STCW-95 is in FULL effect February 1!

Have you got yours? 

Ahoy!


The following is an article on the IMO STCW white list for your information. It talks about some of things that will be done by some countries, but notice, no where does it talk about extensions or delays.  The international community is serious about this.  Don't plan on the USCG granting an extension for compliance.  IMO is the assessing implement in this matter not the USCG.  Bottom line, you MUST  have your STCW-95 by 1 February 2002 or you won't be legal to sail.  DON’T PROCRASTINATE! 

Maritime Safety Committee - 73rd session: 27 November - 6 December 2000 
71 countries make IMO’s initial STCW White List
The so-called "White List" of countries deemed to be giving "full and complete effect" to the revised STCW Convention (STCW 95) has been published by IMO. The 73rd session of the Organization’s Maritime Safety Committee (MSC), meeting from 27 November to 6 December 2000, formally endorsed the findings of a working group established to examine a report made by the Secretary-General to the MSC, which revealed that 71 countries and one Associate Member of IMO had met the criteria for inclusion on the list.

The 1995 amendments to STCW (the International Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers) which entered into force on 1 February 1997, revised and updated the original 1978 Convention, setting out clearly defined minimum competency requirements for all seafarers and taking into account developments in technology since the 1978 Convention was adopted. A position on the White List entitles other Parties to accept, in principle, that certificates issued by or on behalf of the parties on the list are in compliance with the Convention. 

Tighter PSC targeting expected
It is expected that ships flying flags of countries that are not on the White List will be increasingly targeted by Port State Control inspectors. A Flag state Party that is on the White List may, as a matter of policy, elect not to accept seafarers with certificates issued by non White List countries for service on its ships. If it does accept such seafarers, they will be required by 1 February 2002 also to have an endorsement, issued by the flag state, to show that their certificate is recognized by the flag state. By 1 February 2002, masters and officers should hold STCW 95 certificates or endorsements issued by the flag State. Certificates issued and endorsed under the provisions of the 1978 STCW Convention will be valid until their expiry date.

It was stressed at the meeting that giving "full and complete effect" to the revised Convention may not be the same for all Parties. Some may choose not to have any maritime training institutes at all and rely on recognition of certificates issued to seafarers by other states. Similarly, some Parties may only provide a limited scope of training, such as for ratings only. 

The fact that a Party is not listed on the White List does not invalidate certificates or endorsements issued by that Party. Nothing in the STCW Convention prevents the employment of any seafarer who holds a valid certificate or endorsement issued by a Party to the Convention. Nevertheless, the White List will become one of several criteria, including the inspection of facilities and procedures, that can be applied in the selection of properly trained and qualified seafarers. Countries not initially included in the White List will be able to continue with the assessment process with a view to inclusion on the list at a later stage.

The publication of the list marks the end of the first stage of a ground-breaking verification procedure in which, for the first time, IMO has been given a direct role in the implementation of one of its instruments. Panels of experts have spent much of the past two years engaged in rigorous assessment of information presented to them by Parties to the Convention concerning their ability to meet the standards enshrined in STCW 95. Panel members were selected, as far as possible, to give a wide geographical spread and a broad coverage of the different facets of the Convention - deck and engineering knowledge, for example. These panels submitted their findings to IMO Secretary-General William O’Neil, who in turn reported to the MSC which has now approved and issued the list.

Challenging task 
For most countries, preparation of the submissions to the Secretary-General represented a demanding and challenging task. It required not only reporting on national laws, training requirements, standards and systems in place, but also ensuring that all of those elements met the revised Convention requirements and could pass the scrutiny of persons with detailed knowledge of those requirements. 

According to Mr O’Neil, the publication of the White List is a clear demonstration that the global regulatory process for shipping is taking ever greater account of the human element. He said, "The revised STCW Convention and the ISM Code, which takes full effect in 2002, are both aimed squarely at addressing human issues in shipping. Although technical matters will retain their importance, improving the standards of seafarers is a vital part of the safety equation. The White List shows that the human element is taking its proper place in the industry’s priorities." 

Expanded role for IMO?
Mr O’Neil also said he believed the verification process pointed the way towards a new and expanded role for IMO in the future. "The fact that the authority for assessing implementation of STCW 1995 was delegated to IMO by Member States," he said, "indicates that the will to give the Organization a greater role in implementation does exist." He added, "If this approach can be extended into other areas where quality assurance needs to be reinforced and the name of IMO would lend credibility, then IMO is ready to respond."

It has been estimated that some 80 per cent of marine casualties are due in some part to human error. In setting out unambiguously which countries are meeting the latest standards and requirements, the White List marks a significant step forward in IMO’s global effort to rid the world of sub-standard ships and shipping. For the first time, it provides an IMO "seal of approval" for countries that have properly implemented the provisions of a Convention. 

Parties included on the "White List" at 6 December 2000
Argentina
Latvia
Ukraine

Australia
Liberia
United Kingdom***

Bahamas
Luxembourg
Uruguay

Bangladesh
Malaysia
USA

Belgium
Maldives
Vanuatu

Brazil
Malta
Venezuela

Bulgaria
Marshall Islands
Viet Nam

Canada
Mexico


Colombia
Morocco
Hong Kong China**

Croatia
Netherlands


Cuba
New Zealand


Cyprus
Norway


Chile
Pakistan


China
Panama


Denmark*
Peru


Egypt
Philippines


Estonia
Poland


Finland
Portugal


France
Republic of Korea


Germany
Romania


Ghana
Russian Federation


Greece
Samoa


Honduras
Singapore


Iceland
South Africa


India
Spain


Indonesia
Sri Lanka


Ireland
Sweden


Israel
Thailand


Italy
Tonga


Jamaica
Trinidad and Tobago


Japan
Turkey


Kiribati
Tuvalu


* Includes Faeroe Islands

** Associate Member

***Includes Isle of Man, Bermuda, Cayman Islands, Gibraltar
The following is an excerpt from the January 2001 Marine Safety Newsletter

T-AO's w/ALCO SSDG's have a similar hard piped (that has chaffed through on some vessels) fuel x-over and may find this interesting

"Mariner's Nightmare: Engine Room Fire
An engine room fire is probably among the most dangerous casualties faced by professional mariners. The worst kind of engine room fire arguably is one caused by atomized fuel from a pressurized fuel line. Recently the crew of a towing vessel faced this very situation off the coast of Virginia.


An engineer was in the galley when he heard a noise similar to an explosion. He went to the engine room and found it engulfed in flames. Unable to fight the fire with the semi-portable fire extinguisher located in the engine room he was forced to retreat. Soon afterward the vessel lost electrical power, leading to a loss of steering. Without electrical power the vessel also was unable to run the fire pump. Fortunately the tug was in the notch of a barge and was able to use fire hoses rigged from the barge to cool the boundaries. Portable fire extinguishers were used to shut down the main diesel engine, which stopped the flow of fuel oil. Once the combustible materials on the upper level of the engine room were consumed, the fire went out.


The investigation revealed the crossover fuel hose assembly had failed because of the connection fitting. Atomized fuel sprayed onto the coils of a nearby unprotected electric motor, igniting the fuel and causing the noise heard by the engineer in the galley. Examination of the hose disclosed that it did not meet the engine manufacturer's specifications. Ironically the correct fuel hose was on board in the spare parts inventory.

Lessons Learned

First, let's consider what went right. The response of the crew to this fire was excellent. Without proper protective gear they wisely chose not to enter the space on fire. They overcame the loss of the fire pump by using hoses from the barge, and prevented the spread of the fire. With the fire contained and the fuel source secured, they patiently waited for the fire to burn out. They saved the vessel and did so without injury to anyone onboard.


Next, let's consider the fire fighting lessons. Like many towing vessels, the semi-portable fire extinguisher was located in the engine room, which is the most common location for a fire on any vessel. When the engineer was forced to retreat, the crew lost one of their most important fire fighting tools. The next obstacle to be encountered was the loss of electrical power, leading to a loss of the installed fire pump. If the tug had not been in the notch of the barge, they would have had no means of providing fire-fighting water, since the tug was not equipped with a portable fire pump for this contingency. Finally, the tug was not equipped with emergency fuel shutoffs. Fortunately they were able to shut down the main engines by discharging portable CO2 extinguishers into the engine air intakes, thus securing the fuel. Without those CO2 extinguishers, it is likely the fire would have become out of control.


Could this fire have been prevented? You bet! There have been other fires related to the crossover fuel hose assembly on this model engine (Alco Series 251). Previous fires have been blamed on the hose chafing on the lifting padeye on the rear of the engine, just below the hose. The manufacturer's hose specification are very exact. In this case the proper hose was onboard, but not installed. It is imperative that all flexible fuel hoses on any marine engine be inspected carefully and at frequent intervals. Always use approved flexible fuel hoses meeting the manufacturer's specifications.

Contributed by Marine Safety Office Hampton Roads"

