other organizations that may be capable of providing a training facility.

I) NMFS should consider training options on a case-by-case or site-by-site basis.

The reviewers believe that in some instances, trainings could potentially be offered
more economically if sites share resources and expertise, and on occasion, combine
classes if appropriate and scheduling is not an issue.

J) NMFS should consider using outside experts to either provide the training or
provide training to the trainers when in-house resources are limited.

These outside experts could be hired locally (near sites) or could involve a traveling
professional when needed by a region. This arrangement could be used on an
ongoing basis, or it could be used as a temporary method for mentoring and
enhancing the skills of the NMFS trainers. However, outside trainers if used, should
adhere to standardized safety training practices and skills performance checklists
developed by regional programs, and have oversight by attendance from a
knowledgeable representative of the observer program. In addition, if an outside
expert has no experience in fishing vessel safety and observers, the observer
perspective will need to be brought into the training by someone from the program
staff.
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USCG personnel are used by most programs to deliver some of the training and this
is valuable. They would also be useful in some cases to help check some of the
content of other marine safety topics for updating and accuracy when possible.

K) NMFS should consider the concept of “certification” that verifies successful
completion of safety training.

Certification would provide some verification of an individual having minimum
standards of competency on universally agreed upon basic core competencies.

In addition, the reviewers offer the following additional recommendations and
suggestions:

L) Experienced observers should receive refresher training in risk management
and crisis response. Experienced observers should be required to pass written
and performance tests during the refresher course.

M) NMFS should develop a regular system of oversight of observer safety
training.

N) NMFS should identify guidelines for managing risk during trainings.

O) NMFS should develop a system for adopting and enforcing safety-related
policies that observers are expected to follow while at sea.

P) NMFS should form a national risk management committee.

Q) NMFS is encouraged to clarify the responsibilities and interplay that exists
between NMFS and the various contractors.

R) NMFS is encouraged to continue to work toward defining the legal status of
an observer, specifically as it relates to workmen’s compensation benefits and

coverage.
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Section 111
Overview of Project — Goals and Methods
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Project Goals Defined. The overall results of this project are based on the AMSEA
proposal and NMFS scope of work. To a certain degree, the reviewers considered
secondary information in their findings, specifically as it affected Section VI (evaluation)
and Section VII (recommendations). This secondary information is the result of a
meeting that occurred in September 2003, in Sitka, Alaska. At that time, Vicki Cornish,
the National Observer Program (NOP) coordinator, and attendant program managers,
identified the following as the desired goal and objectives of the observer safety training:

The overall goal of the observer safety training is to prepare observers for risks inherent
in working aboard commercial fishing vessels, and to minimize both minor and
catastrophic injuries to the observers, trainers, property, and NMFS.

The following were identified as key objectives:

1) Observer programs should provide training so that observers are able to

= Demonstrate awareness of common hazards aboard vessels, to include those
associated with the vessels, weather, gear, and crew

= [dentify specific methods for preventing common injuries

= Demonstrate competency in maintaining and using personal crisis response
equipment

= Identify, locate, and demonstrate competency in using a vessel’s crisis response
equipment, and demonstrate ability to verify correct installation and currency

= Verify presence and currency of USCG safety decal

= Demonstrate ability to assess risks — both subjective and objective — commonly
encountered by observers

Additionally, it was noted that observers were expected to be able to demonstrate
continued competency in all of the above-mentioned skills.

These additional objectives were identified as well:

2) Safety trainers are expected to
= Successfully complete a USCG-approved MSIT course
= Demonstrate exemplary safety practices and attitudes during all training exercises

3) Safety trainers should identify and communicate to observers the risks associated with
the safety training, and require that observers understand, acknowledge, and assume the
risks by signing appropriate liability and release forms prior to participation in training
exercises.
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Goals of Project, as identified in the AMSEA proposal

As stated, the overall goal of this project is to assess the current safety training that is
being provided to observers, and to offer recommendations and/or suggestions for
improvement if necessary. As noted earlier in this document, the reviewers agreed to
provide information in the following four areas:

Risk assessment findings
Documentation of current practices
Evaluation of current practices
Recommendations

In order to achieve this charge, the reviewers used a variety of sources to identify the
risks associated with observer work in the various fisheries. Additionally, the reviewers
attempted to identify reported as well as unreported observer injuries and/or close calls.
Once completed, the reviewers were able to compare the actual risks/hazards, as well as
injury and fatality statistics, to the current safety information being presented to
observers.

The reviewers also agreed to document all current practices used at the various training
sites. This included a listing of the topics being presented (including time and quality),
lesson plan use, methodology of instruction, methods of assessment, and risk
management practices (used during training exercises).

The reviewers also identified whether or not the sites had a formal or systematic approach
to its programming (i.e., is there a formal system used to identify topics, training needs,
student success, instructor qualifications, etc.). This system approach to risk management
and quality control is important in that it is not personnel-dependent. The reviewers’ main
interest was in knowing whether or not the current safety-training regimen is objective,
consistently delivered nationwide, and whether or not it can and will withstand the
challenge of time and personnel turnover.

Finally, the reviewers attempted to document the various relationships the sites have with
contractors, specifically as the relationships could potentially relate to observer training
and/or safety.

After the risks, incidents, and fatalities were identified, and after the reviewers were able
to observe trainings at various sites, they were able to make an evaluation of the current
trainings, specifically in regard to whether or not the trainings are as effective as possible
in addressing the following: risk recognition, risk management, and emergency
procedures associated with at-sea observer work.

If and when the reviewers identified gaps in the trainings, or if/when the reviewers were

able to identify steps that could be made to improve the quality or effectiveness of the
training, recommendations or suggestions were noted.
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Goals of each section, and methodologies used to achieve the desired results

Goal of Section I'V; Risk Assessment Findings. The goal of Section IV is to identify the
most foreseeable risks (potential for harm or damage) associated with NMFS observer
programs. That is, the reviewers attempted to identify ways in which observers, trainers,
and/or NMFS could be harmed as a result of a safety-training or at-sea incident.

As a result, the reviews collected information on the following:

= Hazards and risks associated with trainings.

= Hazards and risks associated with the various fisheries and environments.

* Injury and fatality data associated with commercial fishing, and where
available, associated with observer work.

= Hazards and risks associated with commercial fishermen in general, and to
observers specifically.

= Risks to NMFS (potential for financial harm, damage to reputation, loss of
worker time/productivity, etc.).

= Unreported observer injuries (from anecdotal statements), and

= Reported and/or unreported close calls (from NMFS, contractor, and/or
observer accounts and reports).

Methodology used in Section I'V. The reviewers were able to identify and base their
training-exercise risks on their observations from site visits. Additional theoretical and
generic risks and hazards (associated with all observer at-sea work) were identified as
well; these lists were based on anecdotal information gathered from interviews with
observers, trainers, and contractors. It is estimated that at least 200 people were heard
from in this manner. This information was then compared with data that was available.

Injury and fatality rates and contributing factors were gathered via NMFS incident data,
insurance claims from contractors as well as from Workmen Compensation claims,
USCQG incident reports, National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH),
NMEFS program managers, the Alaska Fishermen’s Fund, and the internet.

Goal of Section V; Documentation of Current Practices. The goal of Section V is to
gather information on and document the current practices. This information, in turn, was
used by the reviewers to evaluate each site and trainer (Section VI).

In order to assess whether or not the current trainings are appropriate in scope and
content, the following information was obtained:
= Identification of topics as they relate to incident prevention as well as
emergency action procedures
= Comparison of information presented at each site (including use of lesson
plans, depth of content, and time allotted per topic)
= Identification of methods of delivery at each site
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Methodology used in Section V. The following methods were used during the gathering
and documentation of program information.

1) A pre-visit questionnaire (self-assessment) was developed and sent to each site:
Responses were returned to the reviewers and used in the assessment process.

2) As part of the self-assessment, programs provided copies of lesson plans, outlines,
quizzes, hand outs, and/or checklists as they were available to be documented.

3) On-site reviews were conducted at eight observer training sites (Anchorage, Seattle
North Pacific Groundfish Observer Program, Seattle West Coast Groundfish Observer
Program, Honolulu, Long Beach, Miami, and Woods Hole). NMFS-employed observer
trainers, returning observers, and new observers were all included in this process.

4) Additionally, a Gainesville OT took part in the Miami site visit. Further, although the
reviewers were not able to observe training at the Galveston site, representatives from the
Galveston site were interviewed, in person, in Galveston.

5) Due to the fact that the Panama City program did not conduct a class for observers
during this contract period, and given the fact that Panama City was in the process of
hiring a new training coordinator during this period, the reviewers were not able to
observe a training or interview site personnel.

6) Follow-up phone calls and emails were made to program managers and trainers in
order to clarify points and in an attempt to document practices accurately.

7) Methodology also included interviews and question/answer sessions with contractor
representatives, representatives of the NMFS national observer program office,
administrative NMFS representatives from some of the sites, and USCG representatives
across the country.

Goal of Section VI; Evaluation of Current Practices and Trainers. The goal of
Section VI is to evaluate the current safety trainings (for content, comprehensiveness, and
appropriateness of methodologies) and trainers. In the event gaps were identified or
weaknesses were noted, the reviewers were able to provide recommendations and/or
suggestions in Section VII.

In order to evaluate the trainings and trainers, the reviewers used two processes:

» Trainings were evaluated based on whether or not the topics specifically
addressed the risks; whether or not gaps existed; whether or not the
methodology used was appropriate in achieving the identified goals; and
whether or not the current practices successfully meet the goals and objectives
identified by the observer programs.
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» Trainers were evaluated based on educationally sound and accepted criteria
(e.g., use of a lesson plan or outline, ability to follow a plan, ability to stay on
task, understanding of material, etc.)

Methodology used during the evaluation process. The reviewers based their
evaluations on several factors that include but are no