MERPAC Meeting 

Bishop Museum, Honolulu, HI

Tuesday, September 21, 2004

INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME

Chairman Captain Andrew McGovern convened the Fall 2004 meeting of the Merchant Marine Personnel Advisory Committee (MERPAC) at the Bishop Museum in Honolulu, Hawaii.

In addition to Captain McGovern, in attendance were: Chief Katie Haven; Captain Grey Chisholm; Captain Joe Lobo; Ms. Dorenda Canty; Mr. Roy Murphy; Captain Nick Grassia; Captain Joe Murphy: Captain Beth Gedney; Father Sinclair Oubre; Mr. Bill Eglinton; Chief Mary Culnane; Captain Mike Surgalski; Captain Doug Hard; and Lt. Bill Hartman (official U.S. Navy observer),

Captain McGovern reported that at present, the committee has 6 open task statements, as well as 3 proposed task statements to consider for acceptance.  

Captain McGovern introduced acting executive director Chief Gerald Miante for comments.  Chief Miante expressed Captain Dave Scott’s regrets for not being able to attend due to another engagement in Texas.  He also thanked Captain Tim Scuby, Commanding Officer of Sector Honolulu, Lt. Mike Lendvay, chief of REC Honolulu, and personnel of the 14th district Integrated Support Command (ISC) for assisting in meeting preparations.  He discussed the difficulties the Coast Guard has encountered in filling MERPAC’s appointment slates and expressed his appreciation that members have continued participating in MERPAC beyond their term expiration dates.

EXISTING BUSINESS AND REPORTS


The committee then discussed the minutes from its last meeting.  Assistant Executive Director Mark Gould proposed one clerical amendment.  Captain Gedney also made a small amendment to the minutes:  The work group for Task Statement 42 had intended to propose one further recommendation to the committee at the last meeting:  “MERPAC recommends that the Coast Guard review the annotations marked by an asterisk (*) in the Performance Standard column with regard to acceptable deviations from the correct answer because the work group felt they might be too restrictive.”  Both amendments were accepted by the full committee, and the minutes were unanimously accepted.  

With regard to Task Statement 30 (Utilizing military sea service for STCW certifications), work group chairperson Captain Grey Chisholm reported that the Chief of Naval Operations has recognized the need for correlating Navy training with IMO requirements of the STCW due to the longstanding Navy goal to re-integrate servicemen into civilian employment upon separation.  This is also driven by the needs of the Military Sealift Command (the civilian arm of the Navy) for trained mariners.  The Navy and the National Maritime Center (NMC) of the Coast Guard have been working together to accomplish this goal.  Captain Chisholm reviewed the achievements of the work group to this point and the goals for this meeting.  

The meeting was recessed for a break at 9:00 and was reconvened at 9:23.

With regard to Task Statement 36 (Recommendations on a training program for

officers in charge of an engineering watch coming up through the hawse pipe), work group chairperson Chief Katie Haven gave a briefing.  She also presented a survey taken among the licensed engineers of the Alaska State Ferry System concerning formal training.  She advised that her work group would present its final recommendations during the afternoon session.

With regard to Task Statement 40 (Qualification in Basic Safety Training), Captain Joe Murphy volunteered to act as acting work group chairperson in the absence of Captain Ken Dawson and continue the group’s deliberations.    

With regard to Task Statement 43 (Recommendations on a training and assessment program for able-bodied seamen on sea-going vessels), work group chairperson Father Oubre reported that his group would present its final recommendations during the afternoon session.  He also reported that a memorandum summarizing the work group’s concerns about issues not raised in the task statement would be presented.  

Chairman McGovern introduced Mr. Dan Fitzgerald from Coast Guard Headquarters’ Office of Compliance for an addition to Task Statement 43.  Mr. Fitzgerald reported that the Coast Guard requested feedback on the question of, If IMO decides to divide the ratings provisions (we currently have provisions for RFPNW and RFPEW) into ratings categories for each department, how many categories should there be and what category should the able-bodied seaman come under?  The Coast Guard requested feedback from the committee at this meeting.

With regard to Task Statement 44 (Security training and certification for vessel personnel —  vessel security officer & other vessel personnel), work group chairperson Captain Andrew McGovern advised that his work group would present its final recommendations during the afternoon session.  


With regard to Task Statement 46 (Review of draft NVIC concerning the medical standards applicable to merchant mariners), work group chairperson Roy Murphy advised that his work group would present its final recommendations during the afternoon session.  

BRIEFINGS

Perry Stutman of the NMC gave an update on the MLD program reorganization.  Currently there are extensive Regional Examination Center (REC) backlogs which continue to exist sometimes causing delays extending up to 2 months or even more.  These backlogs are being reduced.  These problems have the full attention of the Coast Guard up to and including the Commandant, who has made this particular problem one of his top 10 issues.  Sixty-one contractor personnel have been added to the REC staff to assist in processing applications to reduce the backlog, thereby improving service to applicants.  

Mr. Stutman then gave a briefing on the NMC.  Some of the STCW implementing regulations exceed our domestic regulations.  The U.S. accomplished its goal of making the white list of countries in full compliance with the treaty, but this resulted in gaps where some regulations do not match.  Policy guidance in the form of policy letters and NVIC’s were used to bridge those gaps.  There are areas in which policy has already been developed which have been overtaken by events or is simply no longer necessary.  In July of this year, the NMC issued Guidance Document 02-04, which cancelled numerous outdated policy letters.  Further policy guidance of interest to the general public will be promulgated by NVIC’s after they have been reviewed by MERPAC and publishing in the Federal Register asking for public comment.  Policy guidance to the REC’s on internal matters will be promulgated by a new series of documents called NMC Guidance Documents.  These will be available for the public to view on NMC’s web site.  Ultimately all policy will be published either in a NVIC or in the Marine Safety Manual.  

With regard to mariner records, they have been relocated at the NMC, which has resulted in a substantial increase in customer service.  Substantial new security features have been introduced to protect against both external and internal fraud in the issuance of mariner credentials.  

With regards to mariner examinations, new deck questions have been developed in many areas.  These questions are available for review on NMC’s web site.  

With regards to course approvals, the course approval staff will come up to full staffing in October.  Requests for approved courses, approved instructors, and approval of designated examiners continue to come in at a high rate.  The NMC has approved over 1,800 courses with no decrease expected in the near future.  The NMC has been able to maintain its goal of responding to approval requests within 30 days.  

Chief Miante and LCDR Tina Bassett of Coast Guard Headquarters ‘Domestic Vessel Compliance Division delivered a briefing on the review of management level courses for STCW certification.  Their power point presentation is attached to these minutes as enclosure (1).

Captain Joe Murphy asked when the Coast Guard is going to analyze the gaps in the maritime academies with respect to their management level courses and the model course.  CDR Bassett replied that this should be accomplished very soon.  


Chairman McGovern recommended that the committee keep this item on the agenda for next meeting and request an update at that time.  

CDR Tim Achorn of the U.S. Navy Center for Naval Engineering in Norfolk, VA, delivered a briefing on the Navy’s alignment with STCW in its engineering training programs.  Although the Chief of Naval Operations desires to align Navy training with STCW, it must be remembered that the Navy is a military organization and has other missions than complying with STCW.  The Navy has changed its training over the past 18 months.  On August 1st, 2004, Basic Engineering Common Core (BECC) is now up and running.  It replaces A schools.  All recruits coming into the Navy now go through this BECC training.  The total course takes 340 hours, engineering related courses take 170-190 hours, the remainder are Navy and damage control related.  This new course is only utilized for U.S. Navy personnel.  In the future, Engineering Plant Operator Common (EPOC).  Every engineer rating in the Navy will go through this program.  

Chairman McGovern reviewed a letter he had drafted from MERPAC to the Commandant of the Coast Guard (attached as enclosure (4)) expressing its concern that the Coast Guard has not been working to align its training with the requirements of the STCW, thus lessening the chances of its members from having a career in the merchant marine after they fulfill their obligation, if they so choose.  Chairman McGovern will send the letter directly to the Commandant.
NEW BUSINESS

Chairman McGovern presented four proposed task statements for adoption.  After discussion, the following action was taken by the committee:

The proposed task statement concerning Recommendations on knowledge and practical qualifications for engineers at the operational and management levels to serve on steam propelled vessels was accepted as Task Statement 47;


The proposed task statement concerning Recommendations to develop training and service requirements for personnel with limited engineer licenses to obtain STCW OICEW and unlimited third assistant engineer licenses was accepted as Task Statement 48;

The proposed task statement concerning Recommendations for use of a model sea course project in conjunction with an approved program for officer in charge of an engineering watch coming up through the hawse pipe was accepted as Task Statement 49; and

The proposed task statement concerning Upgrading merchant marine license authority from 100 GRT to 200 GRT (500 GT ITC) and the issuance of STCW credentials for operation of vessels under 500 GT ITC was tabled until the next meeting since Mr. Ken Dawson, the author of the task statement, was unable to attend the meeting.

WORK GROUP REPORTS/RECOMMENDATIONS

Task Statement 30 work group chairman Captain Gray Chisholm reported that his committee would have no recommendations at this meeting.  He then read a work group report into the record.  His report is attached as enclosure (2).

Task Statement 36 work group chairwoman Chief Katie Haven reported that her work group had completed its deliberations.  The following recommendations were presented to the committee for consideration: (1) In response to the question, “Does the knowledge, understanding and skill encompassed by the proposed training and education at an approved course satisfy the requirements for OICEW?”, MERPAC says that if we follow a its recommended training program covering all of the subjects, the requirements would be satisfied.  (2) In addition, MERPAC recommends that the additional subjects required by STCW (thermodynamics, physics, marine chemistry, material science, ship construction and stability, and mathematics) at the management level should be covered as a single course at the beginning of the training program;  (3) In addition, MERPAC recommends that a person be allowed to prove that they have acquired the knowledge contained in the course by undergoing an effective screening process.  This may be accomplished by taking the final exam including labs for the course as well as performing any assessments that may be required;  (4)  MERPAC recommends that the Coast Guard publish a NVIC to inform the maritime community of the date on which this new training will go into effect.  MERPAC recommends that there be a two-year period from the time the NVIC is published until the implementation of the new OICEW training program.  These recommendations were considered as a package.  They were voted on and carried by a vote of 10 in favor and 3 opposed.  

In response to the question, “Can these courses be taken from any training provider with the relevant approved course?” MERPAC responds yes.  This recommendation was voted on and carried.

In response to the question, “Should a minimum tonnage and/or horsepower for vessels be acceptable for the approval of the required sea going service and training?” MERPAC responds that the Coast Guard should stick with the traditional horsepower and tonnage requirements for these courses, 1600 GRT and 4,000 horsepower.  This recommendation was voted on and carried.

In response to the question, “Should there be a maximum time period during which all of the requirements must be met?” MERPAC responds that there should be no maximum time period.  While it is anticipated that many mariners will advance through the program in the quickest time available to them, some may take longer due to financial or other reasons.  This recommendation was voted on and carried by a vote of 12 in favor and one opposed.

The work of Task Statement 36 has been completed.

Task Statement 40 work group chairman Captain Joe Murphy reported that his work group had completed its deliberations.  The following recommendations were presented to the committee for consideration:  (1) The renewal date of the STCW BST certification should be concurrent with the renewal date of the license and/or mariner’s document;  (2) The U.S. should not require a five-year renewal period in any form; and (3) This is a time sensitive issue that requires the immediate attention of the Coast Guard.  If the Coast Guard insists upon a refresher course and update of training or assessment, MERPAC stands ready to assist in the development of training models.  After discussion, the recommendations carried as a package by a vote of 12 in favor and one opposed.

Task Statement 43 work group chairman Father Sinclair Oubre reported that his work group had completed its deliberations.  The following recommendations were presented to the committee for consideration:  (1) With regard to the question, “What are the minimum requirements that a candidate must meet (i.e. age, education, training, sea time, etc), if any?” MERPAC recommends that a candidate should fulfill the requirements laid out in CFR’s: (46CFR12.05-3): Certification of Seamen - Able Seamen.  This recommendation was voted on and carried.  (2) With regard to the question, “What are the competencies for certification?” MERPAC refers to the Able Seaman Proficiency Tables attached as enclosure (3).  This recommendation was voted on and carried.  (3)  With regard to the question, “What are the knowledge, understanding, and proficiencies (KUP’s) which meet the competencies?” MERPAC refers to the Able Seaman Proficiency Tables attached as enclosure (3).  This recommendation was voted on and carried.  (4) With regard to the question, “What, if any, KUP’s require training and education at an approved course?” MERPAC refers to the Able Seaman Proficiency Tables attached as enclosure (3).  However, in no case should a person be required to perform both classroom training and onboard demonstration for the same knowledge, understanding or proficiency. The committee wishes to stress that in most situations assessments can be completed through either demonstration of proficiency or approved training.  This recommendation was voted on and carried.  5) With regard to the question, “Can these courses be taken from any training provider with the relevant approved course?” MERPAC responds that yes, this is what it wishes to see.  This recommendation was voted on and carried.  (6) With regard to the question, “How should seafarers document the practical assessments they performed?” MERPAC responds that this should be recorded in an approved record of training or approved assessment sheet.  This recommendation was voted on and carried.  (7) With regard to the question, “Should there be a minimum time period during which all of the requirements must be met?” MERPAC responds that in line with the U.S. Code and STCW Convention, it recommends five (5) years.  This recommendation was voted on and carried by a vote of 7 in favor, 5 against, and one abstention.  (8)  With regard to the question, “If onboard assessment is envisioned, would the qualifications for an onboard assessor be any different than those outlined in NVIC 6-97 for a Designated Examiner?” MERPAC responds that no, it believes that the assessor has sufficient experience and training to do the assessment consistent with NVIC 6-97.  This recommendation was voted on and carried.  

In addition, the work group submitted several additional recommendations for the committee to consider.  After discussion, the committee voted on and adopted the following recommendations:  (1) The proficiencies that are required of an Able Bodied Seaman should be evaluated through processes of demonstration;  (2) Classroom training should be required only when necessary because methods of demonstration are not possible, or may endanger the safe operation of the vessel (e.g.: fire fighting);  (3) In no case should a person be required to perform both classroom training and onboard demonstration for the same knowledge, understanding, or proficiency; (4) Changes in technology have outstripped current assessment standards in the U.S. coastal trade for life rafts.  Therefore, the committee encourages the Coast Guard to establish assessment standards for life rafts; and (5) Regarding the scope of the present U.S. Coast Guard written test for Able Bodied Seaman, the committee feels that it is sufficient as it is presently presented to evaluate those areas of knowledge, understanding, and skill that should be evaluated in a written or testing format.

The work group also received a special request from the Coast Guard this morning to consider an ancillary question brought out at the IMO.  The question was: If the IMO decides to divide the ratings provisions (we currently have provisions for RFPNW and RFPEW) into ratings categories for each department, (1) how many categories should there be and (2) what category should the able-bodied seaman come under?  The work group reformulated the second question by broadening it to apply both to the deck and engine departments.  After discussion, the following recommendations were voted on and accepted by the committee:  (1) MERPAC recommends that the ratings should be divided into two categories, deck and engine; and (2) ratings categories within the deck department are to be further divided as follows:  In the deck department, there would be primarily 2 categories – officer in charge of a navigation watch and ratings forming part of a navigation watch (RFPNW).  Within the RFPNW, there would be able-bodied seamen and ordinary seamen.


The work of Task Statement 43 has been completed.

Task Statement 44 work group chairman Captain Andrew McGovern reported that his work group had completed its deliberations.  The following recommendations were presented to the committee for consideration:  
The Tables entitled Knowledge, understanding, and proficiencies required of shipboard personnel having specific security duties are MERPAC’s recommendations.  After discussion this recommendation was voted on and carried by a vote of 9 in favor, 1 opposed, and 3 abstentions.

The Tables entitled Knowledge, understanding, and proficiencies required of all other shipboard personnel are MERPAC’s recommendations.  After discussion this recommendation was voted on and carried by a vote of 9 in favor, 1 opposed, and 3 abstentions.


A final recommendation was made for Task Statement 44:  MERPAC reiterates our recommendation 22-02 and as far as recommendation 3-02, the crew's security duties need to be considered when conducting a job task analysis into the traditional duties.  After discussion, this recommendation was unanimously adopted.
The work of Task Statement 44 has been completed.

Acting Task Statement 46 work group chairman Mr. Roy Murphy reported that his work group had completed its deliberations.  The following recommendations were presented to the committee for consideration:  (1)  The committee believes that this update of the current medical evaluations is appropriate and will assist to alleviate the confusion experienced at the REC’s by NVIC 02-98.  We support the promulgation of the revised NVIC with the following recommendations:  (1) It is the committee’s position that the REC’s need to be given authority to use their discretion to apply local waiver processes on all potentially disqualifying medical conditions listed in enclosure (3) Part 1 of the draft NVIC and rely on submission to the NMC only for those conditions that are not defined for additional guidance or require review by the U.S. Coast Guard physicians.  Mariners should feel comfortable that medications that do not have side effects that may adversely affect the mariner’s ability to perform their duties will not be an automatic disqualifier; (2) In the draft NVIC, waiver for monocular vision is only addressed for original issue license and should be revised to include granting this waiver for all renewals and raises in grade for all levels of license.  Conflicts within enclosure (3) part II paragraph (a), (c), and (d) of the draft NVIC need to be resolved and technological advances in vision correction need to be recognized before stating that monocular vision is automatically grounds for denial;  (3) Page 3 of enclosure (3) paragraph (9) of the draft NVIC needs to have the words “medical review board” removed and the words “the issuing officer shall with due regard to any medication listed below” inserted;  (4) Additionally, MERPAC would like the Coast Guard to consider the following -- MERPAC would like to see the physical form modified to ensure that the examining physician sees each page of the form including the instructions to the physician by initialing each page of the form;  MERPAC strongly supports the continuation of the requirement for licensed doctors of medicine, physicians assistant, or nurse practitioner to complete and sign the medical form for the mariner.

After discussion, the recommendations were voted on as a package and carried.

The work of Task Statement 46 has been completed.

The meeting was adjourned at 1705.
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