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ACTION 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
Last Day: September 13 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WASHINGTON 

September 9, 1976 

THE PRESIDEN~~-a~ 
JIM CANNON~ 
H.R. 11670 - 1977 Coast Guard 
Authorizations 

Attached for your consideration is H.R. 11670, sponsored by 
Representative Sullivan and three others. 

The enrolled bill authorizes appropriations ($284,869,000), 
end-year personnel strength and student training levels 
for 1977 for the Coast Guard; extends indefinitely the 
authority of the Secretary of Transportation to rent 
inadequate housing to Coast Guard personnel; requires 
more specific and extensive Coast Guard authorizations 
in the future; suspends enforcement of the Federal Boat 
Safety Act on certain waters in New Hampshire in 1977; 
and authorizes exemptions from specified inspection or 
certification laws for certain cargo-carrying vessels in 
remote areas of Alaska. 

A detailed discussion of the provisions of the enrolled bill 
is provided in OMB's enrolled bill report at Tab A. 

OMB, Max Friedersdorf, Counsel's Office (Lazarus), Bill Seidman 
and I recommend approval of the enrolled bill. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign H.R. 11670 at Tab B. 

Digitized from the White House Records Office: Legislative Case Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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(P.L. 94-265). The major pieces of the approximately $132 million 
difference between the Administration request and the funds 
authorized in this bill are an additional $50 million for 
procurement of Great Lakes icebreakers and an additional 
$73 million over the Administration request for Coast Guard 
enforcement responsibilities under P.L. 94-265. 

The Departmc..;.t of Transportation Appropriations Act of 1977 
(P.L. 94-387), however, provided $202 million for the activities 
authorized by the enrolled bill. That Act provided no funds 
for the Great Lakes icebreakers and $70 million for Coast Guard 
enforcement responsibilities under P.L. 94-265. (See attached 
table) Since the amounts in the Appropriation Act are controlling 
insofar as budgetary effect is concerned, the higher amounts 
authorized in this bill are not of practical concern. 

H.R. 11670 would authorize a 1977 end-year strength of 38,918 
for active duty personnel of the Coast Guard; t.he Administration 
had requested an end-year strength of 38,359. The enrolled bill 
would also authorize average student· training levels of 5,910 
students, as opposed to the Administration request of 5,487 
students. The differences are intended by the Congress to provide 
additional personnel to the Coast Guard to carry out responsibili­
ties under the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, 
and do not represent a serious problem. 

H.R. 11670 would extend indefinitely the authority of the 
Secretary of Transportation to rent housing to Coqst Guard 
personnel and their dependents which technically does not 
meet established standards. That authority expired on Juhe 30, 
1976. In many areas the only·housing available does not meet 
established standards, and this authority is needed to enable 
the Coast Guard to utilize such housing for its personnel. 

The enrolled bill would require that after fiscal year 1977, 
funds appropriated to the Coast Guard for operations and 
maintenance (O&M), all acquisition, construction and improve­
ment (AC&I), alteration of bridges (_AB), and research and 
development (R&D) must be authorized by legislation enacted 
after December 31, 1976. This provision brings O&l.\1 and R&D 
activities under the authorization process and reinstates 
and expands the dnnual authorization requirement for AC&I and 
AB programs. These requirements for additional specificity in 
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future authorization requests are unfortunate and contrary 
to bur general policy of simplicity and broad categories in 
authorization bills. In the context of the bill as a whole, 
however, and in light of the fact that some of the activities, 
as bated above, were previously subject to detailed authoriza­
tions, we do not believe this provision represents a major 
problem. 

In addition, H.R. 11670 would prohibit the Coast Guard from 
expending funds for enforcement of the Federal Boat Safety 
Act of 1971 on Lake Winnipesaukee and Lake Winnisquam, their 
connecting waterways, or the Merrimack River in New Hampsh~re 
during fiscal year 1977. This provision is a result of a 
dispute between the Coast Guard and New Hampshire over whether 
these waterways are "navigable waters"· of the United States. 
New Hampshire wishes to construct a·bridge over these waters 
that would not meet the standards required for "navigable waters" 
established by the Coast Guard. This provision would prohibit 
the Coast Guard from enforcing its bridge standards on these 
waters in 1977. In its attached views letter, DOT states that 
the dispute should be resolved soon and therefore does not 
object to the provision. 

Finally, the enrolled bill would authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to exempt certain cargo-carrying vessels operating 
in remote areas of Alaska from specified inspection and certifi­
cation laws. The provision would app-ly to vessels, mainly 
converted landing craft, which are the only feasible means of 
supplying fuel and stores to remote areas of Alaska w:1.ere there 
are no available docking facilities. These vessels, because of 
their construction, cannot comply fully with all applicable 
vessel inspection laws and regulations. The provision would 
allow the Secretary to issue permits to such vessels imposing 
special requirements they must m-eet to ensure the safety of 
life and the environment. The Department notes in its views 
letter that, "The exemption is narrmv, the vessels involved are 
not numerous, there are extensive controls, and the Co.:tst Guard 
intends to closely monitor the exemption and will be prepared 
to offer corrective legislation if it is abused." 
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Acting Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference 
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ATTACHHENT 

{$ in thousands) 

Regular activities I 125,898 134,869 132,000 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • e G 

Great Lakes icebreakers . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . -o- 50,000 -0-

Enforcement of Fishery 
Management and Conservation Act . . . . .. 27,000 100,000 70,000 

'I'OTAL 152,898 284,869 202,000 
-----



94TH CoNGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTA'l'IVES f 
'2d Session 1 

REPORT 
No. 94-989 

CO~\.ST GUARD AUTHORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 

lUAucH 31, 1976.-Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to be printed 

:Mrs. SuLLIVAN, from the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, submitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H.R.ll670] 

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to whom was 
referred the bill (H.R. 11670) to authorize appropriations for the 
Coast Guard for the procurement of vessels and aircraft and construc­
tion of shore and offshore establishments, to authorize for the Coast 
Guard a year-end strength for active duty personnel, to authorize 
for the Coast Guard average military student loads, and for other 
purposes, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with 
an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended do pass. 

The amendment is as follows : 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following: 

That funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 1977 for the 
use of the Coast Guard as follows : 

(1) For procurement of vessels: $187,168,000; 
For procurement of three port safety boats, one inland construction tender, 

six aids to navigation boats, three harbor tugboats, thirty search and rescue 
boats, four high/medium endurance cutter replacements, ten high speed 
surface delivery systems for pollution control, four small domestic icebreak­
ers, and one motor life boat. 

(2) For procurement of aircraft: $92,500,000; 
For procurement of six medium-range surveillance aircraft, six long-range 

surveillance aircraft, and five short-range recovery helicopters. 
( 3) I!' or construction of shore and offshore establishments : $24,401,000; 

For construction at : 
(a) Portsmouth, Virginia-Phase IV of new Coast Gua'rd Support 

Center; 
(b) Rodanthe, North Carolina-improvement of Oregon Inlet Station; 
(c) l<Jlizabeth City, North Carolina-phase I of improvement of Coast 

Guard Aircraft and Supply Center; 
(d) Alameda, California-construction of classroom building at Coast 

Guard Training Center; 
(e) New York, New York-phase II of New York vessel traffic service; 
(f) Loran-e National Implementation Plan-antenna erection, con­

struction, and outfitting of stations at Malone, F~orida, Grangevill.e, 
Louisiana, and Raymondville, Texas; antenna erection and outfitting 
of station at ID!mira, New York; and construction and outfitting at 
Narrow Cape, Alaska; 

57-006 
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(g) Public family quarters-construction of family housing at 
Chicago, Illinois, Sitka, Alaska, and Point Judith, Rhode Island, or 
other locations; and 

(h) Provincetown, Massachusetts-construction of new station. 
SEc. 2. For fiscal year 1977, the Coast Guard is authorized an end strength for 

active duty personnel of 38,918; except that the ceiling shall not include members 
of the Ready Reserve called to active duty under the authority of section 764 
of title 14, United States Code. 

SEc. 3. For fiscal year 1977, average military training student loads for the 
Coast Guard are authorized as follows: 

(1) recruit and special training, 4,209 students; 
( 2) flight training, 154 students; 
( 3) ·professional training in military ::md dvilian institutions, 372 students ; 

and 
( 4) officer acquisition training, 1,175 students. 

SEc. 4. Section 475 of title 14, United States Code is amended-
(!) by striking subsection (e) and redesignating subsections (f) and (g) 

as subsections (e) and (f), respectively; and 
· (2) by amending the redesignated subsection (f) to read as follows: 

"(f) The authority conferred by subsection (a), (b), (c), or (d) may not 
he utiHzed after April 1, 1973, unless all reports required by subsection (e) have 
been filed with the Congress.". 

SEc. 5. After fiscal year 1977, fun{!s may not be appropriated to or for the use 
of the Coast Guard (1) for the operation and maintenance of tJle Coast Guard; 
(2) for acquisition, construction, rebuilding, or improvement of aids to naviga­
tion, shore or offshore establishments, vessels, or aircraft, including equipment re­
lated thereto; (3) for alteration of obstructive bridges; or (4) for research, 
development, tests, or evaluation related to any of the above, unless the appro­
priation of such funds has been authorized by legislation enacted after Decem­
ber 31, 1976. 

SEO. 6. (a) For each fiscal year after fiscal year 1977, tbe Congress shall au­
thorize the end strength as of the end of each fiscal year for active duty personnel 
of the Coast Guard, and no funds may be appropriated for any such fiscal year 
to or for the use of the active duty personnel of the Coast Guard unless the end 
strength for such active duty personnel for such fiscal year has been authorized 
bylaw. 

(b) For each fiscal year after fiscal year 1977, the Congress shall authorize 
the average military training student loads for the Coast Guard. Such authoriza­
tion shall be required for student loads for the following individual training 
categories: recruit and specialized training: flight training; professional train­
ing in military and civilian institutions; and officer acquisition training. No 
funds may be appropriated for any fiscal year after fiscal year 1977 for the use of 
training any military personnel of the Coast Guard in the aforementioned cate­
gories unless the average student loads for the Coast Guard for such fiscal year 
have been authorized by law. 

PURPOSE OF TIIE LEGISLATION 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize appropriations for the Coast 
Guard for fiscal year 1977 for the procurement of vessels and aircraft 
and the construction of shore and offshore establishments; for the 
establishment of a year-end strength of Coast Guard active duty per­
sonnel: for the authorization of Coast Guard average military student 
loads; 'and for the expansion of Coast Guard budgetary items subject 
to the annual authorization process. 

BACKGROUND 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize appropriations for the Coast 
States Code, is an Armed Force, maintaining a readiness to operate 
as a service in the Navy, upon declaration of war, or when the Presi­
dent otherwise directs. At all other times, the Coast Guard operates 



3 

as a part of the Department of Transportation, with the primary 
duties of enforcing, or assisting in the enforcing of, all applicable 
Federal laws on and under the high seas and waters subject to the jur­
isdiction of the United States, the promotion of safety of life and 
property in those areas, the maintenance of aids to maritmie naviga­
tion, icebreaking and rescue facilities, and engaging in oceanographic 
research. ·within the boundaries of its assigned duties, the Coast Guard 
has been charged in various statutes with specific responsibilties re­
lating to the enforcement of offshore fishing limitations, the monitor­
ing of foreign fishing fleet activities, the maintenance of necessary 
equipment designed to rescue persons and save property placed in 
jeopardy in marine areas, the maintenance of manned and unmanned 
aids to navigation along the coast and inland waterways, the review 
and approval of construction and alteration plans of commercial ves­
sels, the licensing of personnel and supervision of vessel operations, 
the establishment and oversight of standards for recreational boats, the 
conduct of Polar and domestic icebreaking and oceanographic research, 
and the exercise of various marine environmental protection duties 
designed to minimize and abate pollution threats to the marine 
environment. 

To perform these varied and vital functions, the Coast Guard has an 
authorized personnel level, consisting of officer, enlisted and civilian 
personnel which will stand at approximately 43,000 at the end of the 
current fiscal year. It further maintains and operates various types of 
vessels, various aircraft, and shore facilities necessary to carry out its 
assigned missions effectively. While the facility level varies from time 
to time, the Coast Guard, in its inventory at the end of fiscal year 1976, 
will have approximately 250 vessels, not including small boats, and 
170 aircraft. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

If the Coast Guard is to perform the duties ·with which it has been 
charged by the Congress, it is absolutely mandatory that it be fur­
nished with the necessary equipment and personnel for that purpose. 
As the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries stated in its 
annual authorization bill last year, it is not satisfied that aging Coast 
Guard equipment is being replaced at an adequate rate to avoid real 
problems in the not too distant future. In its fleet of larger vessels, the 
Coast Guard is still operating vessels built during the ·world War II 
era, long past the period when it might be expected that they would 
have been decommissioned, not only creating a problem of modern 
capability, but also involving larger and larger expenditures on per­
sonnel and maintenance costs to keep them operating at all. A similar 
condition exists in much of the air fleet, on the reliability of which 
depends, in many cases, the question of life or death for persons in 
distress. The Commi~t~e intends, therefore, to do its utmost to identify 
the Coast Guard's critical needs and to support a speed-up of the vari­
ous items in the Coast Guard Acquisition, Construction, and Improve­
ments budget request which now consists almost entirely of necessary 
replacement procurements, but replacement procurements which ar'e 
being dragged out over an inordinate and dangerous period of time, 
which results not only in deteriorating capability, but also involves 
higher and higher unit costs as the stretchout continues. 
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In addition to the need for replacement of aging equipment at a 
realistically adequate rate, there is the pressing need for new and 
expanded capability to meet the new and expanded responsibilities 
which are being added to Coast Guard missions. The provision of ade­
quate search and rescue facilities in all coastal areas requires careful 
~valuation. The capability of assigning equipment to respond to new 
problems, such as drug smuggling interdiction is woefully lacking. The 
enforcement of marine environmental protection laws, such as the Fed­
eral \Vater Pollution Control Act and the so-called Ocean Dumping 
Act, as well as responsibilities under legislation such as the Deep­
water Port Act of 197 4, are examples of critical needs. Expanded 
activities in support of maritime commerce, such as icebreaking assist­
ance for winter navigation in northern areas, particularly the Great 
Lakes, is another example. Finally, the forthcoming responsibility for 
the enforcement of the extended fishing limits established in H.R. 200, 
\vhich is expected to become law shortly, must be provided for. 

In its action on H.R. 11670, the Committee has adopted an amend­
ment which will, in some part, respond to additional Coast Guard 
needs. It is anticipated that further additions will be needed in future 
years, unless the Administration takes a more realistic view of Coast 
Guard needs and presents to the Congress a more realistic budget 
request in this area. . 

For comparative purposes, the budget request for the items in this 
authorization bill amounted to $125.9 million, compared to the request 
for $117.4 million for fiscal year 1976. The total AC&I budget submis­
sion, which, in addition to procurement items, includes such things as 
renovation and habitability improvement of vessels, replacement or 
acquisition of equipment, and general improvements of various faci­
lities not involving actual construction, totaled $165.3 million in fiscal 
year 1976 and totals $171.1 million in fiscal year 1977. Despite the 
pressing needs, this minimal increase in the Administration budget 
does not even permit the Coast G'uard to stand still, much less move 
toward critically needed levels of capability. The bill, as reported, at­
tempts at least partially to rectify this situation. 

COJ\Il'>IITTEE ACTION 

H.R. 11670 was introduced by the Honorable Leonor K. Sullivan, 
for herself, the Honorable Philip E. Ruppe, the Honorable Mario 
Biaggi, and the Honorable Pierre S. du Pont, upon receipt of Execu­
tive Communication 2438 of February 2, 1976, a legislative proposal of 
the Secretary of Transportation. The bill, as introduced, is not iden­
tical to the Departmental request in that it does not contain any author­
ization for fiscal year 1978, since it was clear at the time of introduc­
tion that neither the Administration nor the Committee was prepared 
to consider the fiscal year 1978 proposal at this time. In other respects, 
the bill, as introduced, contained the substance of the Secertary's pro­
posed legislation. 
Th~ Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Navigation held hearings on 

the b1ll on February 5 and February 10, 1976, and received testimony 
:from the Coast Guard Commandant, representing the Administration, 
and from public witnesses. During the course of the hearings, it became 
apparent that there \Vere three critical areas of concern related to 
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the budget request. The first of these involv~d the Coast Guard capa­
bility for the enforcement of H.R. 200, whiCh has now passell both 
Houses, and the differing versions have been reconciled by the Com­
mittee on the Conference. It is anticipated that it will become law with­
in the next few weeks. A second issue related to the need to upgrade 
current icebreaking capability, as well as to meet the anticipated de­
velopment which will be forthcoming later this year as a result of Pub­
lic Law 91-611, 'vhich originated in the Committee on Public ·works 
and Transportation and which directed the Secretary of the Army to 
conduct a survey and to undertake a demonstration program relating 
to the extension of the navigation season on the Great Lakes system. 
An interim report on that study is now being processed and a recom­
mendation for extension of the Great Lakes navigation season is all 
but accomplished fact. The Subcommittee, therefore, gave special at­
tention to Coast Guard capabilities for icebreaking assistance in the 
Great Lakes area. Finally, attention was directed to what several Mem­
bers considered to be a glaring deficiency in search and rescue capa­
bility on the Great Lakes, as demonstrated force:£u]ly by the sinking 
of the vessel FITZGERALD during a November storm on Lake 
Superior, with no survivors. 

The Great Lakes consists of n.lmost 100,000 s1uare miles of waterway 
and contain 59 commercial harbors, annually handling ever-increasing 
tonnages of bulk and general cargoes, such as grain, iron ore, coal, 
and manufactured goods. ·with the anticipated increase in production 
from western coal lands, a substantial increase in that traffic above 
normally expected expansion is imminent, destined to serve the indus­
trial needs of the Great Lakes. Recent demonstrations of the feasibility 
for cargo movements throughout the winter season give promise of 
substantial investment in additional cargo vessel construction to serve 
the Great Lakes, as well as substantial savings in stockpiling and stor­
age requirements when the navigation season is interrupted. This 
potential development, however, will require reliable icebreaking 
assistance so that maritime traffic will move expeditiously and not face 
the continual threat of being thwarted by ice conditions in which 
commercial vessels cannot operate without icebrealring assistance in 
severe situations. The Coast Guard now maintains two icebreakers 
on the Great Lakes, one designed for Lake duty, and the other, a Polar 
icebreaker, assigned during the ice season. Since the draft of the Polar 
icebreaker limits its operations to relatively deeper waters, and since 
severe icing conditions may occur simultaneously in several areas, 
the two icebreakers require some backup capability at various critical 
points, in order to keep the traffic moving. The present backup capa­
biEty of the Coast Guard, consisting of 110-foot harbor tugboats 
has proved to be inadequate £or the total task. 

Finally, consideration was given by the Subcommittee as to the 
proper role of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries in 
the annual authorization process. As provided in Public Law 88-45, 
specific annual authorization for Coast Guard appropriations is 
limited to the procurement of vessels and aircraft and the construction 
of shore and offshore establishments. Not included are yarious items 
of operating expenses related to the operation of existing and newly 
acquired facilities, the improvement of operational capabilities, the 
reactivation or decommissioning of existing vessels, nor indeed, the 
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maintenance, improvement, and acquisition of equipment for existing 
facilities. Further excluded are budget requests related to the mainte­
nance of safe navigable channels by the alteration of obstructive 
bridges, as well as, the funding for various research, testing, de­
velopment, and evaluation initiatives related to Coast Guard 
responsibilities. 

After careful consideration of all the testimony and information 
available, the Subcommittee adopted amendatory language and unani­
mously, by voice vote, recommended the bill, as amended, to the Full 
Committee. The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries con­
sidered the bill [n mark-up session on March 4, 1976 and adopted the 
proposed amendatory language of the Subcommittee, with minor 
changes. It thereupon, by unanimous voice vote, ordered the bill 
reported with a single amendment incorporating the adopted changes. 

SECTION -BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

SEC'l'ION 1 

This section contains three separate items. The first item provides 
an authorization of $187,168,000 for procurement of vessels, repre­
senting an increase of $116,745,000 above the Administration request. 
Included in the authorization is the procurement of the following 
items contained in the President's budget requ-est : 

Port Safety Boats (3)-
These boats are designed for operations at Captain of the 

Port Safety Stations, to perform inshore work. They are of 
fiberglass construction and their draft enables them to operate 
in extremely shallow areas. They are a part of an ongoing 
replacement program, commenced in fiscal year 1974 to supply 
boats necessary to meet the minimum requirements for duties 
under the Ports and Waterways Safety Act and the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act. Appropriations have already 
been provided for 39 boats, with requests for 20 additional 
boats in future years anticipated. 
Inland Construction Tenders (i)-

These tenders are designed to replace existing inland aids 
to navigation tenders which arc over 30 years old. They will 
have greater speed, more maneuverability, more storage area, 
and more modern habitability conditions than exist on the 
present tenders. The tender authorized in this bill is one of 
eleven plam1ed in the ongoing replacement program, which 
commenced in fiscal year 197 4. While appropriations have 
previously been made for six o£ these vessels, reprogramming 
of funds to cover increased costs and shortfalls in other proj­
ects have eliminated three of the previous vessrls appropri­
ated for. Requests for the procurement of seven additional 
tenders is anticipated for future years. 
A,ids to Navigation Boats ( 6)-

These 55-foot aluminum boats are constructed along the 
lines of typical Gulf Coast offshore platform crew boats and 
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are designed to provide faster transportation to, between, and 
from aids to navigation, permitting better use of men and 
equipment. They will be used in support of an improved con­
cept for servicing aids in a program which commenced in 
fiscal year 1974. Appropriations for 12 of these boats have 
previously been made in a program which will ultimately 
provide a fleet of 35. 
H arboJ' Tugboats (1)-

These boats of increased size and shaft horsepower are 
designed for replacement of 13 existing harbor tugs which 
were built between 1939 and 1943, and are near the end of their 
service life. The replacement will be a multimission vessel 
whose duties will include domestic icebreaking, search and 
rescue, port safety, aids to navigation, boating safety, and 
general support. This program was begun in fiscal year 1976, 
and has already suffered by virtue of reprogramming of 
fiscal year 1976 funds to meet costs growth problems in other 
projects. The program anticipates a total acquisition of eleven 
of these vessels, which may be substantially revised, as indi­
cated in the discussion which follows concerning icebreaking 
assistance needs on the Great Lakes. 
Search and Resmw Boats (30)-

These 41-foot utility boats, with all weather capability, an 
aluminum hull, low maintenance materials and fiberglass 
superstrueture are designed to replace the present 40-foot 
utility boat which is nearing the end of its expected service 
life and has become increasingly involved in serious failures, 
including sinkings, steering casualties, and groundings. Ap­
propriations have previously been !Ilade for 101 of these boats, 
commencing in fiscal year 1973. The total replacement pro­
gram involYes 180 boats. 
HighjJ1fedtumEnd1trance Cutter Replacements (E)-

These 270-foot vessels, designed to modern habitability and 
environmental standards, are intended as replacements for 
eight medium endurance and five high endurance cutters of 
"World \Var II vintage. The existing cutters are technolog­
ically obsolete in their operational capability, their engineer­
ing plants, 30-40 years old, are increasingly costly to 
maintain, hn,bitability is marginal, and critical replacement 
parts are extremely difficult and expensive to procure. These 
two requested replacements are the first in the program. A 
further discussion of this item 'vill follow in relation to addi­
tional enforcement requirements upon enactment of H.R. 200. 

The following items involying the procurement of vessels were added 
by virtue of the Committee amendment. 

HiqlLjJfedium End1"rance Cutter Replacements (:2)-
These two cutter replacements were added to the two re­

quested in the budr:et, sinrc early availability of needed 
cutters to enforce H.R. 200 is considered mandatory. It is 
quite apparent that the Coast Guard cannot, for long, rely 
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upon the existing cutters which are planned :for replacement. 
As described above, their capabilities and maintenance prob­
lems make their operations completely marginal, and with 
the added needs o:£ patrol cutters in the offshore fisheries en­
forcement, the replacement program must be speeded up. 
Restricting this addition to even two will involve some 
problems. However, it is the belie:£ of the Committee that any 
greater addition at this time, at the start-up o:£ the program, 
might create more problems than it would solve. In the mean­
time, until these :four replacements are operationally avail­
able, it is anticipated that two existing cutters and two 
seagoing tenders can be activated and operated as an interim, 
though marginal, solution to the problem. 
Small Domestic Icebreakers (4)-

These replacement icebreaking vessels, o:£ approximately 
5,000 shaft horsepower, are the conservative solution to the 
problem o:£ current icebreaking capability, as well as in the 
extension o:£ the winter navigatiOn season on the Great I_,akes. 
The Subcommittee considered several alternative proposals 
:for such increased assistance, stretching :from the acquisition 
o:£ additional large icebreakers to the acquisition o:£ harbor 
tugboats. The Subcommittee decision, endorsed by the Full 
Committee, :fell in between. While it is almost certain, based 
upon existing :facts and predicted decisions that the winter 
navigation season will be extended, it is not yet clear as to 
exactly what role Federal policy will assign to the Coast 
Guard in the icebreaking assistance field. It is, therefore, con­
sidered somewhat premature to authorize the acquisition o:£ a 
large icebreaker as an addition to the MACKINAW and 
"\VESTWIND. However, with any extension o:£ the winter 
navigation season, the utilization o:£ existing icebreakers with­
out the assistance o:£ more than the planned :for harbor tugboat 
replacements will be marginal at best. The Committee, there­
fore, elected to authorize these :four replacement vessels 
described as "domestic icebreakers", meaning :for domestic 
service in lieu o:£ Polar service. It is anticipated that they will 
be assigned to Great Lakes ports in lieu o:£ the replacement 
tugboats, a program initiated in the budget submission as 
replacements :for the existing overaged harbor tugs. They will 
:further be expected to perform multimission duties such as 
aids to navigation work, search and rescue, boating safety, 
and port safety, and general support, when not performing 
their icebreaking assistance mission. I:£, as anticipated, they 
meet their designed role in support o:£ the larger icebreakers, 
substantial savings can be effected, and any excess replace­
ment harbor tugboats can be reassigned to northeastern 
coastal areas more expeditiously than is presently phnned :for 
by the Coast Guard. 

During the course o:£ the hearings on this subject, the Com­
mittee received testimony :from several witnesses urging the 
procurement o:£ icebreakers :from Finland. They pointed out 
the extensive expertise o:£ the Finnish in construction o:£ ice-




































































