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Recreational Boating Accident Reporting Manual, COMDTINST M16782.1  
U.S. Coast Guard Docket USCG-2015-0753: Notice of Availability and Request for Comments. 
Comment deadline on www.regulations.gov is Nov. 19, 2015. 

 
Using a Q&A format, beginning on page 2, this brief offers background information and things to 
consider as you review the draft Commandant Instruction (COMDTINST) Manual 16782.1 and begin 
to develop your comments. Although the Notice requesting public comment was just published on 
Aug. 21, 2015, and the draft copy of the manual followed a week later, initial reviews of the manual 
(as of Sept. 9) have already surfaced several matters of interest, potential issues, and a list of items 
that are likely to call for further consideration and discussion. This brief will be updated and reissued 
as other matters are identified or as additional clarification and explanatory information becomes 
available. 

 
 

Quick links to primary documents referenced in this brief: 
 

 Federal Register Notice: Coast Guard’s Recreational Boating Accident Reporting Manual 
Request for Comments (published Aug. 21, 2015) 
 

 Draft of Boating Accident Reporting Manual, COMDTINST M16782.1, issued by the U.S. Coast 
Guard for comment (posted to regulations.gov, Aug. 27, 2015)  
 

 CG-449, Standard Method of Reporting, the original issuance, Sept. 20, 1973 
 

 NBSAC Accident Reporting Task Force Recommendations, February 2009, accepted by 
National Boating Safety Advisory Council (NBSAC) membership, April 2009 
 

 Accident Reporting Terms & Definitions Project, consensus-based project involving NASBLA 
Engineering, Reporting & Analysis Committee (ERAC) and the Coast Guard; includes resolution 
and all lists approved by NASBLA membership, Sept. 2012 and 2013 
 

 Boat Accident Reporting Manual, NASBLA, 2007, produced under a USCG non-profit grant, 
never released for use (includes a working draft (update) of CG-449) 
 

 Recreational Boating Accident & Casualty Reporting Decision Matrix, produced by  NASBLA 
Boating Accident Investigation, Reporting and Analysis Committee (BAIRAC), approved by 
NASBLA membership, Sept. 27, 2006 

 

 See also, NASBLA Federal Register pages, including Recreational Vessel Accident Reporting (re 
the NBSAC recommendations; closed 12/31/2011); and Boating Accident Report (re the 
collection of boating accident report data and BAR form; deadline 9/29/15). 

 
 

http://www.regulations.gov/
https://federalregister.gov/a/2015-20738
https://federalregister.gov/a/2015-20738
http://www.nasbla.org/files/ERAC/Recreational_Boating_Accident_Reporting_Manual.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/CG-449%20Sept%201973.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
http://www.nasbla.org/lhtermsproject
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/Files/ERAC/Boat%20Accident%20Reporting%20Manual_NASBLA%202007.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/Files/ERAC/Decision%20Matrix_Rec%20Boating%20Accident-Casualty%20Reporting_Sep%202006.pdf
http://www.nasbla.org/content.asp?contentid=276
http://www.nasbla.org/content.asp?contentid=493
http://www.nasbla.org/content.asp?contentid=484
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION—some context as you begin your review 
 

What’s the purpose of the manual? 
 
As described in the document, it is to “promulgate and consolidate Coast Guard policies and operating procedures 
for administration of the reporting, investigation, and data processing of recreational boating accidents.” It goes on 
to say it’s intended to provide “current requirements” and “expanded information” on the reporting procedures for 
accidents and that its use by reporting authority agencies will “clarify reporting requirements and enhance data 
quality.”  
 
In practical terms, such a manual should provide a package of regulatory and policy guidance for identifying and 
reporting casualties. As important—or perhaps even more important—it should present a clear, written articulation 
of Coast Guard interpretations of those regulations and policies and the rationale for them so that they can be 
applied consistently. 

 
Is this manual an update of a previous guide or does it “start from scratch”? 

 
In a way, the answer is both. The manual replaces the previous, obsolete document, CG-449 Standard Method of 
Reporting (Boating Accidents) and is described as an “effort to supplement and refresh the information” that was 
contained in the 1973 version. The reality is that CG-449’s reincarnation as COMDTINST covers far more ground. 

 
How long has an update for CG-449 been in the works? 

 
Efforts to replace the old CG-449 and produce a manual addressing the various aspects of reporting, investigating 
and processing recreational boating accidents have been in play for at least a decade.  

 
In the 2005-2007 timeframe, for example, multiple activities involving the Coast Guard, National Boating Safety 
Advisory Council (NBSAC), and National Association of State Boating Law Administrators (NASBLA) set the stage, 
including: a 2005 NBSAC resolution advising the Coast Guard to consult with NASBLA to define—and then develop 
amendments to resolve—regulatory concerns relative to accident reporting; development by NASBLA’s Boating 
Accident Investigation, Reporting & Analysis Committee (BAIRAC) of an accident reporting decision matrix accepted 
by NASBLA membership in 2006; a charge to BAIRAC to compile a reporting manual, the heart of which would be an 
updated CG-449; and the 2007 production of that manual by a NASBLA team under the auspices of a Coast Guard 
non-profit grant. Neither the decision matrix nor the manual was subsequently released by the Coast Guard for use. 
While the Coast Guard generally accepted the matrix, it identified exceptions due to regulatory conflicts.   

 
In 2008, in response to a NBSAC action item advising creation of a regulatory review body to collect and categorize 
potential regulatory changes, the Coast Guard established an Accident Reporting Task Force. The Task Force’s work 
resulted in 15 recommendations, one of which again called for revision of CG-449 and its distribution via electronic 
media. In 2009, the 15 recommendations were accepted by NBSAC (and eventually incorporated into Objective 9, 
Boating Accident Reporting, of the 2012-2016 National RBS Strategic Plan). 

 
Three years later, NASBLA’s Engineering, Reporting & Analysis Committee (ERAC)—successor to BAIRAC—learned 
that the CG-449 revision would take a different route, this time as a two-volume Commandant’s Instruction—the 
first volume of which would address manufacturing standards and defects; the second, accident reporting issues. By 
September 2012, ERAC was advised that product had been drafted and was in initial review at Coast Guard HQ. 
During 2013, work continued internally at the Coast Guard, and by February 2014, ERAC was advised that a draft was 
awaiting clearance from the Chief of the Boating Safety Division. At the time, the expectation was that the 
committee would receive a review copy before its release to the states. By October 2014, however, the Coast 
Guard’s Director of Inspections and Compliance announced the draft would be put out for public comment via the 
Federal Register. The Notice ultimately was published Aug. 21, 2015, with posting of the related Commandant’s 
Instruction—as a single volume, dealing solely with accident reporting—to Regulations.gov on Aug. 27, 2015.   

http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/CG-449%20Sept%201973.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/CG-449%20Sept%201973.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/Files/ERAC/NBSAC%2093%20Resolution%20Status%20Report_2005-76-02_pp7-8.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/Files/ERAC/Decision%20Matrix_Rec%20Boating%20Accident-Casualty%20Reporting_Sep%202006.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/Files/ERAC/Boat%20Accident%20Reporting%20Manual_NASBLA%202007.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
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Did anyone or any organization have a chance to review this draft before it was released to the 
Federal Register for public comment? 

NASBLA ERAC had requested and, as noted previously, had expected to receive a copy of the final draft for review 
before its release; that did not happen. The committee cannot speak to whether any other entities or individuals 
outside the Coast Guard were given an opportunity to view or offer preliminary feedback to this version. 

 

Did the lag time in releasing updated guidance have implications?  
 
CG-449 was the formal written policy on accident reporting and, notably, on the topic of which accidents are 
reportable to the Coast Guard; however, it was issued 42 years ago. Over time, and in the absence of formal, 
periodic updates to that policy document, other communications—both written (e.g., the reporting criteria and 
scenarios described in the Coast Guard’s annual Recreational Boating Statistics) and verbal—essentially took its 
place. But the various communications at different times and from different individuals within the Coast Guard 
contributed to uncertainties and inconsistencies in the reporting and processing of accident data.  
 
Apart from those broader implications of not having the updated, consistent guidance, the more recent delay in 
completing and releasing the COMDTINST draft had another unanticipated impact on the states. In September of 
2012 and 2013, NASBLA membership approved lists of standardized accident report terms and definitions in five key 
areas—these, the result of a consensus-based project conducted by ERAC in close coordination with the Coast 
Guard. In 2013, the committee, also in consultation with the Coast Guard, issued basic guidance for states to 
consider in transitioning to the use of the new terms. In November 2013, however, ERAC was advised by the Coast 
Guard that all state requests for changes in BARD-Web were on hold; the Coast Guard indicated a need to 
reprioritize development work in BARD in light of the internal, ongoing work toward updating this guidance 
document on casualty reporting. 

 
Are any other regulatory or policy activities currently underway and related to this COMDTINST?  

 
Yes, two other activities, and in the absence of knowing the content of one in particular—a regulatory project—it is 
somewhat problematic to offer substantial revisions to or call for additional material in this COMDTINST draft, 
especially if such matters are going to be addressed in imminent, proposed rulemaking.  
 
That regulatory project was initiated as a result of the previously-mentioned recommendations from the NBSAC 
Accident Reporting Task Force regarding potential ways to overhaul and improve the recreational boating accident 
reporting system and process. The most prominent of those recommendations call for use of a two-tiered reporting 
system for boating accidents and clarification on what, how, and when information is reported. On Sept. 6, 2011, the 
Coast Guard issued a Federal Register Notice covering the NBSAC recommendations and, through a set of 29 
questions, requested public comment on them. Ultimately, 34 comments—31 from states and territories—were 
submitted to Docket USCG–2011–0674 on Regulations.gov. In March 2012, the results were described to the states' 
boating law administrators and other attendees during a session of the NASBLA Spring BLA Workshop in Lexington, 
Ky. On June 26, 2012, the Coast Guard requested a rulemaking, and since then the project has been winding its way 
through the Coast Guard; varying target dates have been given for the anticipated issuance of a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking in the Federal Register. 
 
The other related activity is a Federal Register Notice—closing Sept. 29, 2015—regarding the Coast Guard’s intent to 
submit an information collection request (ICR) to OMB for approval of an extension of the collection 1625-0003 
Boating Accident Report (BAR). The current Coast Guard form (CG 3865 and CG 3865SP) is set to expire at the end 
of CY 2015. Before submitting the ICR for approval of the extension (a three-year request), the Coast Guard must 
seek public comment. In the Paperwork Reduction Act submission that supports the Notice, the Coast Guard has 
proposed no changes to the content of the form, not even to conform to the modified, CFR-authorized terms 
resulting from the Final Rule on Changes to SNS, VIS and BARD issued March 2012 and effective Jan. 1, 2017. It’s our 
understanding from Coast Guard staff that the BAR form will need to be altered. The timeline on issuance of a Notice 
specifically regarding changes to the form is uncertain, however.  

http://uscgboating.org/statistics/accident_statistics.php
http://www.nasbla.org/lhtermsproject
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/Lighthouse/ERAC%202013%20A2_Terms%20Implementation%20Guidance_Sept%202013.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/Lighthouse/ERAC%202013%20A2_Terms%20Implementation%20Guidance_Sept%202013.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
https://federalregister.gov/a/2011-22630
http://www.regulations.gov/#%21documentDetail;D=USCG-2011-0674-0001
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Building%20a%20Better%20Ship-final_March%202012_NASBLA%20BLA%20Workshop.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Building%20a%20Better%20Ship-final_March%202012_NASBLA%20BLA%20Workshop.pdf
http://federalregister.gov/a/2015-18854
http://www.uscgboating.org/recreational-boaters/accident-reporting.php
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/Federal_Register/Changes%20to%20SNS%20VIS%20BARD_Final%20Rule_2012-7127.pdf
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How is the Coast Guard planning to respond to comments submitted about this COMDTINST? 
 
Per Susan Weber, the contact for this Notice (202-372-1103, susan.m.weber@uscg.mil),  the Coast Guard intends to 
issue a second Federal Register Notice in follow-up to this one; that follow-up is expected to include both the final 
manual and the formal responses to comments received in the process.  

 
Will the contact for the Notice be allowed to answer questions about the content of the Notice and 
the draft manual? 

 
Often, and especially in cases of proposed rulemaking, the named contacts can only speak to certain procedural 
issues; typically, the agency’s legal department disallows comment on content while the regulatory proposal is in 
progress. In this case, however, given the nature of this Notice—and according to Susan Weber who sought counsel 
from the Coast Guard attorneys assisting in the process—the contact will be allowed to provide clarification on 
content outside of the formal comment (and response) process. The contact must document all questions received 
and responses given. On that note, Susan further advised that she will be out of the office during the month of 
October, and in her absence, Don Kerlin (Chief, Program Management Branch) will serve as the contact for the 
Notice. His number is 202.372.1054; email donald.j.kerlin@uscg.mil.   
 
The ERAC committee would appreciate learning of any questions posed to the contact—either Susan or Don—and 
the responses received so that committee leadership and staff can track and relay the information.  
 

Is there some way we can communicate with other states about our concerns, point out areas of 
particular interest, or just track what others are thinking? 

  
Throughout the remainder of the comment period, there should be several chances to discuss the document and 
relay information. ERAC will be assisting the association in this regard, by facilitating the process of identifying and 
informing about matters of particular interest and implication (as in this brief), encouraging discussion among the 
states, and encouraging the submission of comments. Updates to BLAs will come via email, and postings will also be 
made to the NASBLA Lighthouse On the Horizon page and the NASBLA Federal Register webpage. Announcements 
will be made of any plans for national teleconferences. There also will be an ongoing opportunity for interested 
parties to discuss particular matters of concern or interest via the online Lighthouse Discussions, also sponsored by 
ERAC. That forum, on NASBLA Connect, can be accessed through the portal at www.nasbla.org/LHTalk (where there 
are instructions for accessing the discussions) or directly via http://tinyurl.com/q5dg5wp. Questions about those 
components can be directed to Deb Gona, staff to ERAC, deb@nasbla.org.  

 
Are there certain things we should focus on in a review of the content and format of the manual?  

 
The next section—THE MANUAL’S CONTENT—a first look—presents some initial areas of interest; the sampling of 
items that appear at the end will be updated as additional matters are identified. However, there are some general 
questions that states should be asking about the utility of the content and format of the manual. For example: 
 

 On page 1-1, Section 1.B.(1) regarding Reporting Authority Users, indicates that each agency designated as 
the reporting authority should use the manual as such use will clarify reporting requirements and enhance 
data quality. Similarly, Section 1.B.(2) regarding Investigator Users, states that this manual should be in the 
possession of each field officer responsible for conducting recreational boating accident investigations. 

o Do you think this manual sufficiently clarifies reporting requirements so as to be of practical use to 
your agency as the reporting authority, to the officers/investigators in your state, to data entry 
personnel, and to any other partnering agencies or users? 

o Is the format “user friendly”? 
o Is the verbiage clear and consistent? 
o Is something not covered in the manual that should be covered? 

 

mailto:susan.m.weber@uscg.mil
mailto:donald.j.kerlin@uscg.mil?subject=COMDTINST%20M16782.1
mailto:deb@nasbla.org?subject=COMDTINST
http://www.nasbla.org/onthehorizon
http://www.nasbla.org/content.asp?contentid=493
http://www.nasbla.org/LHTalk
http://tinyurl.com/q5dg5wp
mailto:deb@nasbla.org
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THE MANUAL’S CONTENT—a first look 

Does this draft incorporate previous accident reporting recommendations made by NASBLA or 
NBSAC?  

 
While the comprehensive review of the draft is not complete, the initial look reveals a few things about prior 
NASBLA and NBSAC recommendations—largely for their omission, not their inclusion. As noted previously, however, 
it is unclear if and how such recommendations might (or might not) be addressed in the regulatory project 
(described on page 3 of this brief) that has been in the works and is intended to address the whole of the accident 
reporting system and its processes. 
 
For example, it does not appear that any of the content of NASBLA’s ERAC/USCG Accident Reporting Terms & 
Definitions Project—the terms and definitions for accident types, accident contributing factors, operation, activity, 
or vessel subtypes—has found its way into this draft of the COMDTINST. With the exception of the broad vessel 
terms and definitions more recently authorized in CFR and effective January 2017 as a result of the Final Rule on 
Changes to SNS VIS BARD, the terms and definitions included in the Appendix D Glossary (p. D-1) are outdated, and 
lack source references. From that standpoint alone, the manual reflects what has been in practice and the current 
Coast Guard BAR form entries. 
 
Also, upon first review—unless you count the recommendation that calls for the update of CG-449 and its 
distribution electronically—it does not appear that the content reflects the substance of the NBSAC Accident 
Reporting Task Force recommendations (or as written into Objective 9, the National RBS Strategic Plan strategies)—
even recommendations that would seem to be achievable through policy as opposed to regulatory action. On some 
matters, as will be described below, the draft’s provisions, Coast Guard interpretations, and examples seem to run 

contrary to those recommendations. 

 
So, how does this draft handle specific issues that have been raised by NASBLA, NBSAC, or 
individual states?  

 
The initial review gives some idea of how the draft handles certain issues and whether its provisions are responsive 
to requests for more clarity and guidance. In many instances the document just repeats what appears in regulation, 
without offering more interpretation and guidance (e.g., regarding the requirement that states submit boating 
accident report information in BARD within 30 days of receipt of the BAR form); in others, the provisions are still 
hazy and subject to varying interpretation (e.g., in descriptions of the media tracking of accidents, expectations 
regarding state use of that information, and the manner of (and authority for) the Coast Guard’s determinations 
about which of them meet reporting requirements (pp. 3-2, 3-3, 3-4)). Beginning on page 7 of this brief, is a laundry 
list of items already tagged for further exploration and questions for discussion. However, here is a sample of three 
notable items with some additional explanation for why they should be of interest and concern to states: 
 

 Reportable accident scenarios: Authorities and Coast Guard Policy Section 2.C.5(e) p. 2-4, in the draft 
presents a broad statement of authority. It says “Beyond what is required by regulation, there are accident 
scenarios to be reported that the Coast Guard considers within the scope of the National Recreational 
Boating Safety Program because the agency feels it is important to evaluate them to determine what, if any, 
safety measures could prevent future accidents of the same type” (Italics added). Appendix E, p. E-1, titled 
Accident Scenarios in the Annual Recreational Boating Statistics Report, gives examples.  
 

o What is not more fully or clearly explained is the meaning of “beyond what is required by 
regulation,” and further, no empirical evidence/studies are presented to support what the agency 
“feels” or to provide rationale to the examples cited. 

 
 

 

http://www.nasbla.org/lhtermsproject
http://www.nasbla.org/lhtermsproject
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/Federal_Register/Changes%20to%20SNS%20VIS%20BARD_Final%20Rule_2012-7127.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/Federal_Register/Changes%20to%20SNS%20VIS%20BARD_Final%20Rule_2012-7127.pdf
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 Casualties resulting from departing the vessel: Appendix E, p. E-1, A.2.a: As outlined in that provision, 
“Casualties resulting from departing an anchored/moored vessel will be included as a reportable accident 
scenario because the individuals were still engaged in boating” (italics added). Of note are two things: 
 

o One is that including such incidents among the reportable scenarios is contrary to current practice 
which excludes those where “a person dies, is injured, or is missing as a result of jumping, diving, or 
swimming for pleasure from an anchored, moored or docked vessel” (2014 Recreational Boating 
Statistics, pg. 11).  

o A second is that it also runs contrary to recommendation #5 from the NBSAC Accident Reporting 
Task Force Recommendations and that has since been incorporated into the National RBS Strategic 
Plan 2012-2016, Objective 9, as strategy 9.6. In full form, that Task Force recommendation 
regarding “Boating-related swimming incidents …. suggests that incidents where the vessel was 
being used as a swimming platform and/or a person voluntarily leaves the vessel as the first event, 
whether the vessel was underway or not, should not be considered reportable boating accidents. 
Be sure to continue counting incidents involving CO poisoning, in-water electrical shock or other 
boat-related caused accidents.” 

 

 Injury Greater than First Aid: First referenced on p. 2-4 of the draft, a definition is offered in Appendix D, p. 
D-5. It states: “The Coast Guard interpretation of a qualifying injury is broad; it means an injury that 
received or should have received attention from a medical practitioner such as a doctor, physician’s 
assistant, nurse, or emergency medical technician. The purpose of the broad definition is to provide for 
those injured people who refuse to go to the hospital under mild circumstances. An example of such an 
injury is a puncture wound victim who opted to apply gauze to the wound instead of seeking stitches at the 
hospital.” Of interest regarding this still-vague definition are two things: 
 

 One is that it seems to overlook recommendation #4 from the NBSAC Accident Reporting Task 
Force Recommendations and that has since been incorporated into the National RBS Strategic Plan 
2012-2016, Objective 9, as strategy 9.5. In full form, that recommendation is regarding “Medical 
treatment beyond first aid – clarify which boating-related injuries qualify for reporting. The 
recommendation is that OSHA standards for ‘medical treatment beyond first aid’ be adopted as the 
standard for recreational boating injury reporting. Such as listed in 29CFR 1904.7(b)(5) …”  

 A second is that as it turns out, another side of the Coast Guard, in marine casualty reporting 
procedures guidance released July 21, 2015 as COMDTPUB P16700.4, actually incorporated use of 
the OSHA definition as follows on p. 11 of that document: “Professional medical treatment 
(treatment beyond first aid) – For the purposes of this Circular, the Coast Guard uses the definitions 
of “medical treatment” and “first aid” as defined by OSHA in 29 CFR 1904.7(b)(5)(i) through (iii) as 
well as the explanation regarding medical treatment provided in subsections (iv) and (v) of 29vCFR 
1904.7(b)(5).” 

 
 

 

  

http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
http://nasbla.membershipsoftware.org/files/ERAC/Accident%20Reporting%20Task%20Force%20Recommendations%202-19-09.pdf
http://www.uscg.mil/hq/cg5/nvic/pdf/2015/navic-01-15_Marine_Casualty_Reporting20150721.pdf
http://www.uscg.mil/hq/cg5/nvic/pdf/2015/navic-01-15_Marine_Casualty_Reporting20150721.pdf
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EXAMPLES OF ITEMS/QUESTIONS TAGGED FOR MORE EXPLORATION AND DISCUSSION 

  
On Aug. 28, 2015, ERAC established a “WRITEBOARD” on one of its Basecamp project areas to 
serve as a central collection point for items of interest, concern, questions, “missing” items, etc., 
that committee members identify in their review of the draft manual. A sampling of items and 
questions are shared here. 

 

From the Introductory Pages of COMDTINST M16782.1 

4. DISCUSSION: Is there a timeline for future updates to this document as needed? 

5. DISCLAIMER:  In reference to the introductory comments on accident scenarios (reportable and non-
reportable) in Appendix E of the draft (i.e., “Beyond what is required by regulations…”), what impact does 
this DISCLAIMER have with regard to the fact the federal law would seem to supersede items in this 
manual? 

 

From Section 1 

Page 1-1 A. GENERAL (2) regarding the Update:  This paragraph states that “[t]his Manual provides 
current requirements along with expanded information on the reporting procedures for recreational 
boating accidents.” (Italics added)  Does “expanded information,” by virtue of inclusion in this policy 
document, mean additional “requirements” beyond those currently in place? Or is the use of “expanded 
information” really intended to refer to the use of examples or illustrations of current requirements? The 
phrasing and meaning is not clear. 

Page 1-1 ACTION (2):  Distribution to field officers would be another justification for sharing of a 
bookmarked PDF version of the document [of note: the draft posted to Regulations.gov on Aug. 27 is not 
a searchable PDF, making review more problematic; attempts were being made by the Coast Guard 
contact to replace the posted copy.] 

 

From Section 2 

Page 2-2 (2)(b) regarding State Responsibility to Collect Information:  Does this mandated collection of 
information have to be on a CG-3865 form? Or does collection of a state officer report form suffice 
(assuming all necessary fields from the BAR form are included)? 

Page 2-2 (3) regarding the Definition of Vessel (last sentence):  In the past, recollection is that accidents 
occurring on ice were only included as reportable if they actually occurred over open water (e.g., an 
airboat sinks over open water while moving from one ice flow to another). As stated in this paragraph, the 
seeming implication is that such incidents might be reportable even if they occur on ice (e.g., airboat 
crashed into fishing shanty).  Is that interpretation correct?  If so, what is the rationale for the change? 
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Page 2-4 (5)(e) regarding Accident Scenarios to be Reported: “Beyond what is required in regulation…” – 
Where, specifically, is the authority for this requirement? Also, in the referenced APPENDIX E, it would 
seem that there should be some empirical evidence (studies, etc.) presented to support the reasoning. 

Page 2-6 (8)(a) regarding What to Report:  If the Coast Guard “may ask the State to report specific fields 
that are not noted in CFR”, can the State in turn report additional fields not included in CFR (as they have 
been allowed to do so to date)?  

Page 2-6 (9) regarding When to Report: If the standard “start date” for the 30-day timeline is the date 
that the report is received, how does the Coast Guard determine what that date was?  

 

From Section 3 

Page 3-2 (3) regarding BARD Setup, request for changes, and caveats for approval: Does this include 
approval for a state to use the new Accident Reporting Terms and Definitions if requested? 

Page 3-2 (5) regarding News Media Tracking and responsibility for receipt of BAR: 1) Does the provision 
mean that a state must collect a CG-3865 from the operator/owner? Or simply that they have to collect 
the information that would be included on a CG-3865, even if it is on a state officer collection form (with 
or without receipt of a CG-3865)? 2) There is no additional information included in this paragraph 
regarding the basis of authority for the Coast Guard to ask a state to follow up on a possibly 
unsubstantiated media report. 

Page 3-3 (1) regarding CGHQ Role in Disseminating Data:  Again, is there a source of authority for asking 
the states to follow up on media reports? 

Page 3-3 (1)(a) regarding CGHQ Role in Disseminating Data: Who at the USCG is involved internally in the 
determinations; and, are those final determinations intended to be conveyed back to the states in an 
‘official manner’? 

 

From Section 5 

Page 5-1 regarding Reviewing System:  As a side note, it might be interesting to determine the number of 
recoding events that have occurred over the last several years (what the state submitted versus what the 
Coast Guard used).  

Page 5-2 (3)(a) regarding Reviewer’s Tasks and Completeness (4th sentence):  Is the second ‘regulated 
timeframe’ mentioned in that sentence also within the 30 days? 

Page 5-8 regarding DATA ENTRY TIPS: Throughout the remainder of this section, different uses of the 
data are noted as rationale for collection (e.g., as impetus for regulatory action, evaluation of compliance, 
etc.); without standardization (wording AND understanding) at the state level for some of these items, the 
validity of the data can be called into question. 
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Page 5-9 (5) regarding Date of Birth:  As written here, it gives appearance that the operator’s DOB will be 
required. However, as stated in CFR (revised with the Final Rule on SNS, VIS and BARD), the requirements 
for the operator are age OR date of birth. This is the current requirement and the requirement that will be 
in effect as of Jan. 1, 2017. The only regulatory requirements stated for recording date of birth apply to 
victims injured or deceased. 

 

From Appendix D — Glossary of Terms and Abbreviations 

General comment: Notably, none of the content of the ERAC/USCG Accident Reporting Terms & 
Definitions Project seems to have found its way into the entries of this Glossary, even in cases where a 
term did not previously have a definition. With the exception of the vessel types more recently authorized 
in CFR and effective Jan. 2017, the terms and definitions included in the Glossary are dated. The manual 
seems to largely reflect current practice and the current BAR form entries, suggesting the potential merits 
of a more robust comment submission to the other Notice currently open — USCG-2015-0629 regarding 
the BAR form renewal (Deadline: Sept. 29).

 

From Appendix E — Accident Scenarios Required/Not Required to be Reported – Entire Appendix needs 
closer evaluation 

SECTON AS A WHOLE:  Most of this section deals with casualties, while property damage incidents are not 
detailed. 

Page E-1 ACCIDENT SCENARIOS TO BE REPORTED There is a reference to a section 2.C.5.f that does not 
seem to exist in this document. 

Page E-1 A.2.a: As outlined here, casualties resulting from departing an anchored/moored vessel will be 
included as a reportable accident scenario because the individuals were still engaged in boating. [Note: 
see page 6 of this brief for description of issue] 

Page E-1 A.2.b: Similarly, as outlined here, casualties resulting from someone entering the water from 
shore will be counted if the individual is associated with the boat.  As with item A.2.a., this seems to be a 
reversal from prior practice as outlined on page 11 of the 2014 Recreational Boating Statistics where the 
following scenario is excluded from reportability: “A person dies, is injured, or is missing as a result of 
swimming to retrieve an object or a vessel that is adrift from its mooring or dock, having departed from a 
place of inherent safety, such as the shore or pier.” 

 

From Appendix F — Boating Safety Sources and Points of Contact 

Page F-1:  Additional sources should be included here (e.g., ABYC, among others) and perhaps a brief 
description of what those named sources can provide the user (as applies to the content/focus of this 
manual). 

 
 


