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Introduction 

The MOD has traditionally. for reasons of national security. been exempt ti-on1 U K  
liealth and satkty I t  has liowc\er operated a n  internal sal'cty management 
system to maintain an adccli~atc level ol 'safity of those engaged in and ;~iti.cted by 
MOD shipping activities. Naval Vessels during this period (prc 1990) were in the 
main designed and built to Naval Engineering Standards (NES's)  that 
encompassed both safcty and best practice from many years of  experience. 
Additionally the MOD had the rcsourccs to maintain such standards and apply 
them in the design nf\varships. The climate during the 1990's saw activit~cs being 
contracted out to industry. In striiing to obtain value for money NES's were 
regarded as 'gold plating' and the trend atartcd towards the adoption ot 
commercial standards and practice. In tandem the MOD \\.as shrinking in size and 
more responsibility and risk w:ls h c ~ n g  placed with Industry. 

Rccogniring this move and need to demonstrate its management of safety to not 
only the government hut also the public at large the MOD introduced the satety 
c:ise to justify safcty for all its shipping activities. Altliough certain. areas such 
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as  stability and structural strength already received eel-titication. the concept of 
Key tlarard safety certification was introduced. Areas such as  stab~lity. structure. 
m a g n ~ i n c  construction and fire where there \\;as a catastrophic consequence to tlie 
ship. tllc personnel o n  board and the environment would receive snfcty 
certification. iZ Warship Project Managcr would submit a case for certification to 
a n  independent MOD authority Ihr review and, sub.jcct to the case being 
satisfictory. the independent authority would make a rcconimcndation l i ~  the 
Warship Project Managcr to sign tlie certificate. 

Tlic move to a perfor~nancc based system of  procurement instead of  that based on 
p ~ ~ e l y  technical rccl~~ircmcnts led to fewer standards being stipulated. The onus 
and dependence \\.as t h i ~ s  placed upon industry to sclcct standards ( i f  any) to 
satisfy tlie performance sl?ccilication. The traditional approach to naval shipping 
\vns ti~ndamcntally changing not only in tlic procurcmcnt hut also the upkeep of 
ships ~vitli the transltr of tllc Royal Dockyz~rds to tlic pri\.atc scctor. This is 
puliaps particularly illustrated morc recently in the mo\,c to translkr o\\ncrsliip 01' 
assets to the commercial sector in return for a leasing arrnngcmcnt. This precision 
not only extends to capability hut also the a\aiIability ot'tlic asset \vlicrc tlic sliips 
are procured witli ~vholc lifc logistic support armngenicnts. 

The implementation 01' SMART Procurement in tlie MOD brouglit changes to the 
inte~nal  s tn~cturc and the \\ay i t  did its business. Integrated Project Teams were 
set up and one of the many benefits of  the system was the idcntitication of one 
pcrson empc~ucred to deliver fi~nctional and snfcty performance. Ho~vcvcr. i t  also 
meant that tlicrc was greater risk of in~vard ti>cus and the possibility of  projects 
acting independently \\.it11 a st~hseclucnt loss of co~nmonality of approacl~. 
standards and safcty across the Ilcct. 

Most Intcgratcd Project Teams arc nu\\  using industry to support their 
demonstration of safcty ol!jecti\cs and delivery of safety policy. I t  is recognired 
tliat this coi~ld. in the fi~ture. lead to a loss of continuity of MOD corporate 
kno\\;ledge and expertise in key hazard areas. 

The MOD operates sliips with a diverse range of  activities ranging from sliips lvitli 
no military role to battle ready front line warships. In  the procurement o f  necv 
capability there has been a rn0L.c for some time to adopt pure commercial 
standards or a mix of  commercial and military standards \vhcrc they are 
appropriate to tlic role of  the ship. Tlie selection of appropriate standards in the 
key harard areas for tlic many and karicd roles of MOD ships recluires a much 
morc influential role of  the independent safcty authority early in the project lift. 
The eel-tification systcm as it stood did not accommodate this. 

The MOD is the largest ship operator in the U K  and as sucli can find itself 
alongside commcrcial o\\:ners being scrutinized by the government and the public. 
Whereas U K  registered merchant sliips are required by law to comply ~vi th  the 
Merchant Shipping Acts. sliips operated by or on behalf of  the Crown arc not. 

Tllc Secretary of State for Defence states tliat the MOD must p ~ ~ t  in place 
arrangements for safcty that are 'so far as reasonably practicable'. at least as  good 
as tliosc r c q ~ ~ i r e d  by statute. Change was required to the certification systcm to 
reflect tlle way business was now being conducted and to provide the go\,crnmcnt 
and the 17~1bIic \\:it11 a11 inde~~cndent  safety assurance s y s t c ~ ~ l  at least as  good as 
mcrcliant regulatory ~xact icc.  

Implementation 

The many contribut~ng fuctors to the \\,ay in which the MOD conducts its business 
led to the endorsement by tlie Ship Safkty Board in 7000 for tlie creation of Na\:al 
Authorities. 



One of tllc underlying principles undcl-pinning the regulatory sys tc~n  was that the 
issue 01' a C'ertiticatc \vould provide the MOD \vith assurance that a specific 
clement of its 'Duty of  (I':tre' to tlie safi'ty ot' the ship. its cre\v. third parties. 
lxopcrty a i d  the cnviron~ncnt is discharged. 

In setting up the Naval Authority regulatory system i t  \\.as rccognircd that 
certification has an integral role to play in the Justitication of  safety cvitliin the 
Ship Satkty C'ase as defined by JSP430 ,MO/> Sliil~ Scrfc,tr ,i.ltrnc~gc~n~cwt C ' o t k , .  Tlic 
relationship with the safi'ty case is illustrated in (PI ( , .  I ). 

SAFETY ASSESSMEU I munurrement of risk 

Uork  h) 
IP I (Ow~ler) 
4d\ ised b) 
Ya\al  ,\d\~sor(\) 

H a r k  b) 
I PT (Owser) 
Approved h! 
Naval Astltnr~t) L 

Apprabed by 
MCA and Clnss 

For conc-entional vessels where appropriate robust and mature standards exist the 
~xoport ion of  risk safeguarded througli ccrtilication is greater than that for a 
complcx novel vessel where more risk nsscssmcnt is appropriatc. 
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To he a Naval Authority that is harmonized with statute. the Naval Ai~thority 
regulatory system must possess a number of fi~ndamcntal attributes. 

C'rcating the first Naval Authorities (surface ship stability and structure) was 
essentially a new endeavour by the M o n .  As such. tlie approach \vax as structured 
as ~>oxsiblc but there Lvas a degree of addressing challenges as they emerged. To 
bc. a Naval Authority that is harmonized wit11 statute. the Naval Authority niust 
possess a number of fundamental attributes in order to provide robust and ct'ficient 
regulation. The attributes identified to date and the supporting acti\ ities are shown 
i l l  ( F K , . ? ) .  

Across the Naval Authorities. these attributes combine with some emerging 
common themes: 

A thrmat based on ci\il  practice (providing society \vith visibility ol 
naval safety processes benchmarked against civilian sliil~ping). 
Robustness. i.e. a common approach thr all \essels new and in-service 
cvitli tlie only difkrence being for in-service ships being a different 
starting point in the design disclosure. 
(icncsic requirements. procedures and certificate format common for all 
Naval Authorities. 
Procedures that are flcxiblc and allow for 'Ownership' to be delegated 
o~ltside of  MOD. 
Certificates that are issued on a periodical basis that is harmonized with 
statute. 
C'oliesion \vitli other Na\,al Authorities. 
Positive engagement with the Duty Holder o n  certification issues. 
Technical Expertise and Competence to act as both regulator and advisor. 



Key elenlents 

The attributes and common themes are discussed in the hllo\ving sections as  key 
elements of  a Naval Authority system: 

Rcgl~lations. 
Certificates and dcfects. 
Advice. 
Standards. 

Cohesion. 
Rcspo~isibilitics. 
Awareness. 
Delegation. 

The guiding principles of  regulation would be common Ibr all key harard areas 
and equally applicable to all types of  sliips and submarines addressing such 
a s p c c t s a s  principles of  certification. delegation and management of non- 
complia~ice. Naval Authority contribution commenced with the production of' 
Regulations lilr Surface Ships published in January 2001 addressing not only the 
regulatory systc~ii but also tlie requirements fix Stability and Stl-uctural Strcngtll 
satkty certitication. 

The common regulations for ccrtitication are contained in tlie first three chapters 
tliat i l l  turn arc followed by tlic dedicated rcquircmcnts specific to each eel-titicate 
i.e. C'hapter 3 C'crtificate of Sakty-Stability and Chapter 5 Ccrtiticate of Safcty- 
Stl-uctural Strength. This will in the future be followed by chapters containing the 
rcquirclnents for C'crtificates of Safcty for Fire. Explosives and the Submarine 
Certificates of Safety for Stability, Stn~ctural Strength, Manoeuvrability. 
Watertight Integrity and Atmosphere Control. Together. tlic requirements tbr all 
Na\al /\utlioritics will form one cohesive document. 

The philosophy of  the Rcgulations is to provide assurance that tlie ship complies 
\\it11 agreed standards or criteria. Such criteria for certain certificates may be 
hascd purely o n  the safety cast  approach or a combination of both standards and 
risk assessment. Implicit in the regulatory function is the fact that a Certilicatc 
must be determined on the basis of the ship role. the design. the material state and 
operator guidance and the approach for each ship captured in the certification plan. 
TIi1s process. the 'Circle of  Certification'. is illustmtcd it1 (Fl(i .3).  

The key elements of the 'Circle of  Certification' arc: 
Operational Rccluircment \vill state the type of vessel. its role and 
area of  operations. It is at this stage that the standards or criteria 
applicable to the role arc selected that \vill form the hasis ot 
certification. 

Design Disclosure provides tlie evidence that the vessel is designed 
to comply with tlic selected standards or critcria. 

Material State survey will confirm that the vcssel reflects the design. 

Operator (iuidancc will dcnionstrate that clear instl-uctions lia\:e been 
developed for tlic operator. 

Certification is appropriate i f a  complete case is presented 
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Re-certification restarts the cycle once more 
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The safety policy contained in JSP 430 rccluires all ships operated by or o n  behalf 
of'tbc MoD to ha \c  Naval Authority certitication before proceeding to sea. Three 
types o!'ccrtiticatc Illay be issued. 

C'ertiticate 
'4 Certificate inthrmally known as  a 'full certificate' may only be 
issued when the fill1 audit process is complete and the safcty o f  the 
ship has been demonstrated as  adequate for the role and the 
pcrforn~ancc can be maintained over the period of thc Ccrtificatc. 

Interim Certificate 
An Interim Certificate may be issued whcrc the ship is recluircd to 
hold certification \vithout full evidence of  co~npliancc and that some 
.justification that the more fundamental issues have been addressed 
and that there is no other reason to bclie\c that the safety of the ship 
or ~xrxonncl  on board is in doubt. 

Ilxemption C'crtificatc 
An  exemption certificate may be issued when a ship is not required 
to hold a certiticatc. Such ccrtificatcs arc only issucd on the basis that 
alternative and suitable certification is held. This diffcrs slightly 
from the use of  statutory exemption certification and in general is 
11scd where the issue o f a  MOD Certificate docs not increase the level 
of snfkty assurancc provided by the altcrnati\.c rcgimc. A harbour 



tug \vitl~ no military rolc would he a prime cxamplc for application of 
the exemption arrangements. 

Defects occur on ships from time to time be ~t at build or in-service and a robust 
certification regime must have arrangements in place to manage such c\~cntualitics. 
In a similar manner to the merchant Classification Societies wlicrc a C'ondition of  
C'lass is raised when a defect affects compliance witli the requirements of  
certification. tlie Naval .4ut11ority will raise a Condition of C'crtitication. The tinlc 
allo\\.ed for rectification \\:ill obviously depend upon the severity of  tlic defects. 
Thc Na\-a1 .4~1tl10rity \vill decide on the date by \vhich is must he rectified and in 
doing so  they will seek the agreement of. tlie Duty Holder. In  cxtrcmc 
circumstance non-compliance may result in the issue of ccrtilication being 
~ . i t h h e l d .  

The MOD operates a very diverse range of vesscls from canoes to aircraft carriers 
and from high-speed intercept craft to harbour tugs. The selectio11 of standards is 
critical in providing the right degree of  safcty assurance appropriate to the rolc as 
s a k t y  is inextricably linked to capability for both peacetime and war. Tlie role of 
the Naval Authority differs in somc ways fiom its civil counterparts. as there is a n  
additional rolc of advisor to both Duty Holders and Industry during the process 01' 
certitication. \vliicli compro~nises pure independence. This rolc is most prcvalcnt 
during the selection of  standards or criteria however advice and guidance in somc 
form is provided tlirougli tlic certification process if required. Tliereforc in 
tiischarging this important rolc. the Naval Authority must make it clear \\.lien it is 
acting as  an advisor and not as  a regulator and \ ice versa. 

The Na\.al Autlioritv will in general sponsor their om:n standards that in most 
inztanccs will be focused towards the military rolc of MOD ships. Research and 
dc\:cloptnc~it will support the maintenance of such standards in order to cnsure the 
level of  safcty assurance and capability provided is adequate. The kno\vlcdgc 
sliould howe\:er ideally extend to other sectors in order to f i ~ l f l  their role in the 
selection of sta~ldards. As it is rccogni/cd tliat tlic Naval Authority may not have 
the technical expertise to address all c\-cntualitics. advice will he soug11t liom the 
approlxiatc authorities tliat may exist outside of the  MOD. 

Modelled on the concept of  Mcrcliant Shipping Notices. Naval Authority Notices 
\vcrc introduced to support both the maintenance of standards ancl the Regulations 
and to facilitate prompt distribution of inthrmation or changes to requirements to 
all concerned. Consultation witli tlie Duty tloldcrs and Industry in tlie 
de\~elopment o f  nc\v requirements is an important tcature of  the management 
system. N a u l  Authority Notices arc formally presented to xtakel~oldcrs at liaison 
groups S L I C ~ I  as tllc l1ydro111ec11a1~ics and S t r ~ ~ c t ~ ~ r e s  Liaison Ciroup and then issued 
thr a period of consultation before being formally approved and implemented. 

The accountability for the safcty of MOD shipping activities originates with the 
Secretary of State fhr Dctkncc. In turn. authority is forn~ally given to tlic 
Controller of  the Navy by the 2nd P c ~ ~ n a n e n t  Under Secretary. Tlie C'ontrollcr ot 
the Navy t11rougli his responsibilities as Chairman of tlic Ship Safety Board then 
delegates authority to individuals to act as Naval Authorities. To  allow the system 
to function efficiently subordinate officers arc tlience audited and receive 
individual delegation to act on behalf of  tlic Naval Authority. 



To sul>port this structure and to cnsurc tlic regulatory system has a consistency of 
approach, tlic Naval Autlioritics Ihrmcd tlic Naval Autliority C'ouncil. The other 
lnelnbcss of  the C'ouncil includc the llcad of the Ship S a k t y  Managclncnt Ollicc 
and scprcscntation from Duty Holders and Operating Autliority. Tlic Council 
exists to coordinate the Naval Authority regulatory regime. set ship safcty policy. 
alywovc the Regulations and provide high level direction on safcty matters for all 
MOD shipping activities. The Council reports directly to the Ship Safety Hoard 
(SSR)  as illustrated in (Fl(i .4).  

Tlic gmcrning filnctions of  the C'ouncil arc: 
Assu~~ancc 

To  report assurance to Ship Safety Board C'hairnian on the integrity 
of  the Moll  Naval Autliority Regulatory Regilnc. 

Co-ordination 
T o  cnsurc that Naval Authority Regi~lations arc created and operate 
in a co~isistctit. cohcrcnt and coordinated manner. 

Development 
To dcvelop tlic clcmcnts and osgani~ations of the Naval Authority 
Regulatory Rc, -71rnc. 

The nccountahility chain provides an important clcmcnt of the M o l l  s a k t y  
management system for the resolution of  serious issues \vIicre diffic~ult decisions 
are I-cquircd to achic\c an appropriate Ic\.el of safety and in somc instances a 
balallcc wit11 lnilitary capability. 

As ne\v Naval Ai~tliorities develop there is a particular need to ensure a 
coni~nonality of  approach and cohesion. Tlic interfaces between key l i a ~ a r d  areas 



arc colnplcx and multi-relational. It is possible to repeat this in a t~vo-dimensional 
model (Flci.5). 

The Naval Authority Development Group has the responsibility for promoting the 
cohesion of  the certification areas as  N a n l  Authorities develop and mature. For 
those N a ~ a l  Authorities already operating there is a need to continually revie\v 
progress. policy and issues regarding certification. The Naval Authority 
C'crtification Review committee (FI(i.4) meets regularly to review certification 
issued across areas and debate and for~nally share any problems associated with 
individual cases. Furthermore it ensures interfaces between each certificate areas 
receive appropriate attention. 

The MOD is a complex organi~at ion and many parties are involved in contributing 
to the safety assurance shipping activities. With regard to Key llazards the 
1~111iary parties wit11 rcsponsihility t'or safcty are the Duty Floldcr. Naval Authority 
and the Operating Authority. Their individual responsibilities relating Key l l a ~ a r d  
Certification and the pro\;ision of the safety provided are c~utlincd bclo\v. 



3 (3 

Tlic Duty Holder is primarily responsible for: 
Selection of  standards or critcria. 
Demonstrating compliance wit11 standards or criteria. 
Production of satisfactory opentor  guidance. 
Satisfactory upkeep of the ship. 
Maintaining professional compctcncc. 
Sub~nission for certification. 
Infor~ning the Naval Autliority and Operating Autliority o f  issues 
affecting compliance. 

The Naval Autliority is primarily responsible for: 
Providing advice on standards and criteria selection. 
Maintaining rcg~~lat ions.  guidance information and sponsored 
standards. 
Maintaining professional competence. 
Audit ol'ccrtification submissions. 
Issue ofcertification. 
Informing the Duty Flolder of non-compliance 

The Opa-ating Authority is primarily responsible fbr: 
Opcrating the ship in a safe manner and in accordance ~vitli guidancc 
prot idcd. 
Maintaining prolkssional compctcncc. 
Perfol-ming appropriate ~iiaintcnancc. 
Intirrlning tlic Duty Holdcr ol'issues affecting certification 

As \\:it11 any new system when introduced it is important tlic stakcliolder i.e. Duty 
Holders. Industry and Operators are fully briefed on the new system, how it would 
operate. their responsibilities and how it \vould impact them. Tlie Regulations 
received ~ v i d c  distribution for consultation and were followed by cstcnsivc 
briefings around the country once formally endorsed. 

Promotion of the Naval Autliority regulatory system maintained through life to 
ensure new stakelioldcrs arc exposed to the principles and the rcquircmcnts. 

It Inay be appropriate on occasions to delegate authority to another organization 
wlicrc for example a Naval Authority does not have tlic necessary expertise or 
resource to be able to discharge some of  its duties. Tlie process of  Justifying the 
suitability o f  a Recognized Organization (or  'dclcgatcd Naval Autliority') involves 
a for~nal  assessment by the Naval Authority and fonnal ricccptancc by tlic 
Recognized Organization. 

Delegation follo\vs the same broad principles as those rcconilnc~idcd by the 
1nte1-national Maritime Organization ( IMO)  where three types autliori~ation arc 
available Limited, Partial and Full as defined in Table I below. 
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In any of  the above levels of delegation if for whatever reason the Rccogni7ed 
Organization. or delegated Naval Autliority. cannot accept arrangelnents then they 
arc formally reported to the N a ~ a l  Authority. 

The MoD Naval Authority does not dilninish the Duty Holders responsibility to 
manage s h ~ p  safcty with which they arc charged. Similarly it does not seek to 
proliib~t tlie use of  consultants in design. construction or repair selected by the 
Duty Holder: tliougli if used for sur\,cys to support certification then they \vill need 
to be assessed by the Naial  Authority or an appropriate Recognized Organi7ation 
acting on behalf of the Naval Authority. 

Tlic process of delegation to Recognired Organi~at ions involves in the firs1 
instance the selection of  prospcctikc candidates. The implementation of  Naval 
Authority regulation had to consider the impact on the MOD shipping c o m ~ n ~ ~ n i t y  
and hence one of  tlie primary drivers in delegating authority was to firstly select 
the mnjor indirstrial players involved in the material state survey of  MOD vessels. 
Habcock Rosytli Engineering Ltd. Dcvonport Royal Dockyard Ltd and Fleet 
Support Ltd. Lloyd's Register of Shipping. Det Norskc Veritas and British 
Maritime Tcclinology Defence Ser\,ices Ltd ha \e  all been ol'fercd and accepted 
sonic form of  delegation. 
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lrl~pact on thr MOD 

Prior to Naval Authority regulation certain Key Harards received ccrtilication 
such as Surface Ship Stability and Stri~ctural Strength. The changes in the 
allproacch to ccrtification did not have a significant impact on Duty lloldcrs for 
those tliat ~ v c r c  already proficient in the p r c ~ i o u s  systcm. For those that \vcre not. 
then there was perhaps morc o f a  learning curve and a greater impact on resources 
to satisfy the new requirements. Tlic main impacts on each of' the three main 
parties arc described in the following paragraphs. 

As expected for new areas of  ccrtification that had not previously existed then 
tlicrc can be considerable impact o n  Duty Holders. Therefore all Duty IIoldcrs 
and Industry are openly encouraged to have dialogue with the Na\,nl Authority in 
ordcr to fully comprclicnd tlie rcql~ire~ncnts  and thc impact they m i l l  liavc. 

Tlicrc were however some new require~ncnts that Lvcrc introduced to areas that 
alrcady received certification. These were mainly associated with in~provemcnts 
to tlic old systcm and probiding a morc integrated ccrtification systcm. An 
e x a ~ n l ~ l c  of  this was improving tlic robustness of the link between surface ship 
structure. watertight integrity and stability. This involved new requirements Ihr 
cvidcncc of tlic state of tvatertight integrity both internally and cuternally. These 
sur\,cys in most instances identilied dcfccts that had to he rectified \vliicli had hecn 
in cxistcncc under the previous regime. 

Wlicrc defccts exist tliat require rectification. these ivill be recorded as Conditions 
of  C'ertitication in a similar vane to the Merchant Classification Society C'onditions 
of  C'lass. Failure to adequately rectify conditions \\!ill result in the Certificate 
hcco~ning invalid. This new system has meant a greater workload on projects in 
ordcr to action Conditions of Certification and has led the Naval Autliority 
providing some 'soft policing' to narn 131-olects of iinlwnding deadlines. 

The MOD has relied for many years on the support 01' industry li>r assistance in 
inclin~ng experiments and this trend is set to continue. The hasic ship deri\,ed 
li-om the cxpcriments forms the cornerstone of tlic data tbr demonstration of' 
conil7liance ivitli the standard. It is tlierclbrc crucial that tllc Naval Authority 
contirms tliat it is performed under controlled conditions and to a level of  accuracy 
that can he acceptable for as the basis for ccrtification. The N a ~ a l  Authority or a 
Recognized Organization must be in attendance and tlie Inclining Officer must 
therefore take account of this ivlicn conducting tlie experi~ncnt. 

Tlic attcntio~i to material state has received continuing scrutiny tbllo\ving the 
gestation of the first N a ~ a l  Authorities and as from 1 .lanuary 2003. all surveys 
that are conducted in support of Na\,al Authority regulation must he performed by 
the Nalal .AutIiority or a Rccognifcd Olpani~at ion.  

Prior to the Naval Authority regime tlie Opcrating Authority had previously 
received certification. As a matter of routine Ships Staft' report defects in the 
material state for all manner of  aspects. It is now incumbent ilpon the Duty Holder 
to notify tlic Naval Authority of relevant defects. This important elcment of  the 
safety management system now has a direct affect on tlie validity of  certification 
and the Operating Authority can now have greater confidence in robust and 
comprclicnsivc certificates. 



Tlie impact on the Naval Authority lias clearly been significant as  a robust and 
auditable ~nanagcmcnt system and supporting structure is required to discliargc its 
responsibilities. Tlie key elements that have to bc put in place to support the 
function of the Naval Authority arc: 

Maintenance of  Regulations. 
Maintenance of Standards. 
Management and Audit ol'Dclcgation 
Ma~~itcnnncc o f  Procedures. 
Submission Audit. 
C'crtitication Issue 
Monitoring Certification. 

m Monitoring Conditions o f  Certification. 
C'onfiguration C'ontrol. 
Documcntat~on Management. 
Ma~ntcnance of Teclin~cal Conipetcncc. 

As expected when serving tlie largest UK shipping operator. auditing submissions 
is a time consuming and manpower intensive occupation. Around 60 ships have 
rcccivcd ccrtification and X0 conditions of  certification \vcrc issued in the first I X  
months o f  operation. One of  tlie main reasons for the npparent large number of 
C'onditions of Certification is that the new Naval Autlior~ty regime exposed areas 
that had been previously overlooked. Conditions of Certification were raised and 
action taken to rectify tlicsc sliortfalls which has now improved tlic le\~cl of  safety. 

Inipact on Industry 

Industry c x p o s ~ ~ r c  to MOD self-certification may fall under one of two 
descriptions: 

Either 
As a customcr of MOD eel-tification when acting on behalf of  the 
MOD ship pro,jects. i.e. as tlie 'o\\.ncr'. 

Or 
In providing technical or managerial assistance directly to the Naval 
Autliority in support of  MOD certification. 

The following paragraphs describe the experience of one delegated Naval 
Autliority. RMT Defence Services Ltd. 

BMT Defence Services Ltd lias provided technical and managerial consultancy to 
the MOD sincc 1986. I n  this time. the company lias grown to approxi~nately 340 
staff' and the range of skills has expanded. Originally the company specialized in 
~wrfbrming small Nabal Arcliitecture and Marine Engincer~ng tasks under enabling 
contracts and is now covering a ~v idc  range of  activities in ship and submarine 
design and S L J ~ ~ X I ~ ~ .  In acidition to a whole ship design capability. cxpcrtisc can be 
directed to resolving specific problems at equlpmcnt. system or \vIiolc ship Ic\.cl. 
Supporting these actil itics. and other areas outside the naval sector. tlic company 
offers specialist programme management skills in formal safety assessment. safety 
and risk management. 

With specitic rekrence to Naval Authority regulation. HMT Defence Services Ltd 
has undertaken a variety of tasks in support 01' MOD Na\,al Autliority. These 
include numerous watertight integrity surveys o n  Type 42 destroyers and C'VS 
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aircraft carriers in support of tlie Certificate of Safkty - Stability. and many tire 
asscssmcnts of sliips and submarines to support the Certificate of Safety - Fire. 
Furtliermore. RMT Defence Services Ltd has undertaken a variety oi 'co~isultancy 
tasks to support the dcvclopmcnt of  Naval Authority regulation including: 

Developing regulations and procedures for surface ship escape and 
evacuation. 
Developing intc~nal procedures h r  five submarine key harards 
(structure. stability. manoeuvring and control. atmosphere control 
and \vatertight iiitcgrity). 
Production of ~natcrial to support raising a\f:areness across tlie MOD 
shipping com~nunity. 

Tlius. in the course of working tbr the MOD. RMT Dcfi-ncc S c r ~ i c c x  Ltd has hccn 
exposed to both aspects of' MOD self-certification. acting on behalf of  the '(-)\liner' 
and on behalf oftlie Naval Authority. 

I t  is ii>r this reason coupled \vit11 the independence of BMT Defence Scr\ iccs Ltd 
that lead tlie MOD to offcr dclcgatcd Na\,al Authority status to the company. Tlie 
delegation offcrcd to t3MT Dcfcnce Services Ltd initially covered: 

Full Delegation (issuing survey and certification) under tlic 
Cert~ficatc of Safity -- Structural Strength for Landing Craft. 
Partial Delegation (survey only) under the Certificate of  Safety 
Stri~ctutxl Stl-ength and Certificate ol'S:rti.ty Stability ti)r all MOD 
surface sliips. 

S o  \\:hat cffcct has this had'? In order to draw out the lessons learned. it is first 
necessary to describe the cxpcricnce of BMT Defence Ser\ iccs Ltd uitli respect to 
acting as  a delegated N a ~ a l  Authority. This experience is best outlined under tct~o 
l~cadings: 

Developing delegated Naval A~~tl ior i ty  arrangenients. 

Dcmon\trat~ng delegated Na\al A u t l ~ o r ~ t y  arrangement\ 

Developing delegated Naval Authority arrangements 

It hecame apparent s11ortly after the offcr of delegation tliat there wcrc a number of 
issues tliat required clarification and tliat tlicre wcrc likely to he more challenges 
emerging in the f u t ~ ~ r e .  Typical questions tliat were askcd included: 

How will independence be maintained when other consultancy work 
is undertaken within the company'? 
How can kve ensure that mc~nhers  of  staff identified to undertake 
delegated Naval Authority work arc suitably qualified? 
What is the best Lvay of  keeping records'? 
How can we provide g ~ ~ i d a n c c  to Owners and Naval Authorities 
regarding access to delegated Naval Authority services'? 
What is the rclationshil? ~vitli the MOD Naval Authority? 

I t  was concluded that the best \\,ay of addressing these and many other cluestions 
tvould be to create a sub-organi~ation within BMT Defence Services Ltd to 
undertake delegated Naval Authority duties: a 'Naval Authority Service'. 

Tlie BMT Defence Services Ltd Naval Authority S c r ~ ~ i c e  has been created ~vitliin 
BMT Dckncc  Scr\iccs Ltd to provide a colicrent and comprclicnsi\c service of 
independent safety assurance to o\vncrs and operators of naval \~eascls. 



The Naval Authority Scrvice has been built on the delegation Srom the MOD Naval 
Authority and supported by the extensive track record of  HMT Dcf'cnce Services 
Ltd. I t  is consistent with the rcquircments of  the MOD Naval Authority with 
sufticicnt retained flexibility to allow them to be tailored to meet the rcquircmcnts 
of other nakies and Duty Holdcrs. The MOD Naval Authority assures quality of 
scr\,icc through the continual assessment of  the BMT Defcncc Services Ltd N a ~ ~ a l  
,4uthority Service. 

The attributes and competence of  BMT Dcfcncc Services Ltd that have been i~scd  
as a basis cover special~st proccdures. staff'knowlcdge. libraries and archives and 
research and dc\,clopmcnt. 

These have hccn developed over the years to support BMT Defence 
S c r ~ i c e s  Ltd current business areas. Each 'Code of Practice' (C'oP) 
supplements the Company Quality Procedures hy providing detailed 
instruction o n  the methods of undertaking activities that arc 
co~nmonly  pcrfornicd. A list of some RMT Defence Scrkiccs Ltd 
Codes of  Practice is provided in Table 3. The COPS cover technical 
aspects as well as rc~ponsibilitics of various staff in terms of 
implementing the procedures. staff qualifications that are reclu~rcd for 
the g i ~ c n  task and any records that need to be established and 
maintained. The C'oPs arc under constant rcvicw and it may be 
necessary to revise existing COPS or develop additional COPS as the 

;\o 

N. \ . 01  

Title 

I n c l ~ ~ i ~ ~ i y  I \pcri~ncnc.; and I)t\l>l,~cemctit ( ' l icclo 



BMT Defence Services Ltd recognizes that its' success is highly 
dcpc~idcnt up011 the knowledge and cxpcricncc of ~notivatcd staff. 
Along \vith prioritizing staff retention through sclicmcs like the 
Employee Benefit Tnlst. BMT Defence Services Ltd targets 
recruitment to till skills gaps. T o  monitor tlie skills a ~ a i l a b l c  ~vitliin 
the company. BMT Defence Services Ltd maintain staff skills 
~natriccs that co\,cr a range of  technical areas. Tliosc databases alxo 
allow training to be targeted to where it provides maximum benefit. 

T o  si~pplcment indi\,idual's knowledge. RMT Defcncc S c n  ices Ltd 
has a central library. This library includes: 

bloD standards 
C'ommcrcinl standards. 
Tcclinical books 

In addition. all company produced documents and infhrmation (e.g. 
reports. calculation slicets. quality assurance records) are scanned 
into a n  electronic archive system. This information can be searched 
by title. author or kcy~vords. In addition. staff Iiavc the ability to 
pcrlbrm test scarclics through information currently stored on the 
coiiiputcr nct\\.ork. All of  tlicsc searclics arc limited by tlic usual 
'need to kno\v' rules. Tlic infhrmation is used to cnsurc tliat best 
~ ~ a c t i c c  is adopted wIierc\~cr possihlc. 

The f3MT (iroup mas formed from merging two research organizations 
NMI and BSRA. From this firm foundation. f3MT Group has dc\.clopcd 
into an international organization with companies operating in the 
commercial shipping. oil and gas. defence and environmental markets. as 
well as  sucli diverse sectors as rail. energy. commercial a\,iation. 
aerospace and Formula One. RMT continues to invest ap1woxi1iiatcly 6'!0 
of its annual turnover in research. almost double tliat of  compal-ahle 
organizations. This stro11g research base means that there is al\vays a 
steady flow o f  new. groundbreaking products and scrviccs. which HMT 
can bring to tlic g nark et. 

Access to the Na\.al Autliority Service 1s slio\vn o n  (Flci.6). This shows tliat the 
recluircmcnts ol'tlic MOD Naval Authority tliat relate to assessing tlic competence 
of  the Delegated Naval Authority rccl~~irc access to the internal arrangements - the 
Codes of  Pract~ce in tlie case ot' RMT Defence Services Ltd. Tlic Owner or Duty 
llolder \vould need to rcti.rcncc the client procedures tliat describe tlic services o n  
0fScr. 



These attributes and colnpetcnccs have provided the basis tbr tlic BMT Defence 
Services Ltd Naval Authority Service. The service is structurecl 10 consist of  four 
distinct strands: 

C'cv- t j f i c~ i~ t io~~ 
Risk-based identification of appropriate standards and criteria. plan 
appraisal. survey (sec below). operator guidance and overall 
ccrtif cation for specific liarards such as ship structt~rcs. 

\ l o D  
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Survey of  new build ships. in-service ships and ship conversions to 
obtain evidence that the material state is consistent with maintaining 
compliance with tlic design standards and criteria in support of  
overall safety assurance and certification. Surveys arc ilndertaken by 
sub-jcct and include: structure. watertight integrity. and fire. 
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Assessment of naval architecture and engineering analysis. 
equivalence. relevance of standards and criteria. degree of 
compliance with agreed standards and criteria. preparation of 
c\.idcnce in support of ccrtification. preparation of operator guidance 
manuals. and proposals for defect mitigation. This may include 
stability. stri~cti~re. fire arrangements. escape and cvacuatic~n 
arrangements. and ~iiagazinc dcsign. 
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Knowledge management of certification. defects. audits and 
delegation. based on a dedicated database s~~ccif ical ly  designed to 
support MOD Naval .4utlioritics and ship project teams. 



Demonstrating delegated Naval Authority arrangenlents 

In order for the MOD Naval Authority to gain assurance tliat BMT Dcfcncc 
S e r ~ i c c s  Ltd is sufficiently competent to he granted full delegation for thc 
C'crtificatc of  SaScty Structural Strength and partial dclcgation icitli respect to thc 
C'crtificatc ol' Safcty - Stability. BMT Dckncc  Scrviccs Ltd were rcqi~ircd to 
undertake a self-nsscss~nent against a dctincd fiamcwot-k. The findings of' this 
self-asscssmcnt arc presented in (Fl(i.7). 

The UK MOD Natal Authority rc\iewed this scltlassess~ncnt and cc>ncluded that 
delegating Naval Authority duties to BMT Defence Scrviccs Ltd Leas appropriate 
sul?jcct to a full asscssmcnt bascd on a formal demonstration of  the scrcicc. 

The aim of the full assesmcnt  by the MOD Naval Autliority based on a for~nol 
cicmonstration \\,as to gain assllrance that all the necessary proccdurcs and 
arrangements were in place. This could cithct- bc achieved tl11.ougli a cautious 
step-by-step approach or clsc the wliolc process could bc tried out in anger leading 
to the issuc of a C'ertiticatc of  Safcty i~ndcr  fill1 dclcgation of  Naval Autliority 
rcsponsibilitics. 

I t  is only tlic latter approach that would involve all aspects of  regulation ti-om 
high-level policy to tcclinical detail and tliat would test all four strands o f t h c  BMT 
D c k n c c  Scrviccs Ltd Na\,al Authority Service: certification. survey. asscssnlcnt 
and administration. As such the MOD Naval Authority full assessment was bascd 
on this approach. This might be viewed as  somcwhat ambitious. and so to address 
any concerns. sufficient checks and balances were put in placc by both the MOD 
Naval Authority and RMT Defence Scrviccs Ltd to control any potential risks. 

This aplx-oath has subsecluently proved effective and tlic issuc of  a Certificate of  
Safcty - Structural Strength was achieved on the 7 August 2002. a year and li\,c 
days after the initial offer of delegation from the MOD. 



The casc example sclcctcd to tcst the ability of RMT Dcfcncc ScrLiccs Ltd to 
~ ~ o v i d c  certification under Full Delegation from the MOD Naval Authority was the 
Landing Craft CJtility (LCU) Mk9(S) 701. This particular LC'U was built by 
13rooke Marine Ltd in I 9 h .  Very similar to the other LC'U Mk9(S) craft. it has a 
deep displacement of around 1 X0 tonnes at about 1.5m draught and has a length of 
approxi~i~atcly 27,5111. As such. it is not a full ocean-going warship and does not 
exhibit the samc degree ot'complcxity of dcsign and constn~ction apparent in an  
aircraft carrier or destroycr. Dcspitc this. tlic LC'U Mk9 craft pose the samc 
challenges to certification and offered an ideal opportunity to tcst the RMT 
Dcfcncc Services Ltd internal procedures de\,cloped to support the delegated 
Nn\al Autliority rolc. 

The audit follo\vcd the same principles outlined in the MOD Rcg~~lations. i.e. the 
issue of a certificate was conditional open the satisfactory demonstration by the 
Duty Iloldcr that the Operational Requirement. the Design Disclos~~re.  the 
Material State and the Operator Guidance were consistent and satisfactory. These 
are discussed in turn. 

The rolc o f  the LC'U Mk(9S)) is to operate from assault ships to transfer tracked 
army fighting vehicles. wheeled \chiclcs. stores and military personnel to and 
li-om the beach. They arc rccli~ired to operate independently over long distances 
tbr many days to pro\idc military and logistic support fhr landing l'orccs. The 
LC'U Mk9's arc designed for limited sea states. and this needed to be captilrcd in 
the subsecl~~cnt Operator Guidance. The craft arc opcratcd ~v i th  a crcn. of 
approximately 6 and with up to about 90 embarked forces. 

With rcsl'cct to the acceptance criteria fhr structural certification. 110 

con~lwchcnsi\.c record exists to state what standards wcr-c ~ l scd  to d c i g n  the 
landilig craft. Documents that existed around the time of their design consist of 
thc General Hull Specification and the Structural Manual (dated March 1973). 
Iiowcver these do not state Factors of Safety. C'orrosion Margins, Fatigue 
Requirements etc. In recent years. the craft have been surbcyed to NES 155 hence 
it would he consistent to assess the dcsign of  the structure against NES 1 10 or 154 
or si~iiilar, 

Although the survey standards address local deformation. these core design 
standards do not specilically addrcss local deformations resulting from regular 
collision or beaching. Other than considering robustness of the dcsign. this matter 
can only then be addressed by sur\jcy under the Material State survey. 

In addition to thesc considerations. i t  was also necessary to consider the link 
between the C'crtiticatc of  Safety-Stl-t~ctul.nl Strcngth anti the C'crtiticatc of Safity- 
Stability. Thc latter recluires the crati to s u r v i ~ c  fbllo\ving damage and subseclucnt 
flooding. 

The original Hook of Calculations was developed in 1960. It assessed the limiting 
casc of 2 x 50 ton Tanks positioned on the well deck with the craft beached. The 
calculations assessed longitudinal strength and the strength of  the well dcck and 
showed the stnlcturc to be more than adequate against the dcsign criteria specified 
(\vhich \\.as a stress in terms of tons per square inch). lIo\vcver. since I960 the 
structural configuration has changed (the side stl-uctilrc was raised and there is a 
nebv well dcck) and the typical payloads have inevitably changed. 

Thus. to support this audit. the HMT Dcfcncc Services Ltd Naval Authority 
Service ha\.c reassessed the strength of the craft to gain an i~ndcrstanding the loads 
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and factors of safety. Together \vith the tens of  years of vessel experience. these 
can then been used to consider the significance of defects and enable a logical 
assessment of  the material state. These recent calculations covered global loads. 
hydrostatic pressure and vehicle dcck loading are summarircd below. 

Based on the known role and operating philosophy. the fi>llowing load cascs wcre 
defined as  being representative of  typical loads: 

(ilobal loads bascd on the craft being supported at tlic fbrc and aft 
cutups. 
Loads r c s ~ ~ l t i n g  from tlic payloads bascd on one Main Battle Tank. 
Ilydrostatic loads arising from saltwater ballast 
Fzlooding result ing from damage or  external cnt,ironmcnt 

These loads arc dcplctcd in ( F I ( ~ . X )  

l MBT 

STAl 

These loads have been applied to \.arious parts of  the ship's structure as  
aplvopriatc: the vchiclc dcck main and intermediate stiffcncrs. all watertight 
bulkheads. the side shell and the outer bottom. The failurc modes for which 
calculations wcre undertaken included stiffener tripping. o\:erall grillage tlcxural 
buckling. platc/stiffcncr interframe collapse and plate failure. 

With respect to global loads. the overall bending moment resulting from the LC'U 
being supported o n  two points (as in the original 1960 design disclosure) induces 
compressivc stresses a b w c  the neutral access and tensile stresses bclo\t:. In all 
cascs the induced stresses are well below yield stress and critical stresses in the 
vehicle dcck main and ~ntcrmcdiate longitudinals and in the outer bottom. 

The loads resulting from the \vcight o f  the Main Battle Tank on tlic dcck grillage 
are significant. particularly wit11 respect to the stress in the longitudinal deep 
girders. The load in the longitudinal girders is partially supported by vertical 
pillars and so the integrity of these pillars is cnlcial to the strength of  the well dcck 
\vlicn s u l ~ c c t c d  to large vehicle loads. The in-plane loads in transverse bulkheads 
arc less significant hut attention slioi~ld be paid to potential plate budding due to 
in-plane compression. 



klydrostatic loads were assessed with various heads of  water. Firstly. the ballast 
tank bulkhead is subjected to a large hcad (0.5n1 over tlic sidc dcck) as  this forms 
part of  the ballast tank boundary. With this hcad of  prcssurc thc stress in the 
flange of  tlic vertical stiffcners was found to be high. The otlicr watertight 
bulklicads have been asscsscd with a lo\rcr head (up to tlic well deck). The 
capability of these bulklicads with respect to hydrostatic head is less than that in 
the ballast tank bulklicad. This is understandable. as tlic hydrostatic bead in the 
remaining watertight bulkheads should only occur follo\ving damage and flooding 
n h c n  a degree of plastic dcthrniation would be acceptable. Tlic hydrostatic 
pressure acting o n  tlie sidc shell and outer bottom was taken as  I m above tlic \veil 
dcck. The resultant strcsscs Lvcre found to bc moderate but arc \vitliirl acceptable 
Ii111its. 

T o  s u m m a r i ~ c  tlie Design Disclosure. the overall strength of the LCU Mk9 dcsign 
is lnorc tlian adequate. Tlic re\:ie\v hy tlic BMT Dcfcncc Services Ltd Naval 
Authority Scrvicc concluded that when interpreting survey reports, attention 
should be paid to watertight integrity. overall budding and budding in plating in 
ballast tank hulkliead. buckling in plating in other bulkheads. and tlic integrity of  
the under \vcll dcck pillars. 

The Sur\cy Procedures \\.ere in accordancc with DefStan 01-155 Part 2 
suly7lemcnted by the BMT Dcfcncc Services Ltd Code of  Practice NA:12 
Structural Sur\.eys ol'Steel Ships. 

The LC'U Mk9 craft arc very prone to damagc during routine beaching operations. 
To  reflect this. the Duty Holder rccorn~nendcd that the CSSS be issued cvery 2 
years to usually coincide with a Relit Period. In addition to this two-year survey 
and certificate. a yearly inspection survcy is made to assess tlie structural state of 
tlic craft and \vlietlier i t  can still support tlie issued CSSS. 

Rccogniring that this certificate \\,as to be issued for the first time by the RMT 
Defence Scr\.iccs Ltd Naval Authority S c r ~ i c c  it was coniidcrcd \,cry necessary 
for the 2001 survey to be undertaken by the BMT Dcfcncc Services Ltd Naval 
Authority Scrvicc. Once tasked by the Duty Iloldcr. the survcy was conducted o n  
the I August 2002 at Portsmouth Naval Rase and the findings recorded in tlic 
RMT Defi.ncc Services Ltd Naval Authority Scrvicc database. 

The principal documcnt is BR 1756(2) HurltlhooX /Or I,irr~tli/lg Crtifi C'tilit~. Mli 
Y(S). This was revicwcd and found to bc clear and concise in dcfining the 
operational limits o f  thc craft. BMT Dcfcncc Scl-vices Ltd Naval Authority 
Scrvicc prepared a Structural Statc~ncnt. which supplc~ncntcd the BR and 
addressed a f e ~ ~ ,  re~~iainin,  * ', ~ i i u c s .  . 

In accordance ivith the dclcgatcd Naval Authority procedures, thc BMT Defence 
Scrviccs Ltd Naval Authority Service core team presented the case for the issue of  
a Certificate of Safety - Structural Strength to the BMT Defcncc Services Ltd 
Naval Authority Certification Committee. Tlic committee recogni~cd  tliat the 
vcssels arc unusual in many respects and that tllcir operation subjectcd tlicm to 
routine damage: consequently their structure is over-designed for normal ship type 
loads. History has demonstrated that the structure to be adccluatc for the role. this 
comes d o ~ v n  to cnhuring that material state is ~naintaincd through tlic identification 
of  dckcts .  rcctitication being conductcd by a reputable organization and inspected 



to an appropriate level aticr repair. Thus survey demonstrates continued 
compliance with tlie selected standards and hence supports the CSSS. 

The committee rcvicwcd the audit and tlic survey findings and concluded that tlic 
issue of  a Full CSSS was appropriate to be valid for 2 years. Tliis was signed and 
issued on tlie 7 August 2002. 

What the future may hold 

The SOCLIS of  the MOD in the short term is both on consolidation and maturing of  
the current system combined with the necessary dcvclop~ncnt needs. A Nacal 
Authority Knowledge Management Office is planned to provide support 
:trrangc~iiuits to tlic Naval Authority and an informatioti systcm available to the 
\vider community of Rccognj~ed  Organizations. IPTs. Operators and Industry. 
The development of  nc\er Na\:al Authorities continues cvliich brings ~ v i t l ~  somc 
immediate short term issues to address: 

Risk-based vs standards-based. 
Tlic two leading N a ~ a l  Authority areas are silrfacc sliip stability and 
surface sliip structural strength. Both are biased towards a Inore 
standards based approach. Ilowcvcr. many of  the key hazard areas 
\vlicre Naval Authority regulation is being i~nplemcntcd (fire and 
sub~narincs in particular) require a Inore risk-based approach. The 
regulatory process tliereforc needs to be modified to enable a blend 
of standards and risk without compromising either approach. Tliis 
uork  is no\v in hand. 

Scope of Certification. 
Key Ilazards represent a significant dangcr to the lives of  several 
persons and \vliose consequences Inay cause the loss of  the ship or 
significant damage to the environment. In developing ccrtitication 
each Naval Authority has had to in turn define the scope ot 
certifica~ion. This ~vork  is in hand and subscclucntly the scope may 
be seen to dc\.elop as the process matures. The expansion of the 
scope can also be at the hcclllest of  tlie Duty klolder who may wish to 
have additional areas includcd in certification as  'O\vners' 
Requirements thus strengthening tlie demonstrable e\idence for the 
salkty case. 

Nacal Class 
The concept of  Naval C'lass started with the classification of the 
structure of ships. With time. this is developing into the other areas 
of propulsion and lifesaving. I t  providcs a convenient and structured 
model in cvliich to incorporatc both military and commercial 
standards and in particular tlic naval cqui\alcnce ro statl~tory 
standards. Should such a system mature then i t  \vould be a natural 
progression for Naval Ai~tliority Certification to be based on 
compliance with the standards or criteria of Naval Class. 

In the long term. somc areas wlicrc developments arc likely. bc they from U K  
MOD or industry or other navies include: 

Na\.al IMO. 
In tlie commercial shipping cvorld. Class Societies conduct statutory 
duties under delegation from Flag States. The MOD Naval Authority 
dclcgation is based closely on this format although it this is of course 
only on a national hasis rather than international. Tlicrc rnay well be 
an appropriate time in the filtilrc to create an 'International Naval 



Organization' to mirror the IMO. This would allow navies to more 
cfi.ctivcly and efficiently develop baseline safety standards. The 
'Military Flag State' (in the casc of the MOD this would tic the Ship 
Safety Hoard) \vould operate the Naval ,4utlioritics (Statutory 
Autliority equivalent) to provide the essential s a k t y  certification. 

Naval equivalence of statutory standards 
Naval Authorities within tlie MOD arc being cstablislicd to cover tlie 
various ship key hazards. Ultimately it is quite possible that a 
number of  Naval ,4utliorities will exist in parallel. f'conomics of. 
scale would suggest that other than sharing common arrangements 
thr regulatory processes. tlicrc may he sul'ficicnt justification for 
combining standards or acceptable criteria. At the very least. tlicrc 
will certainly be a need to careft~lly map the scope of Na\,al 
Authorit), certiticatcs to make s i ~ r e  tlicrc are no shortfalls or o\crlaps. 

Conclusions 

The changing state of MOD shipping lias meant tliat the traditional manner in 
\vhicIi certification was issued \vas no longer appropriate. The MOD is a large 
organization and tlic Naval Authority regime n o ~ v  provides a distinct body for 
independent safcty assurance. .lust as the Maritime and Coastguard Agency 
provides certificatio~i for merchant shipping. Na\al Authority certification 
provides an additional degree of  dcmonstrablc assurance that the MOD lias taken 
all rcasonahlc step5 to assure tlic safety o f the  tlcct. 

One of the benefits of implementing the systcm is that the differing roles of  acting 
on bchalf ol ' thc Duty tloldcr and acting on behalf of  thc Na\zal Authority have 
been very much clarified at a11 lcvcls from MOD senior Inanagemcnt to the 
sur\,cyor at the ship. In the past under the old MOD arrangements for s a k t y  
ccrtification, the distinction between the two was blurred. 

I n  developing the new regulatory system Industry has received varying degrees of 
delegation to act on behalf of the Naval Authority. This process 1s now beginning 
to mature and a nu~nber  of Certificates hake been issued hy Recognized 
O r ~ n i ~ a t i o n s  with fill1 delegation. BMT Defence Services Ltd. an independent 
eng~nccring consultancy wit11 an extensive track record of work in support of MOD 
ship sak ty .  is one sucli organization tliat lias been offbred and accepted dclcgation. 
In order to pro\,ide a coherent scr\.icc to the MoD with respect to Naval Authority 
rcfulation. RMT Defence Scrviccs Ltd has created a Naval Authority Scr\.icc. 
Rased on a self-assessment and a subsequent fill1 assessment by the MOD Na\;al 
Authority against a casc csample. the MOD Naval Authority has autliori7ed the 
BMT Defence Services Ltd Naval Authority Service to act on its bchalf as 
Gllo\vs: 

Full delegation under tlie Certificate of Safcty Structural Strength. 
Partial dclegat~on under the C'ert~ficatc nf'Safi.ty S t a b ~ l ~ t y  

To ciate. the imple~ncntation ofNaval  Authority regulation has not placed too great 
a burden on the already limited resources. Independent s a k t y  assurance under 
Naval Authorities is r o b ~ ~ s t .  efflcicnt and cffccti\e. With d e v c I o p ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ t s  c o ~ i t i n ~ ~ i t l g  
and interest increasing \\ ithin tlie M o n .  in industry and in other navies. the t'ilti~rc 
fbr N a ~ n l  Authority regulation is cstr-cmely prolnising. 
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