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Streamlining Feedback
No.
1.

Feedback
I was unable to attend an information session but have read through the proposed changes and they look good. I was particularly interested in the
certificate of competency standard change for the master <35. I am currently a Master <35 and to have that ticket upgraded to a Master <45 would
be fantastic. However, I think this upgrade should be as an endorsement not just be issued. My proposal would be to issue an endorsement to a
person who has served 120 days of sea service on a vessel over 24m in charge of a navigational watch. The process should be as simple as
providing evidence of sea service and the endorsement being issued.
I think this would reduce the risk of having qualified but in-experienced personnel. The underlying reality is, if an <45m is issued the person could
have completed all the required sea time on a vessel 12m long and I think the difference between 12m and 45 is too great.

2.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The information sessions around the country have been an excellent and it is my humble belief that
the streamlining is the best initiative in my lifetime by any Govt. dept. State authorities have diminished in resources, commitment and interest
many years ago. A lot of the training is ancient and irrelevant plus poorly resourced and delivered ie Tafe. AMSA has a very good SAR capability and
commitment in my view and some State Rescue Boards are pretty useless and should be dumped. I think an issue is the use of Australian Standard
Stamps on safety equipment that is poor quality may be worth pursuing. The proposals in the paper are sweeping and very thoughtful. Hopefully
the relevant Minister backs your work. Good Luck. Regards. (Specified name). (specified location)

3.

A bit late to receive notification on the 13th May 1150 hours when Hobart is the 12th May.

4.

On the basis of the material provided two quick comments.
1) Paragraph 7 first dot point. You might need to clarify "passengers" to be "fee paying".
2) From a risk assessment perspective the proposed changes appear acceptable providing the requirements for crew competencies are not also
downgraded. Despite all our focus on vessel standards, most incidents are caused by human error. Good crew are involved in fewer incidents.
When an incident does occur, good crew are able to respond in a way that minimise adverse outcomes.

5.

I would like it noted that we support any changes that will simplify and streamline the current AMSA system as we believe that the current system
is flawed, too onerous and not practical for the domestic fishing fleet.
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6.

I attended the XX session for Streamlining Concepts this afternoon. Thanks for the session, it was very helpful. Just thought I would point out
something I thought worth mentioning. I note that all sailing vessels under 4 metres in length will be exempt from the requirement for a Unique
Identifier. Off the beach hire catamarans are predominantly either 3.96 metres [13 feet] or 4.3 metres [14 feet]. By setting the length at 4 metres it
means that the fleets of some operators will have to display a Unique Identifier whilst another operator with essentially the same type of boat will
not.
This means that our operation with its fleet of Windrush 14 catamarans will be required to establish and maintain Unique Identifiers but the Hobie
Wave [3.96 metres] fleet at (specified location) will not. I wasn’t sure how the 4 metre figure was established but it does create [in a small way] a
disincentive to continue with 4.3 metre catamarans.
Just interested in your thoughts. Obviously we would prefer to see the length of sailing vessel in the classification increased to around 4.4 metres
rather than decreased to 3.5 metres!

7.

HI after attending the meeting in XX the other day I explained how the change to AMSA will cost us $200,000 to $300,000 over six years. For
approx. the last 14 years or since we converted to oil filled white metal bearing on our shafts we have received six years for inspection and
received extensions on bump test In (specified jurisdiction).The hulls were 2 years but if we submitted an upgraded 3 or 4 year paint system would
automatically receive a 12 month extension on the hull which meant the boats only had to come out of the water twice in 6 years .This year when I
did my surveys I got 5 years on the shaft and 2 years on the hull with 2 maximum 3 month extensions .With 4 boats on 3B survey and only fishing 6
1/2 months a year we are a very low risk and survey costs have a large impact on our business hopefully we can get back to something more
economical than what is offered at the moment. (oil filled shaft is basically the best available and is what your car crankshaft has minus about 4000
rpm nobody pulls there crankshaft out for inspection every couple of years)

8.

The current system is flawed and I support changes that improve the system.

9.

I have a couple of ideas to run past AMSA after the industry meeting in XX on XX/05/14:
1) An exemption exists for work boats (2D 2E) less than 7.5m and less than 35 kw to operate on a recreational licence. Is it possible to apply this to
fishing vessels of the same length and KW power as they currently need a coxswains (tenders can operate on a recreational licence). Especially as
fishing vessels under 10 m will require a CoO by 2016.
2) The example SMS’s are excellent and I look forward to seeing more on the website. Is it possible to get these examples out to industry (People
who did not attend the seminar). Maybe by email letter etc.
3) I find if I write a risk register I like to systematically list the risks from departure to return. This helps me logically sequence ideas and gives me a
place to start. The words complete a risk register with no more guidance confuses an industry who has not been exposed to them for long.
4) Is it possible to include SOP,s with a risk register. This also helps with logical sequencing.
5) I have attached a copy of a SOP and risk register for one of our vessels. We also conduct JSEA’s for each job on top of this (Refer document
marked Appx #C).
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10.

Thankyou for your presentation at the XX yesterday, as requested please find below a few of my thoughts with regards to the discussed changes.
- It is my recommendation that all ships deemed to be DCV to be issued a Certificate of Operation because the information contained in this
document is needed for all parties (Shipping Inspectors, owners, crew and master, passengers) to be fully aware of the ships operational limits
without ambiguity, without this in the field (away from AMSA records) this information will only be available in the ship’s SMS which is controlled
and developed by the owner/master who have a vested interest and in some situations commercial pressures may induce them to “stretch” these
limits.
- I agree that if the ship’s operation and structure/machinery does not change then there is no need for annual CofO, however Queensland relies
on the revenue from annual registration charges to fund its operations, how will AMSA compensate this loss?
- Allowing “occasional” or “inconsequential” commercial use is dangerous territory, cowboy “black charters” already occur and are very hard to
apprehend under current laws, if these proposed changes occur then there will be a revolt from legitimate operators and enforcement agencies
will walk away from dealing with illegal operations, such commercial use should be controlled through a simplified RUF process, this way the
regulator can determine if the proposed use is allowable and safe.
- I believe there will be little problem with the introduction of Part E in Queensland the only operators who will be effected will be the operators
who are not currently complying with the MSQ SMS requirements, it seems to me that there are very little differences between the two systems.
The example SMSs on the AMSA web site are a good idea but no very useful in their current form, I recommend publishing these documents in
Word format so they can be downloaded and edited by industry and utilised.
- I believe removing the minimum mandatory crew training/ drill intervals is a regressive move, I am full supporter of industry determining a higher
frequency then mandated by law if needed but having no minimum bench mark will not produce an increased safety outcome. I believe minimum
training frequencies should be looked at similarly to core complement crewing levels (the operational risks will determine a higher level).
- I agree that the current recreational use exemption process is onerous and not needed, I feel that setting a length cut off (such as 15m) where a
ship less than this length does not need to apply for recreational use, it only has to be addressed in the ship’s SMS and noted in ship’s log.

11.

As a commercial fisher in the (specific location) the current set of regulations are very complex and to definitive ,
They need to be far broader as we cover many areas and find it hard to comply with every small piece of legislation . i.e. A vast array of classes of
survey and manning as we go out to 100 mile s , it’s all the same no one is swimming home regardless where they are also the cost of complying
with all the areas has nearly doubled my cost , we still do the same things as we did 15 years ago.

12.

I attended the Streamlining consultation in XX yesterday. I wish to comment on First Aid requirements.
I have a 4.5m centre console used for recreational marine licence training. It is in 2C so that I can do charter work on the ocean side of XX. Max pers
is 1 + 4.
I renewed time limited items in the first aid kit yesterday and it cost $149. This is significant to a small organisation.
In the past I worked on a 1D ferry for 110 pax. It would have the same first aid requirements as my 4 pax vessel (in 2D). For me this is a gross overrequirement.
My suggestion is to have maybe three categories for unberthed pax. Maybe up to 12, 13 to 50, and 51 and over. Most other scales would probably
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benefit from a similar arrangement.
13.

I attended your streamlining meeting in XX recently and strongly support the concepts you are promoting but I do not think they go far enough.
As background, I am a fisherman / boat builder and have constructed many vessels, both commercial and recreational in the last 25 years. My
(specified vessels) are well known in the recreational market and I have built many steel fishing vessels ranging in size from 18 metres to 24 metres.
My most recent construction is the XX vessel which was launched 2 years ago.
In brief, I think your streamlining review should also be looking at:
- Removing the need for compass adjustments on vessels that have GPS, gyro compass or GPS compass. A requirement for operators to check
compass deviation against one of these aids, or even a mobile phone, should be a requirement of the vessels SMS.
- Removing the requirement for radio surveys. Modern radios need only a test call to a coast station or harbour control to ascertain their
serviceability. The need for a radio survey harks back to the days of crystal radios where the crystal's had a tendency to get off frequency and
needed to be replaced. In modern digital radios this does not happen.
- Remove the requirement for HF radios if the operator can demonstrate alternate methods of communication such as satellite phone, Inmarsat C
or Inmarsat M.
- Remove the requirement for propeller shafts to be pulled every 4 years. Frequency should be determined by engine hours per year, shaft speed (
gear box reduction), type of stern gear e.g cutlass bearing versus an oil or grease filled stern tube running on white metal bearings.
- Review the medical requirements under part E. The current requirements if followed to the letter of the law are an absurdity.
- Review Parts C, D and E to remove unnecessary complexity and regulation.
- Rewrite the application forms. Many are currently overly bureaucratic and repetitive and much of the information required must surely be on
your data base.
- Provide some flexibility in survey dates, life raft inspection dates and equipment survey dates. Slipping, repair facilities and servicing facilities are
not always available when required and a simple system that provides short term flexibility would negate the need to tie vessels up simply because
they could not comply on the exact date. Even allowing for surveys to occur at any time over a given period, say one month before and one month
after the due date may suffice.
- Review the fire fighting requirements and in particular the necessity for testing portable extinguishers every one to two years, disposing of
portable extinguishers every five years and the need to discharge multiple bottles of fire suppressant such as NAF S 3 so that the bottles can be
pressure tested. Pressure gauges show the pressure within the bottle and the amount of suppressant and a risk assessment would clearly show the
chances of one bottle failing under pressure to be very low and the impact of the loss of one bottle for a short period of time to be almost
negligible. In relation to portable extinguishers, a well designed SMS document would require that pressure gauges are regularly checked and that
bottles are turned upside down and shaken at regular intervals.
- On modern steel vessels with good paint systems, substantial zinc anodes, an earth leakage testing system and we'll constructed stern gear it is
not necessary to have them slipped every 2 years and this requirement could be moved out to 4 years.
I strongly support the concept of rewarding good operators who have a demonstrated commitment to safety and maintenance by reducing the
frequency of surveys and relying more on an audit of the operators SMS to ensure compliance. On the other hand, I support more regular surveys
or audits of non compliant operators.
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14.

To whom it may concern, I understand AMSA is reviewing changes to its National System for Domestic Vessel Safety. While I support changes to
the system I think, as it stands, survey requirements need to be industry specific and more flexible toward individual industries e.g. fisheries and
their multi purpose vessels used for specific target species. I am involved in the (specified industry) in (specified jurisdiction) and the design and
construction standards are not only economically unviable but also not practical as a lot of fishing is done inshore and very shallow, often
navigating in and out of rocky/reef structures where smaller vessels i.e. tinnies are a lot easier to handle and in my view safer. I think the current
system has failed to identify specific needs (and practicality) in vessels for specific purposes. As stated I support safety standards but believe this is
one area that needs to be addressed. Thankyou.

15.

For those of you not present at the briefing held in XX yesterday re Amsa's proposed changes under the new system due to roll out I would like to
reiterate our concerns as Master Class 4's. The general consensus among my peers is that we feel the new Master under 500 tonnes qualification
and more importantly the pre requisites to even sit the course for example the sea time requirements will unfairly discriminate and hamper
Masters with the 4 applying and travelling to other states and competing for jobs.
As was outlined yesterday the wealth of experience and knowledge held by many class 4's operating in (specified location), which I might add is
one of the busiest and most congested Ports with shipping and pleasure craft in Australia increasing the risk factor exponentially, is literally
priceless. So to expand on this example a tug Master with a 4 towing 2000 tonne barges in a 25 to 30 meter tug on a tow line of up to 80 meters
once streamed would be unsuitable because his sea time isn't on a vessel long enough or travelling for voyages over 24 hrs.
However should any part of the barge, tug, or tow line come into contact with another vessel while travelling it would be classed as a collision. My
point is very simple the degree of skill required to conduct the above operation in confined spaces with high traffic and shallow drafts is far more
dangerous and high risk than taking a vessel from A to B deep sea. You mentioned yesterday that candidates could present their cases and appeal
them to AMSA WITHIN 28 DAYS. Most job applications would have closed by the time a result was reached. Furthermore is the person making the
decision about my future of sufficient experience to discern the difference in skill sets. Will he or she know the difference or difficulty between
being the Master of a standard twin screw tug as opposed to one with Azmithing stern Drives?
From a historical point of view the [relevant authority from time to time] has always made it difficult, under whichever title they were called for
Masters to further their qualifications. At the age of 30 They told me I had progressed as far as I could go unless I resigned as a Master took a
demotion and went to sea leaving my family to accrue hours on a vessel long enough so I could sit for my Master 3.
I am now 48 and still have a Master 4. Driving a 50 meter single screw ferry with hundreds of lives and berthing at (specified location) wharf in a 50
knot southerly wasn't sufficient enough skill to sit for my 3. I have witnessed Master 1's call a tug for the same manoeuvre and size vessel.SO to
move forward employers will now list the qualifications put to them by AMSA for job vacancies. Human resources departments have a charter and
job description they abide to as per the legislative requirements to protect their respective companies. The very wording of the advertisement
'Master with 500 tonne ticket' could and would be enough to prevent Master 4's from applying. The state authority has historically always blocked
me and countless others from furthering their careers because of their myopic guidelines not to mention trying their best to take peoples
qualifications away when re validating. You may now start to understand our paranoia and concern. In 1988 when i sat for my first Masters ticket
XX, as he liked to call himself, from the then XX told me it would be an Australia wide qualification. 2014 here we go again. Personally I will not
allow Master 4's to be made redundant or treated in a manner that is professionally degrading. Enough is enough. As mentioned yesterday this
issue if not resolved will become a political hot potato including politicians and the unions. I look forward to your response.
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16.

Following the AMSA Streamlining Concepts session in XX on XX June 2014.
(Name withheld) wish to lodge their disagreement with the proposed introduction for houseboats in low risk sheltered waters to be exempt from
ongoing survey requirements.
The (Name withheld) strongly supports the requirement for commercial houseboats to undergo regular surveys:
• Out of water survey at least every 5 years
• In water survey at an intermediate period between out of water surveys [approx 2-3 years]
We would be happy to discuss other possible arrangements if needed.

17.

I refer to the meeting held in XX on XX the XX June, which I attended and raised the issue of the new AMSA Master 4 classification, the possible
term Master <35 metres and the consideration to the possible revision to Master <45 metres. Questions were raised by both myself and another
experience Master 4 operator.
As mention on the day I searched positions vacant for Master 4s (M4) and found that all the M4 positions have now been made into Master <500
tonne positions by employers.
Examples I gave were the new(specified business) positions in the NW, new (specified vessel) and the Australian Government (specified vessel), all
once M4 positions.
Australia has a generation of very experienced M4 operators between the ages of about 45 to 60, who because of this new system can no longer
apply for these positions which they have been successfully doing for years without major incident. Many of them work as individual contractors or
sub contractors. The Australian Government wants us all to work longer and yet this new system controlled by a government organisation is
already showing signs of that it will put a whole generation within this industry out of work and on the unemployment list.
If I may share a bit of history. Most of these operators initially worked under the old state tickets. in NSW this was the NSW Nav. Act and the
Commercial Vessels Act. These origin tickets where accepted in all Commonwealth countries and in fact I used mine in the USA, my father in SE
Asia and work colleges used them in Europe. In the late 80s State Governments decided to endeavour to make life easier and introduced the USL
Code. So operators took months off work without pay and attended maritime RTOs at a cost of thousands of dollars to qualify as a M4 and then go
back to work doing the same job they had been doing for years. Each State Government then interpreted the USL Code differently and we ended
with a un uniformed code, so a failure. So now the New AMSA System. Lets not make the same mistake again and ask us to go back a third time at
great cost to complete more RTO courses to end up doing the same job we have been doing for decades. Surely consideration must be given to
experience.
So the present issue is we cannot apply for positions we have been doing for decades. Employers are are already asking for Master <500 tonne and
not M4 in Australian waters.
We need a solution to avoid the loss of very qualified and experienced operators in Australian waters otherwise this discrimination will have them
at Centrelink a place they are trying to avoid.
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18.

NMSC Part D refers to Length/Tonnage relationships. The proposal that I am putting forward for your consideration uses this scale to calculate the
numbers in my proposals.
My proposals for consideration:
1). All Master 4 Unlimited (200 - 600 nm) Masters with a service of 10 years or more be awarded a Master <500 tonne ticket and be allowed to
complete the minimum STCW fire and survival courses within the next 5 years. OR
2). Based on the Master <45 metre consideration (45metres = 1000 tonne). All M4 unlimited operators be awarded a new tonnage ticket called a "
Master <1000 Tonne (domestic) ". This qualification would be a higher qualification than Master <500 tonne within Australian waters, but be
limited to either 200 or 600 nm to sea.
In other words for M4 qualifications use tonnage rather than length as we already have in Part D a formula for length/ tonnage.
In conclusion I ask that these considerations be taken seriously. I have support from many M4 presently operating in the NW but when they
complete their existing contracts will be unemployable if this trend continues. Let’s fix it now once. They have been included in this
correspondence for further distribution to colleges and your response will be likewise forwarded.
Please do not sign off of this legislation until this matter is resolved. Thank you for your consideration.
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19.

Whilst attending the AMSA NSCV Regulatory Streamlining Concepts discussion in XX last week it was asked if people could make submissions about
the thirteen points covered.
I currently work as (specified position) on 54M Offshore vessel. I am studying the AIMS Diploma in Marine surveying with a view to establishing a
private marine survey business accredited by AMSA. I mention this as I have a bias towards what is said below.
These are some items I am interested in commenting on:
- Increasing AMSA NSCV Surveys from <35M to <45M - I am extremely happy about this idea and would be even more happier if it was to <80M. It
will divert money from foreign owned and staffed classification societies to Australian businesses and the Australian tax system. It will promote
more Australian vessel registration and more use of Australian crews. It should save Australian vessel operators money. Based on current NSCV
rules and other IMO Conventions safety standards should be maintained.
Between the study and working in the offshore oil and gas industry I spend a bit of time on the AMSA web site. There is a lot of detail on this site
but it can be difficult to find. Suggest there is some type of PC based application which assists the user to find the forms, procedures, marine
orders, documents etc more easily and logically.
I don’t agree with doing away with some of the surveyable categories periodic survey requirements. I don’t agree with removing the annual survey
on some vessels to initial and five yearly only. I believe this is a reduction of safety. As a vessels sea going engineer it is beneficial to marine crew at
times to have an annual survey. Sometimes the surveyor picking up on and enforcing a safety item is a useful tool for getting work done by the
company if they are getting a bit slack on safety and focussed on profit. Commercial vessels in class also have an added layer of audit imposed on
them by way of Port / flag state control. I don’t know whether National system vessels will be covered by PSC. If not they are missing out on an
annual survey as well as exposure to PSC. It was mentioned that a small number of vessels can end up being flagged by AMSA as possibly nonconforming. This approach to me seems as though there needs to be problems that are big enough that they come to AMSAs attention. Why wait
for a vessel to have one or more incidents before it gets the proper attention.
It was mentioned that a thorough SMS will help assist in better overall vessel condition and maintenance, on this I agree, though it is useful to have
third party SMS audits to verify the SMS.
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20.

The (Name withheld) operates vessels from two locations: 1. (specified location); and 2. (specified location). This submission relates to operations
based in Sydney.
The (Name withheld) operates the vessel (specified vessel) specifically for scientific research and educational purposes. (Specified vessel) is a 5.25
metre twin hull Seacat Class 2C workboat. Based in XX the vessel currently operates in enclosed and open waters of XX. It is used laterally along the
coast within 20 nautical miles and five nautical miles seaward of a safe haven. Work undertaken includes (but is not limited to) SCUBA diving,
snorkeling, plankton tows, sediment grabs and cores, and small scale netting and trawling. The vessel does not carry passengers. Under the current
survey certificate the minimum requirement for Master of the vessel is a General Boat Licence (i.e. recreational boating licence issued by a State or
Territory government agency responsible for maritime safety).
This submission relates to concepts 9 (periodic survey requirements) and 10 (minimum crewing) of the document “Blueprint for the future
regulatory arrangements under the National System for Domestic Commercial Vessel Safety (Streamlining Review) Streamlining Concepts”
circulated at the briefing meeting held in XX on XX June 2014.
The (Name withheld) congratulates AMSA on these initiatives to remove un-necessary regulations without compromising safety. Previous
submissions have emphasized the difficulty faced in meeting costs involved with increased survey inspection and requirements for certificates of
competency resulting in a significant impact on our operations and inevitably leading to a decline in the current scientific research and educational
activities. They have also noted the questionable relevance and link of these requirements in regard to safety for current operations. We therefore
support AMSA’s proposal to reduce the base periodic survey level for class 2 vessels <7.5m in C waters to an initial survey and two periodic surveys
and SMS inspections in a five year period. Additionally, we note and support the proposal to remove the need for operators to apply for crewing
exemptions for research vessels <7.5m in sheltered (D and E) waters (and potentially C waters). In particular we believe C waters should be
included (possibly with a restriction on distances from the coast and a safe haven) and that these exemptions be based on grandfathering
arrangements, or in the case of new vessels an assessment of a combination of the survey, stated operations and Safe Management System
protocols, and included on the certificate of survey and operation.

21.

We are commercial fishers of 40 years experience in multiple fisheries and states, mostly in recent times as (specified species) fishers in the
(specified location) using our original vessel, (Name withheld) . We ceased fishing temporarily in 2012/2013 to work (non profit) in (specified
overseas country) having been assured by (specified jurisdiction) That we could defer our survey for two years. After nearly 18 months we decided
to reapply for AMSA survey and have been struggling with the requirements.. Whilst we are sure that we will eventually be granted survey our
experience underwrites the need for simplification of process.
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22.

I attended the presentation held in XX regarding the “Streamlining Concepts” and below are some comments:
1. Making the structure simpler – Agree that the structure of the National System needs to be simplified with a clear hierarchy of documents but
disagree that the rules themselves need to be simplified. The national system is a set of technical standards and regulations that ensure minimum
standards are met to ensure the safety of the occupants of the vessel. If there is an identified safety issue or risk then amend the standard to
rectify the issue. Making them simpler will result in more confusion not less and possibly more proscriptive outcomes.
2. Alignment with other regulatory regimes – Agree and in fact rather than the NSCV having it own standards and requirements for things like noise
etc it should just point to the EPA and Work place requirements on these issues.
3. Simplifying what a commercial vessel means – Agree, see comment below.
4. C class waters – Agree.
5. Vessel Operation Certificates - Agree.
6. Safety Management – Agree.
7. Survey Exemptions – Disagree, some of the vessels that are now included in the non survey category are in fact high risk vessels. Your comment
during the presentation that the statistics on incidents in this group, 7.5 to 12 m, not showing any safety problems and therefore do not need to be
in survey I would suggest is erroneous. The fact that these vessels are in survey is perhaps what is making them safe.
8. Survey Limits – The size limit is almost irrelevant. If a vessel is used in local waters then it is a domestic vessel and the NSCV should apply. If a
vessel wants to operate internationally then it will need to meet international regulations and be in class.
9. Periodic Survey Requirements – While I agree that the need for regular inspection can be relaxed it should be based on the maturity of the
operator. Operators that don’t meet the requirements should have an increased inspection regime.
10. Minimum Crewing – Like all qualifications they are only as good as the instruction provided. A recreational licence does not have any practical
component so if the recreational boat licence is to be used then either a practical component needs to be incorporated into the testing or an
endorsement is provided by AMSA or the delegated state authority that the holder of that recreational licence actually knows what they are doing.
11. Design and Construction Standards – This seems very similar to number one above.
12. Certificate of Competency – Agree.
13. Recreational Use Exemption – Agree that there needs to be a system to allow operators to use the commercial vessels in a recreational manner
but the reason that this was brought in was it was used to circumvent the need for commercial recreation. Any system that puts the onus back
onto the operators needs to be audited and enforced. Car club registration has a system which uses a log book to note down when the car is used
prior to departure which is then checked by police. The drivers understand that it could be checked by police.
If AMSA are looking to improve safety while at the same time make the system simpler then a different approach needs to be taken, my suggestion
would be to have a set of technical standards applicable to all boats. Then if the boat was to be used in a commercial operation all that would be
required would be registration and an SMS. The relevant state bodies could then audit the operation where the real risks are located.
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23.

I should just like to thank you and your team for the excellent presentation on 3rd June 14 at Sydney.
I raised two issues in the question session which I would be keen for AMSA to look at.
1) To bring all inspection requirements at survey into line.
2) To look at extending 2c survey to perhaps 60nm. Or introducing a survey category somewhere between the currant 30nm 2c and 200nm 2b. this
would mainly concern charter vessels Fishing offshore’

24.

Following the XX meeting I have given considerable thought to two of the points discussed and I believe they are justified of further review;
In my role as Flood boat Maintenance/Compliance Officer for (Name withheld) , casual Deck Crew on a passenger ship, Bare-boat Briefer and Chase
boat operator, Open Cowswain and VMR Master Off shore, these issues have come up several times.
1. Registration Labels:
The identification of currency of the status of a vessel (Survey/Registration/Cert of Operation). Originally we had to carry/display the Survey
Certificate and this being in the form of an A4 printout was a challenging task in an open boat. This was replaced with the Certification of
Registration and later the Certificate of Operation, but still an A4 printout. Now the suggestion that the latter be a 5 year Certificate and 5 years in
an open boat will be hard to maintain especially when the regulation states that it must be the original and what of the annual fee.
What I suggest is the equipment/processes that are currently used for Private Vessel identification (the registration sticker) be adopted for
Commercial boats and the label be displayed adjacent to the Registration number.
2. Passengers on type 2 vessels
The issue of under what conditions a type 2 “Non Passenger vessel” can carry passengers, needs clarification. Surely in an emergency such as
retrieving distressed non crew from the water during the course of their normal operation; especially but not only, in the case of Marine Rescue
boats.
The carriage of Medical and other persons (Police, Ergon, QPWS, Council, SES etc) in specific circumstances to perform activities in remote
locations only accessible by water, even non crew performing maintenance duties, qualify for exemption.

25.

Dear Sir / Madam,
Firstly, I really hope that I and other responders get feedback here as that does not seem to happen.
I have kept in mind that "no reduction in safety is being applied" when responding, as the streamlining group has done.
1. Removing NSAMS is also removing many years of hard work and I am not sure the same amount of thought has gone into the proposal.*(point 9
covers this)
2. You have pointed to other regulators such as WHS and fisheries etc., however in Victoria WHS and Fisheries do not inspect commercial vessels.
When they are required to they do this with the assistance of a Surveyor at TSV so I am not sure that this applies to Victorian Commercial Vessels.
3. Not Primarily used in connection with .......
This creates such a grey area at a time when we are trying to cut red tape. The definition of a commercial vessel has been debated for some time
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and this creates more confusion. I refer to the recent case in (specified international location) involving the (specified vessel).
4. The C class determination is a good thought however, consider the impact on the longer journey beyond 30nm laterally, it's not just based on
distance but also time taken and time at sea, more thought needs to be applied here.
5. When AMSA single out organisations such as (Specified business) is effectively picking winners. Unfortunately, (Specified business) are using the
national system as a marketing strategy to gain smaller yachting clubs as members of (Specified business). This is not the intention of the national
system however, this is happening at the moment. More consultation with smaller clubs is required.
6. There is a clear lack of understanding here between the difference in a vessels that are less than 7.5m and vessels that are less than 12m. Going
from 7.5 to 12m is a large step, as up to 7.5m we are including mostly trailer vessels. Above 7.5m the vessel is generally permanently docked or
moored. There are shaft systems, gearboxes, generators and so on. It would be better if we had a group of people that understood the difference
before making such decisions about NS vessels.
D waters in Victoria include the bays of (specified location) and (specified location), where the shallow waters can produce adverse weather
conditions. Expanding the NS vessels out to less than 12m is a poor decision. How does this not compromise safety?
Every vessel that has applied to be an N/S vessel has required a surveyor visit (in most cases many) and we are generally dealing with someone
who does not understand the requirements or standards which in turn requires a lot more correspondence and visits from the surveyor. This
seems to be an increase in Red Tape not a reduction. Almost all operators prefer a prescriptive approach to standards when building a vessel. The
NSCV was intended to reduce the grey areas of the USL Code but seems to have failed here.
It's not clear in your correspondence with the treatment of barges? We have done a lot of work in addressing barges in Victoria due to recent
incidents.
Which ones will be treated as High Risk?
In regards to qualifications, the coxswain should remain as the commercial qualification for vessels up to 12m regardless of the application.
Coxswain Grade 1 and 2 now with a reduction in sea time and task books has never been easier to achieve.
7. Up to 45m requires the NSCV to be re written, how is this reducing red tape? I guess there has been an industry wide consultation that suggests
there are a number of boat builders in Australia wanting to build to NSCV and not Class? Not building a vessel to class will reduce the capacity in
which the vessel can be used, insured as well as sold, so I am not sure this is helping industry. It will certainly reduce costs if a vessel is taken out of
Class for a period of time to complete work. Also see point 12
8. There is no indication here that the opening statement "no reduction in safety is being applied".
NSAMS at least left could have surveyor discretion.
Clearly no one has looked at the results of surveys completed to make these judgements. 3B Vessels to only have a 2-3 year inspection is a poor
decision as these vessels do not comply on an annual basis so there is no chance that most of these operators will keep things like Life Rafts, Fixed
Fire fighting systems and other annual expiring safety equipment in order.
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3B,C,D and 2B,C,D vessels regardless of size are often non-compliant so I am not sure how there is no reduction in safety being applied.
A 2B Factory fishing vessel with 50 employees could be surveyed less than an 8m 2E vessel......
Your example to use NDT testing such as ultra-sonic testing of a shaft is poor and clearly ill informed. Ultra sonic testing will still require the shaft to
be removed from the gear box in most cases as well as the prop to be removed from the shaft.
·

It will not measure wear,

·

It will not measure and inspect key ways,

·

It will not inspect and measure the bearing wear,

·

It does not measure run out.

·

It certainly will assist in the inspection of the integrity of the shaft.

9. (Specified jurisdiction) does not have a recreational boat licence. In Victoria the recreational boat licence has been developed for a 12 year old to
pass with no practical examination.
Is there really no reduction in safety is being applied?
Maybe consider the RYA Yacht Master and Ocean Master course and provide some gap analysis if required to give industry and sail training
companies more options. (This is already being done in NSW)
10. Making statements like the" NSCV is written by Naval Architects for Naval Architects”; it is also written by Masters and Engineers.
Allowing an equivalent solution for level flotation? I am not sure what this could be? "No reduction in safety is being applied"
11. Consider the impact on Master 3, 2 and 1 licence holders?
No update for Part D?
Maybe AMSA have bowed to industry pressures to allow Master 4 licence holders to operate vessels that are currently operated by larger licence
holders?
Going from 35m to 45m can double the volume of the ship. Master 5 to be less than 35m? Engineer Class 3 will now be 4000KW ticket?
More thought needs to be applied in this space.
I hope that my questions can be answered and that my views are considered. Unfortunately, in the quest to develop a National System there will
be a large reduction in safety applied, I am not sure this was the initial intention. I look forward to hearing back from you.
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26.

Australian Maritime Safety Authority 30th May 2014
National Standard for Commercial Vessels (NSCV) Streamlining Information Consultation Submission usingamsaconsultation@amsa.gov.au
To whom it may concern,
The (specified jurisdiction withheld) would like to submit a request in relation to the ‘National System for Domestic Vessel Safety – Streamlining
Concepts’ meeting held at The Esplanade, Fremantle on the 20th May 2014. Specifically to develop additional ‘safe anchorages’ or ‘specified
islands’ along the Western Australian coast, namely the Houtman Abrolhos Islands (Abrolhos).
Located approximately 60km off Geraldton, the Abrolhos is a chain of 122 low lying islands separated into 3 groups (Pelsaert, Easter and Wallabi)
each of which contain shallow, protected lagoons. The Abrolhos is surrounded by WA State Territorial Waters for a distance of three nautical miles
from the established state territorial seas baseline as defined under section 7 of the Seas and Submerged Lands Act 1973.
We submit, for consideration, that Gun Island in the Pelsaert Group, Rat Island in the Easter Group and East Wallabi Island in the Wallabi Group of
the Abrolhos (Figure 1) be classified as specified islands under the National System. This, in line with clarifying the ‘C Class’ operation area as per
section 4 of the AMSA document titled ‘The streamlining concepts at a glance’, would allow for C class vessels to operate within 30 nautical miles
of the proposed specified islands. The proposed islands (Gun, Rat and East Wallabi) each have two or more maintained public moorings, safe
approaches via the (specified jurisdiction withheld) navigation markers and protection from the predominant south westerly weather conditions
(Figure 1). In addition Rat Island also has a VHF radio repeater station, and both Rat and East Wallabi Islands have operational airstrips.
In addition, clarification of the Master and crewing requirements is sought to ensure that a Coxswain Grade 1 (Near Coastal) can operate a vessel
<12m and with <500kw inboard engine within 15 nautical miles of any ‘specified islands’. Currently the DoT Coxswain qualification limits the
Masters area of operation “for inshore operations (within15nm)”, it is requested this be updated for Coxswain Grade 1 (NC) to “for inshore
operations or specified islands (within 15 nautical miles)”.
Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to receiving your feedback.
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27.

Initial Feedback on NSCV Streamlining Concepts
By way of background, (name withheld) is a specialist (specified industry) based in (specified jurisdiction) with regional offices in (specified
jurisdictions).
We employ staff and own and operate a fleet of vessels including crane barges with crane capacities from 3t to 210t, piling barges, service barges
and a range of workboats.
(name withheld) operates almost entirely in 2D and 2E conditions and the following comments are made in the context of commercial vessels
undertaking construction activities in these conditions noting that the larger vessels may be subject to inter-port towage from time to time.
We acknowledge and support the ‘streamlining’ process and make the following preliminary comments in advance of attending a ‘streamlining’
information session.
It is intended to provide more detailed feedback as part of the ‘streamlining’ process, however, our principal comments are in the following areas Area 7 - Survey Exemptions:
It is considered that the requirement for vessels fitted with a crane or davit having a lifting capacity of 3 tonnes or greater to be in survey is too
limiting and will lead to excessive and unnecessary compliance costs.
More broadly, the definition of a ‘high risk’ vessel should be reviewed to provide greater clarity having regard to the primary intent of the condition
which relates to the impact on vessel stability.
It is considered that the definition be broadened to include any commercial vessel which has a device or item of equipment operating on the deck
which through its operation has the potential to materially affect the stability of the vessel. The term ‘materially’ would need to be clarified,
however, this broader condition would include for a range of equipment such as excavators and other mobile or fixed equipment without the
constraint of being too specific.
It also addresses the real operational influence of a piece of equipment or device in relation to the vessel on which it operating.
It may well be that a vessel need not be in survey at all subject to calculations confirming that the vessel’s stability is not adversely affected by the
device or item of equipment operating at its capacity or at least the threshold be significantly increased.
Area 9 – Periodic Survey:
It is considered that the requirement for a vessel to be slipped twice in a 5 year period will lead to excessive and unnecessary compliance costs.
This is increasingly the case with the reducing slipping options for vessels over 35-40m and 400 tonnes.
Having regard to the current generation of paint and anode systems available, it is considered that one of the inspections be in-water involving
divers and photographic/video records.
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Area 10 – Minimum Crewing:
As a general comment, it is not considered appropriate that the criteria for increased crew skills be based simply on vessel length and engine
power. The application of these criteria will lead to excessive and unnecessary compliance costs.
The key issue is that persons are trained to a level commensurate with the complexities of the subject vessel and that the attainment of skill
appropriately addresses the risk of operation.
Again, given the fact that our vessels are being operated in 2D and 2E conditions and usually in coordination with another vessel, it is considered
appropriate that operators of self-propelled vessels up to 7.5m hold a General Purpose Licence together with a demonstration of competency
through owner-show training.
For vessels greater than 7.5m up to say, 25m without an internal engine room that operators hold a Coxswain 2 ticket together with a
demonstration of competency through owner-show training.
General:
Clarification is sought as to whether the ‘grandfathering’ exemptions for operating conditions in place prior to July 2013 are to apply beyond 2016
or other later date as may be noted on a vessels certificate of operation.
It must be emphasised that none of the above comments have the intention to reduce the operational safety of our vessels but rather are made to
address conditions which impose a huge financial impost without any identifiable nexus to improved operational safety.
After a further review of the National System and associated Streamlining presentations, (name withheld) will be in a position to make further
comment.
I also wish to confirm the ongoing interest of (name withheld) to participate in the ‘streamlining’ process and our availability to clarify any of the
comments made herein.
Yours faithfully
(name withheld)
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28.

To whom it may concern,
I write primarily to support the “Streamlining Concepts” in general and in particular the suggested streamlining for Area #10 minimum crewing.
For more than 15 years I have used a small dinghy (< 5m in length) to help with counting waterbirds around the (specified location) at the southern
extremities of the (specified location). The waterbirds are around the margins of these water bodies and for the majority of the time (ca 90%) the
dinghy is operating in water less than a metre deep. I can only count the birds when the water is calm and winds gentle. I also use a ground crew as
support while this is being done. These water bodies can become unpleasant for boating (and counting birds from a boat) when the winds get up,
and that curtails activities and we come to shore. The dinghy that is used is in Survey (and there is no issue with being compliant in that regard) but
for the last two years I have been given an exception from needing a Coxswain’s qualification on the condition that I get that qualification. There
have been limited opportunities to do a course in (specified jurisdiction) (none in reality) and for a busy academic I don’t have periods of free time to
do an intensive course or clock up minimum sea time to secure such a qualification. Furthermore many of the specific courses are not relevant to the
boat work I do (the individual courses have useful skills in then in a general sense but they wouldn’t be applied in the places where I work). If
something happened while in the boat, I would come to shore (in most cases a few hundred metres away) and use a mobile phone to ring my
ground crew etc. I have operated in these waters for more than 15 years in this way. These water bodies behave very differently to marine water
bodies, in the nature of the waves and so forth and practical experience in them is more valuable than sea time.
The proposed streamlining concept that indicates that
“Research Vessels <7.5m in sheltered (D and E) waters (and potentially C waters)
to be operated by a person who:
holds a recreational qualification applicable to equivalent recreational vessels”
largely covers my use of a boat for research and I strongly support this change. This also helps with research students and assistants who may need
to use a boat for short periods of sampling in that they can do the work with recreational qualifications and suitable training from us, and not need
to arrange and pay for someone with a coxswains licence to run the boat. The costs become prohibitive for them otherwise.
I would like to suggest one small adjustment and that is to offer a little more flexibility in these area that would allow someone to work close to
shore like I do when the weather is appropriate. I cannot watch and count birds in a boat that rocks too much so any winds above about 15 kph or ca
10 knots (gentle winds) counting waterbirds becomes too difficult and I stop. (try looking through a pair of binoculars in a rocking boat).
Congratulations on the thinking that has gone into the Streamlining Concepts. Those proposing these have clearly given some thought and offered
common sense solutions.
Sincerely, (details withheld)
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29.

To whom it may concern,
I attended the AMSA streamlining consultation session in (specified location) on the XX and have read your supporting documentation. As a (name
withheld) and prior to that a builder of commercial vessels in (specified jurisdiction), I have some concerns about most of your streamlining
concepts. Firstly my overall concern is that it comes at a time far too soon after the implementation of the National Law and that it is a further
departure from (specified jurisdiction)'s well conceived and drafted Marine Safety Act. My belief is that the basis for the introduction of the national
law has largely been unsubstantiated, there are very few operators that benefit from what is turning out to be an inefficient duplication of resources
and that (specified jurisdiction) and some other states will experience a degradation of safety due to the National Law being further distorted in
favour to a few states with a lack of capabilities to administer comprehensive maritime safety regulation.
1. Making Regulations Simpler
I don't believe the proposed streamlining concept will make rules simpler and more accessible, all of the elements of the existing system will remain,
it is simply a re-naming exercise. Any benefits of such re-structuring will be countered by further drawing out the changes industry has had to endure
since the introduction of the NSCV. I think the concept of having required outcomes in Marine orders in theory sounds neater, however it will
require a rewrite of the entire NSCV to extract all those elements from it. Also when considering alternative measures one must be able to easily
determine which specific required outcome applies to a "taken to comply requirement" in order to determine if a proposal measures up to any level
of equivalence. If the user is compelled to cross reference between various elements of standards this just reduces ease and usability of the
standards. I can't see that the benefit justifies a proposal to change.
The illustrations depicting before and after streamlining are misleading, USL Code is still there after streamlining, it will apply to grand fathered
vessels just as it does now. NSAMS is still there you are just proposing to re-name it as a marine order.
2. Alignment with other regulatory regimes
If the main driver behind this streamlining is red tape reduction, then surely there should be greater compulsion for the various state and territory
laws to align to the national system. I consider the best outcome for industry in this area would be to train and empower government marine safety
inspectors to execute work health and safety laws, environmental protection laws and energy safe (gas and electricity) laws in respect of domestic
commercial vessels thereby reducing regulatory interaction with those stakeholders.
3. Simplifying what a commercial vessel means
The confusion over this definition has been brought about by the national law legal wordsmiths failure to identify the complexities surrounding
people operating on the fringes of commercial activities. The streamlining concept does not clarify the scope at all it simply introduces several
different potential loopholes to be exploited. In (specified jurisdiction) when the Marine Safety Act was written it was recognised there will always
be vessel operations that exploit grey areas of definitions and scope so an instrument was created enabling the director to declare such vessels as in
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or out of the system. This would be a much more effective instrument to implement.
4. Clarifying the C class operational area
The whole concept of the C class limits being 30nm from a safe haven is that the design and capabilities of such a vessel is limited such that it is
compelled to seek shelter within a reasonably short period upon learning of the onset of foul weather. The environmental conditions where the sea
interacts with the shore line carry by far the greatest level of risk. Even vessels design to withstand open water in the most severe weather
conditions cannot survive an interaction with the majority of Australia's high energy coastline. The safe haven concept is consistent with
internationally recognised standards that specify a range to refuge. Any suggestion to remove the safe haven concept demonstrates lack of
understanding of the evolution of the standards. whether or not a place is a safe haven should depend upon the characteristics of the vessel, ie, a
safe haven for a small shallow draft vessel may not be a safe haven for a larger deeper draft vessel. It would be better to articulate how to determine
what is a safe haven for a particular vessel rather than abandon the sound logic underpinning class C limitations.
5. Vessel and operation certificates
In order to successfully prosecute someone under commercial vessel legislation one must firstly establish they were operating a commercial vessel,
the concept that removes the certificate also removes the unambiguous evidence that a vessel is commercial, making prosecution more difficult and
uncertain. The various regulatory delegates need to come to terms with the concept of divorcing the issue of a certificate as the culmination of a
survey cycle that permissions [sic] the vessel to continue to operate. The certificate should be viewed as evidence that the vessel operator has 1)
applied to have a commercial vessel, 2) the vessel has met the relevant standard and 3) provides clear limitations that the vessel is subject to. The
renewal of such a certificate (every 5 years) should be viewed simply as an administrative activity that maintains quality of records kept relating to
vessels and associated persons. It is in the regulators interest that commercial vessels have certified proof that they are commercial at any given
time. If the owner wishes to no longer operate commercially it should be a clear request to cancel said certificate leaving not [sic] doubt as to his/her
intentions. The regulatory delegates have sufficient instruments to control the operation of commercial vessels in the prohibition, improvement and
direction notice. These notices will have less effect if there is doubt as to whether a vessel has permission to operate or not. Given the streamlining
concept is to still issue upon request, there still must be resources to enable that. It is difficult to see any benefit in this concept but the
disadvantages are clear.
6. Safety Management
I can’t see that this concept is any different from what is allowed under the current arrangements. Perhaps the real issue is that some regulatory
delegates are dogmatically resisting applying the national law and the concepts of the NSCV.
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7. Survey exemptions
The suggestion to expand the scope of scheme NS vessels to include 7.5m to 12m and categorise them as low risk is a fundamental failure to foresee
the safety issues this concept will create. The 7.5m threshold is a limit which captures mostly trailable craft with minimal complexity in their
buoyancy, watertightness of deck/superstructure and engineering systems. Above 7.5m vessel design begins to involve inboard engine installations,
compartmentalisation, accommodation etc. The current scheme NS and GSR is based upon simple vessels where inherent LEVEL flotation is an
essential pre-requisite. LEVEL flotation becomes increasingly un-viable for vessels greater than 7.5m. For this to work the GSR would have to
incorporate much of the provisions found in the remaining parts of the NSCV. If a rewrite of the GSR is the plan, then you are loosing [sic] sight of the
primary benefit of having the GSR in the first place, that is to have a stand-alone set of basic requirements for a category of low risk vessels that is
easy for industry to apply. For this reason it is also a mistake to combine F2 and the GSR the risks associated with small low risk work boats that don't
carry passengers are fundamentally different from hire and drive leisure activities that revolve around passengers. If they are combined it should at
least be in two chapters (part A scheme NS non passenger and Part B hire and drive passenger craft) as parts of industry are just interested in
scheme NS workboats OR hire and drive but rarely both. The treatment principles in the GSR of human powered craft, PWC, sailboards and leisure
sailing craft should be integrated in to F2.
In summary the current scope and principles of scheme NS are not quite satisfactory however they are better than where they would be if the
streamlining concept is applied
8. Survey Limits
I don't think this has much impact, in (specified jurisdiction) there hasn't been a new vessel over 35m built in many decades. It is likely that anyone
investing capital in large projects would elect to build to class anyhow. Do you have any evidence that class requirements for >35m has
disadvantaged industry since its introduction via part C3? If so how many vessels have been effected?
9. Periodic Survey Requirements
I think this proposal is premature, in (specified jurisdiction) we had adopted the NSAMS periodic survey regime commencing in July 2012, there is
insufficient evidence post implementation to determine if relaxation of annual survey for certain classes of vessels has not caused a reduction in
safety. The element of NSAMS that needs development is Annex G that enables survey period to be varied according to operator behaviour. I believe
the streamlining concept regarding "survey C" and "survey D" is flawed as the ability to vary the level of inspection requirements stems from having
evidence that they are performing better or worse than desired. With annual self inspection there is little chance of obtaining evidence to make an
informed decision. Annual self inspection has been tried in Victoria in the late nineties and was proven to be a failure. The safety concept that
legislation should be encouraging is that self inspection should be continuous throughout the year for operators. Regulators need tools to gather
evidence, I believe the base level of oversight from the regulators should include mandatory periodic inspections and then only when there is
sufficient evidence to relax the requirements for a particular operator should inspection frequencies by lessened. You should also consider a "self
reporting" concept whereby an operator that adopts a behaviour where they periodically report to their surveyor/delegate with sufficient evidence
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they are maintaining a safe operation may their scheduled inspections be lessened or removed altogether.
10. Minimum Crewing
I think if you sort out concept 3 and have the ability to declare an ambiguous operation either commercial or not this issue would also be solved
11. Design and construction standards
I reiterate my concern made under point 7, To expand the scope and complexity of vessels to which the GSR applies is loosing sight of the primary
benefit of having a simple stand-alone document for small craft.
12. Recreational use exemption under the national system
I believe the option where no approval is required would be a huge mistake as there are vessel configurations of every length which are simply not
suitable for recreational use and it should be clear through endorsement of a certificate. To reduce paperwork you should include a question in the
application for certificate of operation and application to vary a certificate. As far as reporting it should be clear to compliance inspectors which
mode they are operating in. I suggest if a vessel was approved for recreational use then it's commercial ID number be prefixed with a subscript "R" at
all times and additionally that they be required to fly code flag R when in rec use in addition to logbook entries.
30.

AMSA feedback following streamlining consultation session in
To whom it may concern
Following the session held in (specified jurisdiction), we would like to make a few points which concern our RIB operations, (name withheld)
We would like to grow both our businesses but need to build similar vessels to those in our existing fleet.
(name withheld) has been operating RIB tours.
Some of the points listed below are hindering our business planned growth; we have always built our vessels in (specified jurisdiction) with the same
boat builder since 1997, allowing our fleet of very similar vessels to be interchangeable providing a versatile and more cost effective business
operation.
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Points of concern:
1. Life rafts
NSCV C7a does not adequately provide for RIBs, which have internal buoyancy in addition to the tubes.
Having 'float off' life rafts on a vessel of this type, that can’t sink is not practical and doesn't increase safety.
As the rafts are heavy and would need to be fitted on the awning, the vessel would have considerably less stability and as such be less safe.
The QLD TOMSR2004 regulation allows for this type of vessel, by not requiring a life raft if the RIB has positive floatation and can sustain damage to
its largest chamber.
We would expect that as vessels built prior to July 2013, have been deemed safe to operate for the life of the vessel, one being built now should also
be safe to operate without a life raft, as long as it passes the floatation criteria.
2. Annual Surveys
Due to a lack of surveyors a survey regime as a combination of TOMSR and NSAMS would seem to give a better balance between risk and
economics.
Survey level 1 vessels under TOMSR required only initial survey, with an annual declaration from the owner. NSAMS requires yearly surveys by
accredited persons.
A lack of accredited persons (particularly in the (specified jurisdiction)and (specified jurisdiction) areas we operate in) means we will need to fly in a
surveyor, for each vessel, each year.
This is expensive and time consuming. Considering the vessels we operate are basic vessels with only outboard motor propulsion, we would consider
a combination of the two survey regimes more applicable, with an accredited person surveying the vessel every third survey and the owners
declaration adequate on the intermediate years.
3. RIB Specific issues with NSCV
Part C Section6 Subsection6B - 10.6, Table 47 - Incorrect calculation for maximum chamber volume
Part C section 6 Subsection6B - 7.5 - Level floatation assuming raking damage to whole vessel side
(Assumption of entire side damage of multiple compartments improbable) - smaller RIBs cant comply if tubes provide buoyancy at rest.
With so many business challenges and a price tag of half a million per vessel fitted with engines we really need clarification, we have a boat build
happening at present due for completion around October 2014 so we would appreciate AMSA reviewing these points in the immediate future.
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Thank you for taking the time to address our industry issues at the consultation sessions, the outcome was a positive meeting with a much more
workable message to tourism operators.
Kind Regards
(name withheld)
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31.

Domestic Commercial Vessel Safety { streamlining review }
(Details withheld)
WA
To whom it may concern,
(details withheld) have attended your AMSA streamlining consultation sessions in (specified jurisdiction).
Our questions are in regards to firstly operational areas and also permits to operate.
(specified location) two E class operational areas separated by a small 1C area, the first area is (specified location) and part of (specified location), this
area is South West of the line drawn between (specified jurisdiction) and the old (specified jurisdiction) . the second is the (specified jurisdiction)
estuary with its only entry being positioned point eight of a nautical mile North East from the. (details withheld) have operated the vessel (specified
vessel) in this area for a number of years doing tours taking (specified locations).
As there are no moorings, Berthing or boating facilities in the (specified location) area we have to operate under a permit from (specified location).
(specified location) is at the beginning of a new water front project with proposed new marina’s, boat maintenance facilities and tourist attractions,
and we feel that with this coinciding with the new National System for Domestic Commercial Safety and streamlining concepts it would be a great
opportunity to review the water way class 1C laying between (specified location) and the (specified location).
We along with excising operators feel we are extremely disadvantaged by this small section of Class 1C water area, Especially when before the
construction of the new inner harbour access to the (specified location) Estuary could be gained through the (specified location) Inlet. (specified
location) does not have a thriving tourism industry that would give us access to the sums of money required for upgrading our vessel and
maintaining them to 1C class.
Our second point of interest is permits to operate.
In the past operators have been able to obtain permits through the (specific jurisdiction) for a period of up to twelve months, we have been
informed by (specified jurisdiction) that they are no longer able to issue permits longer than three months. If we do have to operate under four
permits to cover a year this is four time the cost and administration time. If a permit is required is it possible to have one permit, one cost, etc for
the year. When viewing the plan for (specific location) Smooth Waters posted on the (specific jurisdiction) web site I believe the scale in kilometres
at the bottom of the page is incorrect and needs changing, I have included a copy of this page as a file with this email.
We hope you give these matters some consideration and look forward to hearing from you in the future.
Yours Sincerely
(details withheld)

32.

We are a small family owned business, operating in the South West, where we run 18 various outdoor recreation activities, predominantly for the
youth of (specific jurisdiction). One of the daytime activities is Ski Biscuiting, and is held on an inland man made dam. Each session on the dam with
the youths lasts for 90mins. Because the youths are being charged for this activity, the ski boat drivers require a commercial licence.
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In the past, an applicant would contact the (specific jurisdiction) with their substantial evidence of boating hours, then undertake a written and oral
examination, as well as pass a practical assessment by the (specific association). On top of this they require a senior first aid qualification, police
clearance and need to pass a medical examination. Each of these components can be completed within a day, but the overall components and
process, was achievable and adequate in order to enable any individual driver with sufficient knowledge and have their skills for the role of ski boat
driver properly assessed by a suitable organisation.
When I did mine seven years ago the cost was approximately $300. This licence was known as a Restricted Coxswain - Ski boat Operator. Personally, I
believe that Ski boat drivers should also hold a Bronze Medallion swimming qualification, however, this has been overlooked for unknown reasons.
As the only qualified Ski boat driver in our business, I am seeking two my staff with years of ski boat driving experience to obtain their licences also.
This will ensure the safety of the passengers and participants , due to the fatigue I experience a being the sole driver.
Changes have been made under the newly introduced legislation set by the Australian Maritime Safety Authority (AMSA), the minimum qualification
required to drive a commercial ski boat (for purposes such as ours) is a Coxswain Grade 2 Near Coastal. This course also covers many other boating
requirements of a larger scale. This can only be obtained after having completed a Coxswain Grade 1 because the ski boat is over 100 KW and will
have passengers. The time required to complete this course is 5 weeks, and will cost around $9000 each , once employment costs are accounted for
and the majority of the course contents are totally irrelevant to the required role . The course involves raft launching, flares and marine radio
amongst other modules, none of which are used on an inland dam by a ski boat. On top of this, no assessment is done on driving a ski boat under
tow.
Although I have highlighted the impact of the changes to the previous qualification on ski boat drivers, it is also having an impact on other small
vessel users who only require a qualification for their current employment, and have no intention of furthering their careers beyond that. The need
for restricted licences is quite apparent, when the States registered training organisations are apologising over the phone, for not having a course
which is suitable to the requirements needed, and agree that they are instead cumbersome and irrelevant to the end users needs.
This unreasonable expectation to over qualify ski boat drivers in some ways and under prepare them for the role in others, is resulting in a situation
where some businesses continue to operate with boat drivers completing the tasks without licences. This situation is well known amongst business
owners across many industries requiring marine licences, registered training providers and within (specific jurisdiction).
Under the current legislation, I cannot continue the current activity, which has been enjoyed by so many youths without any incidents over a period
of 28 years, because of the time and cost involved in qualifying any of our staff in the future.
I look forward to your reply and have attached a letter from a registered training provider that gives a more detailed background to the issues faced
across other industries that use small vessels.
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33.

National System for Domestic Commercial Vessel Safety (Streamlining Review)
Thoughts in no particular of importance:
1. There should be an overriding focus on the human factors involved in the development of a safety system. Failure to focus on human factors
will lead to a concentration on the production of paper in the false belief that it will keep people safe.
2. All guidance material should follow the Government’s Plain English Policy.
3. Current guidelines state “All your written procedures should be kept clear and simple”. The same guidelines contain some very long sentences,
one with more than fifty words.
4. Consideration should be given in the Guidelines to operators who have English as their second language and/or low levels of literacy.
5. The final product should be the subject of a thorough check for grammar errors.
6. Existing Plain English material that has been developed by states that meets the requirements of the National System or could meet the
requirements with minor amendments should be maintained. Operators would then have a choice as to how to best approach the
development of their SMS. AMSA currently refers operators to material produced by the states.
7. The employment of consultants by operators to develop SMS documents may not necessarily involve crews. There would be little sense of
ownership by crew members and the spirit of the SMS may be lost.
8. How will an SMS be evaluated? Who will be authorised to evaluate an SMS?Is there a risk of the ‘heavyweight’ SMS being regarded as
acceptable even though the contents may, to some degree, be irrelevant. Big ship versus one person operation.
9. As ‘risk’ is a cornerstone of the system, it is imperative that any material presented to operators is consistent and easy to comprehend. Risk
assessments should include the identification of hazards. For example, cray pots on deck are a hazard with associated risks. Urinating off the
stern of a fishing boat is a hazardous activity. One of the associated risks is being washed overboard.
10. Unfortunately ‘common sense’ does not always equate to ‘common understanding’. Caution should be exercised if the expression is to be
used.
11. The development of a ‘safety culture’ will not occur overnight. It will call for an ongoing education programme including workshops for
operators.
Submitted in the interest of safety.
(name withheld)
June 2014
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34.

Safe Operation of Electrical Systems on Commercial Fishing Boats
For consideration of Joint AMSA / meeting
Introduction:
Commercial fishing boats are supported by engine drivers with MED III and MED II qualifications. The curriculum for these tickets does not include
any substantive training on electrical systems and yet every day, around the country, these guys are confronted with and are attempting to maintain
electric systems that in some cases, if not dealt with, pose a significant threat to the safety of the ship and her entire crew. The at-sea fatality which
occurred in the has [sic] highlighted these risks.
More lives will be lost unless this reality is dealt with and a way is found to equip these operators with the necessary training and regulatory clarity
to effect basic electrical repairs.
Background:




AMSA became the National Regulator for Domestic Commercial Vessels (DCV’s)on 1 July 2013
AMSA adopted the National Standards for Commercial Vessels (NSCV) at that time and intends converting the NSCV to Marine Orders (MO’s) to
make them more user-friendly. This will also ensure the MOs can be amended much more efficiently than has been the case in the past.
The state and territory jurisdictions implement the NSCV on behalf of AMSA, the national regulator.

All the above is relatively straightforward but then it gets murky.





State surveyors are qualified to survey electrical systems so they rely on electrical systems to be surveyed by a qualified electrician with a
report to the surveying authority presented on a work place safety form.
This then brings electrical safety under work place safety.
State and Territory electrical workplace safety authority stand in their own right and apply their own safety legislation. They are not agents of
AMSA.
Under work place safety AC electrical components cannot be touched by anyone other than a licenced electrician

A possible way forward is to try and treat AC electrical safety in much the same way as first aid. By way of example:



The skipper or someone on board a commercial vessel is required to have a Work Place 2 – Senior First Aid
This does not qualify them to administer serious drugs or perform any operations For any serious medical conditions the skipper is required to
contact a doctor or hospital ashore and get medical advice on how to treat the patient.
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If the patient does not respond properly the vessel is required to return to port at high speed or organise a medivac.

A similar approach could be adopted for dealing with electrical problems as follows:






Some low level training on AC electrical safety that would include isolating electrical systems, basic trouble shooting and a complete shutdown
of gensets before delving inside an electrical panel or switchboard.
If the problem is complex contact a licenced electrical contractor for advice, noting that the electrical system will have been shutdown.
If the problem cannot be solved by talking the onboard engineer through the problem head for port at high speed or fly in a licenced electrical
person to the nearest safe airstrip.
Noting at all times that the safety of the vessel and retention of catch will be compromised if the MED II / III is prevented from doing simple
repairs under instruction from a licenced electrician
It is very important to keep AC and DC completely apart. AC can kill but DC will give a tickle and maybe a burn but nothing life threatening
unless it short circuits a heart pacemaker or something.

MED’s are taking risks now. We need to eliminate accidental electrocution on vessels but particularly so when the vessel is at sea and a licenced
electrician is not on board. Therefore we need a way to authorise either an MEDII or MED III to ‘open up’ an AC electrical systems while at sea.
Whether this be during complete shutdown of the gensets on a vessel, via isolation and/or under telephone supervision. If we do nothing the risk
will continue because MEDs will naturally – contrary to company policy – seek to resolve the problem. A lack of training will expose the individual to
greater risk.
For consideration
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35.

AMSA Streamlining Concepts Comments
(details withheld)
Submission date 4/7/2014
Firstly I would like to take this opportunity to again thank you for allowing us, as (specified business) operators the opportunity to provide feedback
on the concepts that you propose and for allowing industry to be involved in the shaping of future Domestic Commercial Vessel Laws and
Regulations.
1.
2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

Making Regulations Simpler: Agree with the concept. Detailed engagement should occur with stakeholders who’ll be affected in the transition
of exemptions in to regulations or law.
Aligning With Other Regulatory Regimes: Agree with the concept. Particular focus on WH&S areas is probably where the most significant gains
could be made. This would be ideal for where Multi Regulator Inspections are carried out on commercial vessels. However consistency of
knowledge of the persons conducting the inspections and the type of checklists/audit documentation used for these inspections would need to
be standardized. Industry has already witness how some inspections have been completed by other agencies on behalf of AMSA under the
National System have been inconsistent on behalf of the agency staff. Another area which may be able to be looked at is current confined space
regulations and the wide gap between confined spaces ashore and onboard boats. Current confined space determination requirements under
WH&S legislation do not take in to consideration vessels and operating practices and struggles in application for vessels and pontoons.
Simplifying What a Commercial Vessel Means: Concept would have to be monitored closely by the regulator to ensure that privately owned
vessels and their operators do not use this as a loop hole to earn revenue or run a business.
Clarifying The C Class Operational Area: Is a great concept, particularly in the part of the world that we operate. The provision as proposed to
extend the “C” Class operational area to 50 miles in the GBR/Torres Strait Zone is a concept that would be supported. There are still however,
inconsistencies that need to be addressed in other operational areas in (specified jurisdiction), for example looking at State Waters for “D” and
“E” Class operational areas such as the waters immediately off (specified location) being “C” class right to the beach and the waters between
(specified location) also being “C” class right to the shoreline. This makes it difficult to relocate Commercial vessels between (specified location)
that are in “D” Class Registration/Survey for annual refits and maintenance etc.
Vessel and Operation Certificates: Agree with the concept, however there would need to be some way, for those Agencies conducting the
monitoring to ensure that the fee’s had been paid up to date at the time of monitoring as there would be no expiry on a Certificate to use as a
reference. The opportunity for operators to be able to request a certificate for survey is a good measure as it is something that is regularly
requested.
Safety Management: Agree with the concept. Compliance with the 3 options seems sufficient. It would also be ideal if the SMS could provide
adequate coverage of WH&S Laws and subsequent requirements. The SMS could then be the “All Encompassing” document to cover all aspects
of operation of a commercial vessel.
Survey Exemptions: What is proposed should assist some operators in reducing burden/costs. One question that I would like to ask as I am
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8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

13.

unsure where the vessels would fit in to this system. Semi-submersible and Glass Bottom Boats operating in and around the (specified location)
are generally in an “E” class of Registration even though most areas that they operate are from pontoons, island or mother-ships are in “D” or
“C” class areas and the vessels are over 12 metres in length. Currently these vessels aren’t required to be in Survey but looking at the proposed
table they would be picked up in the Class 1 vessel category and would be required to fall under the survey regime. These vessels by their
nature of construction and remote locations in which they live aren’t generally complicated vessels and comprise of 1, 2 or 3 outboards with
low voltage DC systems of power.
Survey Limits: Agree with this concept, particularly for vessels between 35-45 metres. This would give industry a significant reduction in costs
for the operation and management of these vessels.
Periodic Survey Requirements: Referring back to my comments in Question 7 regarding (specified vessels). If these vessels end up being
captured under “Class 1” vessels it would place a significant additional costs and regulatory burden on operators.
Minimum Crewing: Understand as noted, 30 June 2013 Standards apply to vessels operating on that date. As such this section will not improve
or hinder normal tourism operations in the Great Barrier Reef.
Design and Construction Standards: Agree with the Streamlining Concept.
Certificate of Competency Standards Under the National System: Agree with the Streamlining Concept increasing the Master <35m NC to <45m
NC. This would certainly assist current vessel operators operating under current exemption provisions and provide long term certainty in
crewing requirements, particularly in (specified location). In addition to this would consideration be given to increasing the cutoff length for
calculation of maximum continuous kilowatt/horsepower calculations for crewing levels for vessel Engineers? Currently 35 metres is the point
where the calculation moves from the largest propulsion engine to the total of ALL propulsion engines on a vessel. This would also give
operators of the above mentioned vessels further certainty and assist in meeting crew qualification shortages and gaps currently being
experienced as the tourism industry tries to compete with the mineral and commodity industries which are where most of the skilled and
competent engineers are going for higher wages.
Recreational Use Exemption Under the National System: Whilst this section does not normally apply to operations within our organization, it
does appear to be removing unnecessary paperwork for industry and the regulator. However close monitoring by the regulator may need to
occur to ensure that those operating these vessels recreationally are fully conversant with marine safety matters such as safe navigation and
operation of their vessels, particularly whilst operating in the vicinity of commercial operations, harbours and ports, as I’m sure a level of
reliance will be placed on them by commercial operations, to adhere to navigation/collision regulations etc.
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36.

AMSA Domestic Commercial Vessel Streamlining Concepts Meeting – (name withheld) Marine Comments
(1) Area 8 Survey Limits – we support the proposal to increase the length restrictions for vessels required to be built under Class rules to be lift
from 35m to 45m for the following reasons:
a. Application to Domestic Commercial Vessels only, which implies a restriction on operating limits and therefore a reduction in risk
associated with international voyages.
b. No requirement for the vessels to be inspection by other flag authorities (other than AMSA) thus compliance with an international set
of regulations is less applicable.
c. Those vessels which choose to be in Class for commercial reasons are not affected.
d. Many vessels in the 35 – 45m range operate on limited range voyages close to safe havens and in a lower risk profile than international
trading vessel, for which Classification society rules are generally applicable. Inland waterways rules for most classification societies
are not typical of Australian coastal conditions.
e. The cost of maintaining Classification for the life of the vessel is significant and for domestic vessels this would offer a more
competitive environment for operating companies without a discernible increase in risks to crew and passenger safety.
f. It is currently a requirement for structural design to be carried out in line with Lloyds Register Rules for construction, whether the
vessel is in Class or not, thus the safety standard for new build would not be affected.
g. Classification Societies apply international regulations to Classed vessels, such as International Loadline, which may not be applicable
to the operation of the vessel (or may be overly onerous).
In addition to the above consideration, we would propose that for Smooth Water and Partially Smooth Water Limits, that the length restriction for
vessels that must be designed and maintained in Class be increased to 80m. For Smooth and Partially Smooth water vessels, Classification Rules are
again overly onerous. Application of requirements such as International Loadline is not applicable in these instances, and as such, cover for such
vessels under the domestic system is more appropriate. Again, vessel that chooses to be in Class should be allowed to do so. The 80m length would
be in line with manning requirements, which alter above this threshold.
(2) Certificates of Competency Issued in accordance with Part D of the NSCV now restrict MED classes by total installed power.
a. Certifications levels for core manning should be brought in line with the proposed changes to survey limits, ie. Requirements currently to
35m vessel length should increase to 45m in offshore areas and 80m in smooth and partially smooth water limits.
b. Levels of appropriate crewing would remain the responsibility of the owner
c. In the description of propulsion power in pat D ch1 item (iii) in definitions, the vessel length and propulsion power limits for manning
should be increased from 35m to ‘45m in offshore areas and 80m in smooth and partially smooth water limits’.
d. We would not support this proposition (restrict MED classes by total installed power) given the subjective nature of what would
constitute a level of complexity as relates to the systems onboard any given vessel, it is likely that this approach may discourage the
construction of vessels with the latest technological advances in engine control and monitoring systems installed in favour of
installations without these systems which may in the medium to long term be detrimental to the safe operation of vessels in the marine
industry.
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(3)

NSCV Construction Section – Part C3 – for vessels >13m and <35m
a. The deemed to satisfy alternatives to full Class certification (ie. designed, constructed and maintained to any Class rules) should be
amended from only Lloyds Register Rules to include the Rules of any of the major recognised Classification Societies listed in Part B
(Definition of Classification Society) as long as the rules are followed in their entirety for the section of the vessel being considered, and
the length.
b. The length restrictions should be amended as per comments 1 & 2 above – ie. to 45m in offshore areas and 80m within Smooth and
Partially Smooth Water limits.

(4)

NSCV Operations – Part E – Core Complement
a. We believe that the Core Crew compliment for sheltered waters should be as deemed to satisfy as follows, we would propose that for
Smooth Water and Partially Smooth Water Limits that the Core compliment reduce to 3 and all certified crew remain at 3

(5)

Area of operation for appropriate crew to reduce the core compliment for vessels 55<m to 80<m

Vessel length
55< x <80m
35< x <55m
12< x <35
(6)

Core Compliment
3
3
1

Certified crew
3
3
1

Uncertified crew

Dis

This is appropriate for all vessels in areas of operation in classes 1 and 2 for operational areas D, E
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NSCV Part C - Design and Construction - Section 1 Arrangement, accommodation and personal safety.
4.15 Sanitary facilities
Table 13 — Deemed-to-satisfy requirements for fitting of toilets and wash basins
On vessels
Vessel use
Number of
Threshold passage time before
Category
passenger’s
toilet facilities and washbasins required
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Class 1
≥37
15 minutes
13 to 36
30 minutes
Class 2
1 to 12
2 hours
0
12 hours
Class 3
0
12 hours
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------(1)

We support the proposal to increase the length of time and passenger numbers for a vessel not fitted with a toilet in Class 1 from 15 min to
30min and for a Passenger number increase from ≥37 to ≥121, this is in line with the precedent set with the exemption certificate for our
(specific vessel) that had increased to a journey time of 30 minutes.

Question 9 of the streamlining concepts
(1) Reduce the base periodic survey period levels so that the survey certificates for vessels are still within time frame of (2 in 5 years) but not date
specific.
Question 12 of the streamlining concepts
(1) (Name withheld) concurs with the proposed change of Certifications levels for core manning should be brought in line with the proposed
changes to survey limits, ie. Requirements currently to 35m vessel length should increase to 45m in offshore areas and 80m in smooth and
partially smooth water limits.

Last update: 18 September 2014

34

37.

To whom it may concern,
I write primarily to support the “Streamlining Concepts” in general. and in particular the suggested streamlining for Area #10. Minimum Crewing.
For more than 15 years I have used a small dinghy (<5m in length) to help with counting waterbirds around the Coorong and Lower Lakes at the southern
extremities of the Murray Darling Basin. The waterbirds are around the margins of these water bodies and for the majority of the time (ca 90%) the
dinghy is operating in water less than a metre deep. I can only count the birds when the water is calm and winds gentle. I also use a ground crew as
support while this is being done. These water bodies can become unpleasant for boating (and counting birds from a boat) when the winds get up, and that
curtails activities and we come to shore. The dinghy that is used is in Survey (and there is no issue with being compliant in that regard) but for the last two
years I have been given an exception from needing a Coxswain’s qualification on the condition that I get that qualification. There have been
limited opportunities to do a course in South Australia (none in reality) and for a busy academic I don’t
have periods of free time to do an intensive course or clock up minimum sea time to secure such a qualification. Furthermore many of the specific courses
are not relevant to the boat work I do (the individual courses have useful skills in then in a general sense but they wouldn’t be applied in the places where I
work). If something happened while in the boat, I would come to shore (in most cases a few hundred metres away) and use a mobile phone to ring my
ground crew etc. I have operated in these waters for more than 15 years in this way. These water bodies behave very differently to marine water bodies, in
the nature of the waves and so forth and practical experience in them is more valuable than sea time.
The proposed streamlining concept that indicates that
“Research Vessels <7.5m in sheltered (D and E) waters (and potentially C waters)
to be operated by a person who:
holds a recreational qualification applicable to equivalent recreational vessels”
largely covers my use of a boat for research and I strongly support this change. This also helps with research students and assistants who may need to
use a boat for short periods of sampling in that they can do the work with recreational qualifications and suitable training from us, and not need to arrange
and pay for someone with a coxswains licence to run the boat. The costs become prohibitive for them otherwise.
I would like to suggest one small adjustment and that is to offer a little more flexibility in these area that would allow someone to work close to shore like I
do when the weather is appropriate. I cannot watch and count birds in a boat that rocks too much so any winds above about 15 kph or ca 10 knots (gentle
winds) counting waterbirds becomes too difficult and I stop. (try looking through a pair of binoculars in a rocking boat).
Congratulations on the thinking that has gone into the Streamlining Concepts. Those proposing these
have clearly given some thought and offered common sense solutions
Sincerely,
David C. Paton AM
Associate Professor,
Ecology, Evolution and Landscape Sciences,
School of Earth &
Environmental Sciences
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38.

To whom it may concern,
Thankyou for your presentation at the Townsville Yacht Club yesterday, as requested please
find below a few of my thoughts with regards to the discussed changes.
 It is my recommendation that all ships deemed to be DCV to be issued a Certificate of Operation because the information contained
in this document is needed for all parties (Shipping Inspectors, owners, crew and master, passengers) to be fully aware of the ships
operational limits without ambiguity, without this in the field (away from AMSA records) this information will only be available in the
ship’s SMS which is controlled and developed by the owner/master who have a vested interest and in some situations commercial
pressures may induce them to “stretch” these limits.
 I agree that if the ship’s operation and structure/ machinery does not change then there is no need for annual CofO, however
Queensland relies on the revenue from annual registration charges to fund its operations, how will AMSA compensate this loss?
 Allowing “occasional” or “inconsequential” commercial use is dangerous territory, cowboy “black charters” already occur and are very
hard to apprehend under current laws, if these proposed changes occur then there will be a revolt from legitimate operators and
enforcement agencies will walk away from dealing with illegal operations, such commercial use should be controlled through a
simplified RUF process, this way the regulator can determine if the proposed use is allowable and safe.
 I believe there will be little problem with the introduction of Part E in Queensland the only operators who will be effected will be the
operators who are not currently complying with the MSQ SMS requirements, it seems to me that there are very little differences
between the two systems. The example SMSs on the AMSA web site are a good idea but no very useful in their current form, I
recommend publishing these documents in Word format so they can be downloaded and edited by industry and utilised.
 I believe removing the minimum mandatory crew training/ drill intervals is a regressive move, I am full supporter of industry
determining a higher frequency then mandated by law if needed but having no minimum bench mark will not produce an increased
safety outcome. I believe minimum training frequencies should be looked at similarly to core complement crewing levels (the
operational risks will determine a higher level)
 I agree that the current recreational use exemption process is onerous and not needed, I feel that setting a length cut off (such as
15m) where a ship less than this length does not need to apply for recreational use, it only has to be addressed in the ship’s SMS and
noted in the ship’s log.
Kind regards,
Dave Hooper
Marine Officer
| Maritime Safety
Queensland
Department of Transport and Main Roads
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39.

Dear Keith and others
I refer to the meeting held in Sydney on Tuesday the 3rd June, which I attended and raised the issue of the new AMSA Master 4 classification, the
possible term Master <35 metres and the consideration to the possible revision to Master <45 metres. Questions were raised by both myself and
another experience Master 4 operator.
As mention on the day I searched positions vacant for Master 4s (M4) and found that all the M4 positions have now been made into Master <500 tonne
positions by employers.
Examples I gave were the new Svitzer positions in the NW, new bunkering barges and the Australian Government Bay Class Customs vessels, all once M4
positions.
Australia has a generation of very experienced M4 operators between the ages of about 45 to 60, who because of this new system can no longer apply
for these positions which they have been successfully doing for years without major incident. Many of them work as individual contractors or sub
contractors. The Australian Government wants us all to work longer and yet this new system controlled by a government organisation is already showing
signs of that it will put a whole generation within this industry out of work and on the unemployment list.
If I may share a bit of history. Most of these operators initially worked under the old state tickets. in NSW this was the NSW Nav. Act and the Commercial
Vessels Act. These origin tickets where accepted in all Commonwealth countries and in fact I used mine in the USA, my father in SE Asia and work
colleges used them in Europe. In the late 80s State Governments decided to endeavour to make life easier and introduced the USL Code. So operators
took months off work without pay and attended maritime RTOs at a cost of thousands of dollars to qualify as a M4 and then go back to work doing the
same job they had been doing for years. Each State Government then interpreted the USL Code differently and we ended with a un uniformed code, so a
failure. So now the New AMSA System. Lets not make the same mistake again and ask us to go back a third time at great cost to complete more RTO
courses to end up doing the same job we have been doing for decades. Surely consideration must be given to experience.
So the present issue is we cannot apply for positions we have been doing for decades. Employers are are already asking for Master <500 tonne and not
M4 in Australian waters.
We need a solution to avoid the loss of very qualified and experienced operators in Australian waters otherwise this discrimination will have them at
Centrelink a place they are trying to avoid.
NMSC Part D refers to Length/Tonnage relationships. The proposal that I am putting forward for your consideration uses this scale to calculate the
numbers in my proposals.
My proposals for consideration;
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1). All Master 4 Unlimited (200 - 600 nm) Masters with a service of 10 years or more be awarded a Master <500 tonne ticket and be allowed to complete
the minimum STCW fire and survival courses within the next 5 years. OR
2). Based on the Master <45 metre consideration (45metres = 1000 tonne). All M4 unlimited operators be awarded a new tonnage ticket called a "
Master <1000 Tonne (domestic) ". This qualification would be a higher qualification than Master <500 tonne within Australian waters, but be limited to
either 200 or 600 nm to sea.
In other words for M4 qualifications use tonnage rather than length as we already have in Part D a formula for length/ tonnage.
In conclusion I ask that these considerations be taken seriously. I have support from many M4 presently operating in the NW but when they complete
their existing contracts will be unemployable if this trend continues. Lets fix it now once.They have been included in this correspondence for further
distribution to colleges and your response will be likewise forwarded.
Please do not sign off of this legislation until this matter is resolved. Thank you for your consideration.
Regards
Greg Forrest
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40.

Following the AMSA Streamlining Concepts session in Adelaide on 4th June 2014 the Houseboat Hirers Association (HHA) wish to lodge their
disagreement with the proposed introduction for houseboats in low risk sheltered waters to be exempt from ongoing survey requirements.
The HHA strongly supports the requirement for commercial houseboats to undergo regular surveys



Out of water survey at least every 5 years
In water survey at an intermediate period between out of water surveys [approx 2-3 years]

We would be happy to discuss other possible arrangements if needed.
Regards,

Peter Tucker
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41.

Hi
On the basis of the material provided two quick comments.
1) Paragraph 7 first dot point. You might need to clarify "passengers" to be "fee paying".
2) From a risk assessment perspective the proposed changes appear acceptable providing the requirements for crew competencies are not also
downgraded. Despite all our focus on vessel standards, most incidents are caused by human error. Good crew are involved in fewer incidents. When an
incident does occur, good crew are able to respond in a way that minimise adverse outcomes.
Steve
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We offer the following comments on the Streamlining Concepts to the NSCV.
1. Making the structure
similar

Not sure Marine Orders are the right vehicle to make the NSCV easier to use..

2. Alignment with other
regulatory regimes

Please pursue this proposal

3. Simplifying what a
“commercial vessel”
means
4. Clarifying what “C” Class
Means

Please pursue this proposal

From our experience Marine Orders are more difficult to use than the existing NSCV or USL code.

Please pursue as a matter of urgency. Very important that mother ship provisions are included. (Example: Line boats on FPSOs please call if
you need explanation of this operation).
Please also consider “D” Class vessels operating with mother ships in “C” Class areas

5. Vessel and operation
certificates

Please pursue this proposal. Consider increasing length limit to less than 10 m.

6. Safety management

Please pursue this proposal

7. Survey Exemptions

Please pursue this proposal
Suggest max of 4 pax rather than no pax

8. Survey Limits

Lifting moment limit is important as a function of GM*Disp
Please DO this.
We recently designed a 40 m vessel and the direct class costs exceeded 250K. The indirect costs probably exceed the direct costs.

9. Periodic survey
requirements

Please pursue this proposal

10 Minimum Crewing

No comment

Generally apply more modern survey approaches to ensure compliance
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11 Design and
construction
standards

This area needs a major overhaul. The NSCV was supposed to be less prescriptive than the USL code , but in fact it is more prescriptive so as to
create and have approved an alternative solution is very expensive in time and money. Please pay particular attention to the fire safety. This
section is a very expensive joke. Surely on any boat less than say 20m the crew would attempt to extinguish the fire with the available
equipment and if that didn’t do the job they would take to the liferaft. Surely the concept of A60 SFP or any SFP on a small boat is misguided.
Nobody is going to remain on a small boat which is on fire when a life raft is available.
Please consider the use of ISO 12215 for use on vessels to 24 m. Maybe consider a sliding factor to be applied from 13 to 24 m. (say 1.0@13 m
to 1.2@24) to scantlings to account for commercial use.
Permit the use of any relevant IACS rules as equivalent to Lloyds SC Rules. For example use the ABS rules for barges as LSSC rule don’t fit at all.

12.Certificate of Competency Agreed
13 Recreational use
exemption

Agreed

We note with some concern that while the state authorities are not able to interpret or grant exemptions under the NSCV but rather are required to refer any exemption
request to AMSA. Please ensure a system is in place to deal with these exemptions in an expeditious manner.
Additionally we request AMSA give serious consideration the reversing the trend of reducing engineering capability within the State and Commonwealth
governments around Australia.
We hope these comments are helpful and constructive.
Please feel free to call me if you wish to discuss any aspect of our comments. Yours sincerely,
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Dear AMSA,
I attended one of the AMSA streamlining presentations and have some serious concerns regarding some of the streamlining concepts for the National System for
commercial vessels. I have presented these in the following so as they may be considered further by AMSA. My thoughts are from the view of an initial (specified
profession), I have therefore left concerns related to crewing to others. I have made reference in the headings to the AMSA Streamlining Concepts document. I would
request that you confirm receipt of this email so I know that my concerns will be available to AMSA during their review of the feedback from stakeholders and industry.
5. Vessel and Operation Certificates
Sa. Issue of Certificate of Survey on request only
I am strongly against the removal of the requirement for a commercial vessel to be issued a certificate of survey.
Firstly the issue of a certificate of survey to a commercial vessel provides the following benefits:
a. Is displayed on the vessel to indicate the vessel is in survey and that it meets commercial standards.
b. Provides valuable information to the owner/operator, regulators, enforcement agencies, insurers, users, buyers/sellers, surveyors and any other interested
parties.
c.

Provides information in some case critical to that particular vessel and is only amendable by the authority that issued it or that of another state or territory
delegate.

My concerns that the non-issue of a certificate of survey brings are:
2. On completion of the initial survey process a surveyor would be permitted to allow the vessel to operate on the spot without any other peer review of the
initial survey process. Currently government agencies would have the initial surveyors documentation peer reviewed before recommendation of issue of the
certificate of survey.
3. AMSA have already raised that private surveyors will be certified for their particular skill set.
If this is the case is there a concern that an individual surveyors report is enough for a new vessel to commence operations without the issue of a certificate
particular to that vessel? There is a risk here that an individual surveyor possibly not qualified across the broad spectrum of initial survey knowledge could sign-off
on the initial survey process of a complex vessel.
4. Important information particular to the safe operation of a vessel will only be available on
the National database and not readily available on a certificate of survey to the owner/operator or those on board the vessel, including:
a.

Equivalent Solutions - may be restrict a particular operation;
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b. Conditions that are not in the scope of an SMS including - stability, ballasting, structural design operating limits to name a few;
c.

Exemptions;

On a Certificate o f Survey these items are not amendable u n l e s s request is made to the regulator. If these items are left to be covered in an SMS, the
operator may legally amend their SMS without regulatory oversight whether they are qualified to do so or not. By removing or amending the items above in an
SMS this may have severe safety implications to the operation of the vessel.
The message from AMSA at the streamlining session I attended was that some states/territories were delayed in issuing certificates of survey for some months
creating red tape for operators. Surely the certificate is not a red tape issue if this is the case, the issue is with ad min istrati on or a resources issue. As a
national system the vessel is required to be recorded on the National Register therefore the issue and sign off of the certificate should not be problematic if
the state/territory delegate or AMSA have their house in order. There are great benefits outlined above with issuing a Certificate of Survey, surely removing
the requirement for a Certificate of Survey because of administrative issues is not a benefit to the domestic commercial industry.
If it is AMSA's view the issue of a Certificate of Survey is a regulatory burden why not only issue the certificate of survey once following initial survey and then
after only if a modification to the vessel requires it.
If the certificate of survey is going to be delayed there is the option to the authority to issue a Restricted Use Flag (RUF). This is already required for sea trials
anyway so why can not the same RUF be issued for sea trials and commercial use with a condition that the vessel can commence commercial operations when
initial survey requirements are closed out. There is no delay in the vessel operating and a Certificate of Survey is then issued in due course.
Sb. Class 2 and Class 3 Vessels <7.5m in D & E Waters- AMSA Proposal is no certificate of survey or certificate of Operation
I have found in the two years of dealing with not for survey vessels (NS vessels) under NSAMS that owners require significant guidance and oversight for compliance
to the General Safety Requirements Standard (GSR) . The reasons I have identified are:
1. Many boat builders constructing these vessels have limited boat building experience and require guidance during the design or building phase;
2. They are existing boats or boats that have already been purchased that do not have a
builders plate or have only basic flotation that needs to be upgraded to level flotation;
3. Owners are not able to complete level flotation calculations. When they do they invariably wrong;
4. Owners often need assistance with maximum l o a d and maximum power capacity calculations;
5. Owners are often new to the Maritime Industry and need significant guidance when it comes to Safety Management Systems.
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We have also found that in the absence of a Certificate of Survey for these vessels we are having to issue the operator a letter outlining the restrictions for the vessel (i.e. Max
power, max loading issuing anything other than the Certificate of Operation however we were finding that the owners were requesting something to at least confirm to them
they were meeting the requirements of an NS vessel, i.e. the General Safety Requirements Standard.
AMSA's streamlining concept is that these vessels are required to have a "unique identifier, meet design, construction and operation standards and have an SMS" but
would not be issued with any certificate at all. Surely for the reasons stated above something needs to be issued to the owner confirming compliance. If not, it seems to
me that under the law, compliance to design, construction and operational standards would be the responsibility of the owner unless they appoint a qualified person as
there would be no legal requirement for them to obtain compliance from another party, i.e. Certificate confirming vessel complies with the GSR standard.
7. Survey Exemptions- AMSA propose to extend the non-survey category to vessels <12m in D & E Waters that do not carry passengers with additional conditions.
It has already been stated above the concerns and experience we have had with NS vessels less than
7.S metres. AMSA now propose to extend this to 12m. This raises further concerns additional to those raised above:
1. Vessels above 7.5m are generally seen as non-trailable vessels and are more commonly fitted with machinery below deck. They also have significantly increased
tonnage and therefore are capable of carrying much larger loads. The size of these vessels brings in to play issues such as: hull penetrations, machinery and
piping systems, firefighting equipment, subdivision, watertight c l o s u r e s etc. These items are not covered to a satisfactory level in the General Safety Requirements
Standard (GSR).
2. These vessels will generally by workboats and may be used to carry large loads on deck. The GSR does not require construction compliance and therefore large loads on
deck may overload the structural integrity of the vessel.
3. The GSR does not require a vessel above 7.5m to have level flotation. So these vessels up to
12 m could under the present GSR be not only used with a hull not built to any structural standard but also operate without any level flotation. We have found
that level flotation is in many cases not practical in these larger vessels as volumes become too large. Presently however we have been able to ensure the
structural integrity of these vessels through plan approval and survey during construction. It seems under AMSA's streamlining concept that these vessels may not
require level flotation or structural compliance.
4.

My opinion is the 3tonne capacity for lifting is too high for the elevation of a vessel to high risk. This should be reduced to SOOkg or related to vessel length. 3
tonne lifting on these smaller vessels significantly effects transverse stability.

5. There should be a condition on load carrying capacity that elevates a vessel to high risk. High loads on deck will need to consider stability and structural integrity.
Under the GSR this is not presently addressed.
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My view is that "not for survey vessels" should be limited to 7.Sm as is presently the case. To increase this to 12meters allows vessels with significantly increase tonnage
and more complex design, construction and fitout into the category. These factors would have significant implications to the safety of these vessels and to those who
operate them. The GSR even if revised will not cover the complexities that these larger 7.5m -12m vessels may present.
AMSA makes the comments in the streamlining document that increasing the non-survey category will reduce compliance costs because they would no longer be required
to be surveyed and they would only need to meet the GSR "a simpler design and construction standard". This may well be the case but are we not increasing the risk to
the operator by doing this. Some examples of implications of this may include:
1. Take a vessel <12m with a main engine (>120kW) and auxiliary machinery below deck.
Under the GSR there is no requirement for a fixed fire system, under survey there is. Both a surveyed vessel and an NS vessel have persons onboard. So why
should one have a fixed fire system and not the other. Both have the same risk of fire, one could even argue the NS vessel has an increased risk as it has not had
an initial survey inspection.
2. There is no guidance on seawater systems in the GSR. An 11.99m vessel with "crew only" does not have any requirement to fit shipside valves or suitable
piping. An 11.99m vessel carrying passengers does. The worst case consequence of failure of the pipe is flooding and sinking of the vessel. Why is it that a
passenger's life on a surveyed vessel is more valuable than a crew in their place of work on a non-surveyed vessel?
These same arguments could be presented for a range of systems on the vessel. The fact is an NS vessel will have crew onboard and a surveyed vessel will have crew
onboard. The operating risks may be different however the risks of failure of a system or machinery remain for both. Surely reducing the compliance requirements for an
11.99m vessel to the GSR increases the risk of failure of the vessel, machinery or equipment and as such the hightens risk to safety to those onboard.
These proposals may well reduce costs to the owner/operator however it seems to me that it is at the cost of a safer vessel with an increased risk to the safety of
those people onboard. I for one if employed to work on a vessel would expect a vessel that has been built to standard with assurance that it complies with that
standard.
8. Increasing the scope of a domestic commercial vessel to 45metres.
This will have significant implications to the National Standards for Commercial Vessels (NSCV). These standards will need to be revised to cover vessels >35m. I would
implore AMSA to carefully consider the implications this will have and the work that will be required to revise the NSCV to cover these vessels before any decision is made
to proceed with any such proposal. Many of these vessels will also be imported from overseas where the only option for initial survey may be to class survey.
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11. Design and Construction Standards
I believe comments implying that the GSR standard contains construction requirements for vessel is misleading. The GSR does not have any requirements regarding the
design and construction of a vessel.
If the non-surveyed vessel category is increased to 12m one would assume the proposed revision of the GSR would require construction compliance to be included within
the standard. Construction compliance is not something grasped easily therefore if it is included in the GSR some consideration needs to be given on how the owner of
the vessel is going to comply with this. This will have implications on costs for the owner having to engage a Naval Architect to provide a vessel design that complies.
Summary
I am sorry for the detail provided however as a (specified profession) that has worked with two (specified jurisdictions) I have serious concerns about the proposed
reduction in survey of the domestic commercial fleet and the implications it will have to the safe design, construction and operation of vessels that marine crew are
required to operate. I am strongly against any proposal to increase the non-survey category beyond the 7.5m length and also the removal of the requirement for a
Certificate of Survey for the reasons stated above.
I am sure AMSA will consider any streamlining with significant assessment of the risks that any reform has to the safety of vessels and operators. Decisions made as a part
of this reform proposal may have significant implications for the long term safety of so called lower risk domestic commercial vessels.
The objective of AMSA to deliver on a National System that works should not loose site of what's in the best interest to the public and that is a safe commercial vessel
and competent operator.
Kind Regards
(Name withheld)
(profession withheld) (Contact details withheld)
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