
Bill Dixon /Eng /MarE MIMarEST 
1 Lemari Avenue, 
Stoke, 
Nelson 7011 

1" May 2015 

To: David Fraser, Clerk of the Regulations Review Committee 
By Email: gavid.fraser@parlia111ent,goyt,nz 

For the attention of the Regulations Review Committee. 

My name is William Dixon, "Bill" to all who know me. Until31" December of 20141 was a 
Surveyor of Ships recognised as such by Maritime New Zealand. 

I have read the submission sent to you by Keith Ingram and agree with his statements and 
sentiments wholeheartedly. I am one of the professional surveyors mentioned and did not renew 
my recognition due to three factors: the over-complexity of the reporting structure, the size of the 
fees I would have to charge and the high cost of the application. 

Keith Manch (director of MNZ) states that the increase in surveyors' fees is through no fault of MNZ 
but carpetbagging by surveyors. When the reporting structure calls for more time filling in and 
dispatching reports than for the actual survey then the increase in fees is directly attributable to 
MNZ- who, incidentally, put out a suggested fee structure prior to the inception of the MOSS 
system. 

The demise of MNZ as a helpful organisation started with the appointment of Catherine Taylor to 
the directorship of MNZ. She openly stated that she had no need to have experience of commercial 
operations in the field as she was just an administrator- she then, in my opinion, systematically rid 
herself of anyone who had the temerity to disagree with her. This dictatorial attitude carried on 
right through her tenure with her clarion cry of 'safety concerns' not being backed up by any 
knowledge of the subject- I have always been of the opinion that ignorance is an unsafe condition. 

Catherine Taylor is an accountant and her only objective was to turn MNZ into a profitable 
organisation, she also wanted to make a name for herself. In the first she failed miserably and, in 
effect, bankrupted MNZ through frivolous litigation. In the second she managed very well, ask 
anyone in the industry and they will have a name for her (though most are unprintable!). She 
pursued a personal vendetta against the owners of Survey Nelson Ltd. through the courts with MNZ 
funds and was found wanting, mainly because of her unfounded 'safety concerns'. 

Her legacy under the new management is the overbearing and dictatorial organisation she 
incubated and nurtured. Keith Manch is another career civil servant whose only aims are to bring 
every operator into line, even if it means putting them out of business, and to make a top heavy 
bureaucracy profitable. 

I had a client who is so dyslexic that he can't recognise his own name when written down. MNZ 
visited him and demanded that he compile his own written procedures under the threat of closing 
down his operation if he didn't comply immediately. He is a very experienced vessel operator with 
a very safe attitude and a vessel that is kept in immaculate condition- MNZ do not care about this 
because it isn't backed up by paperwork that is of no possible use to him! 



It has also become difficu lt to contact MNZ on any sort of technical basis, vessel operators who 
require an answer immediately are told to wait for several days for an answer- I am sti ll being 
contacted by ex-clients to give answers to questions that used to be answered as a matter of course 
by MNZ employees. 

The submission made by Keith Ingram has a 'Letter to the Editor' of the Professional Skipper 
magazine, written by me, attached. It lays out my training and experience, the reasons for which I 
was given recognition as a Surveyor of Sh ips. For this I was crit icised by MNZ for be ing 
"pragmatic" in my approach to the job, it turns out that MNZ require every boat in the system to fit 
in the narrow confines of the rules laid down for the construction and operation of NZ vessels. I 
wou ld estimate that less than 50% of NZ vesse ls comply in all ways to these rules and the rest are 
subject to a pragmatic approach, this has ever been the case and it is on ly with the advent of an 
under-qualified department, which is also lacking in experience, that this has become a problem. 

I attach a copy of my previous 'Letter to the Editor' of the Professional Skipper outlining my reasons 
for declining the expensive inv itation to apply for the renewal of my recognition as a surveyor from 
MNZ. 

MNZ has a department staffed with 'experts' in all manner of things and yet no-one in the who le 
department has ever been made aware of the "Law of D iminish ing Returns"! I find this very strange 
as most of the board of directors appear to have financial expertise as their basic funct ion, perhaps 
someone could explain it to them! 

Personally I always fa ll back on what I was told as a young lad: " if you ever fee l the urge to employ 
an expert then take a l ittle more time and find someone who actually knows what he is doing- it's 
cheaper and you end up with the result you wanted, not the one the expert th inks you should 
have". 

I submit that some of th is could be alleviated by: 
a) Employing someone in the higher echelons of MNZ who has actual experi ence of 

commercial vessel operation in NZ. 
b) Creating a working environment at MNZ head office that encourages people to stay 

around long enough to learn enough to be of help when asked for adv ice. 
c) Create a manageable reporting system for surveyors that does not have to be boi led 

down from 80 + pages to something that fits the vessel. 
d) Reduce the extortionate fees charged by MNZ to the rate promised by Catherine Tay lor 

and her adherents w hen MOSS was first presented to the industry. 
e) Allow common sense back from beyond the pa le - it is a rare commodity, at best, and 

those who have it should be allowed to use it. 
f) Engender a helpfu l attitude in MNZ rather than a dictatorial and litigious one, the vast 

majority of commercial vessel operators want to work within the system and treating 
them like criminals does not create a helpfu l environment. 

g) Get the M in ister of Transport to actually do the job he is paid for and take notice of his 
constituents instead of pandering to the whims of career bureaucrats. 

h) Teach the NZ civil serv ice the meaning of the term 'incestuous', the 'jobs for the boys' 
attitude cou ld well be rep laced with using qualified people for the job. 

g /MarE M/MarEST 
Ex-Surveyor of Ships 



A surveyor's view of 
Maritime NZ's problems 

I read the editorial in Sk1]Jper :s· last issue (Nov/Dec 
issue) with much interest. 

I had asked Maritime NZ, in an open email (July 10, 2014) 
which included all currently recognised surveyors, about my 
sudden lack of competence at the end ofthis year. J received one 
reply, from a surveyor, and have yet to hear from Maritime t\'Z 

this is not unusual as awkward questions arc usually ignored 
by them. 

The rules do not cal! for a mandatory written examination. 
This is at the discretion of the Director of Maritime NZ. I would 
assume thnt he has taken advice on this subject as he has yet, as 
far as I kmw,.., to show any knowledge of nwritimc af'Htirs in any 
of his statements or actions. 

I have a fCcling that the government has no requirement fOr 
the people nmning departments such as this to have any actual 
cq.wrience of the subject covered, I quok Catherine Taylor on 
this: ''I hnvc no need as I am an administrator and employ people 
who have this knowledge." She missed the point that when you 
employ people with knowledge you need to listen to them and 
not get rid of them at the first sign of dissenL 

J wrote to the Director of Maritime NZ in June last year on 

wNw.skipper.co.nz 

BY BILL DIXON 

the subject of charging surveyors for 1ssuing recognlt!OllS. We 
have all been told, quite strongly, that we represent the Director 
when we carry out our duties as surveyors. To then be told that 
he needs to be remunerated for this honour is a bit unusual·- but 
then he did come from the real estate sector so gouging people 
will come as second nature. He replied saying that "user pays" in 
a letter that, roughly translated, came out <IS "because I say so". 

When ! was requested to reapply for recognition in 2013 I 
received a carefully \Vordcd set of instructions on how to go 
about it, signed by the Director. Nowhere did it mention a 
S230 fcc. 

'I\vo months after receiving the recognition, an invoice landed 
on my doorstep for the said amount. Had I been notitlcd of 
a fee 1 would not have reapplied then. I have now received a 
demand Cor $670, in advance, for application under MOSS. This 
will gain Maritime NZ the same amount of success, as I will 
not be submitting to the insult or sitting an examination scl by 
someone of lesser qua!illcation, and probably lesser experience, 
than myself (l hold a CURRENT unlimited Chief Engineers 
Ccrtif1catc as well as being an experienced surveyor of' ships). 
There was no mention or an examination when the request 1t1> 
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for applications was sent out. (see the trend?) but as soon as the 
application went in l was told to book a tilnc to sit the exam. 

When MOSS was first mooted (and until l got this email) It 
was understood that all current surveyors were to be accepted 
as MOSS surveyors. Could the exorbitant fcc be the reason 
behind it? 

On the subject of competence, when I first started 1 was 
regarded as being so competent that I was never audited on my 
\vork before being recognised as a surveyor·-· I am told this is a 
very rare occurrence. 

Now, after inspecting and passing a large number of vessels as 
fit with no complaints or misdemeanours, I am suddenly wdit for 
the job unless deemed so by the current regime at Maritime NZ. 
Sometimes one has to wonder who is in charge over there, could 
it be Walt Disney Enterprises'' 

I had the dubious honour of having a Maritime Safety 
Inspector brought from Auckland to re-audit vessels that I 
had surveyed three years ago. These vessels had already been 
audited by the local MSis with no faults found. The imported 
person found fault with only· one vessel out of the 12 or so 
rechecked. The faults were put down to incompetence on my 
part by Maritime NZ even though covered in Part 46 as being 
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the owners' responsibility, especially as the 
re-audit was carried out over tive months after 
the survey. 

This same tv1SI was a leading light of the 
MOSS travesty, one wonders if his knowledge 
of the rules is any better now? And I never 
received an apology or a retraction. 

The other thing that makes me very 
reluctant to carry on my (loose) association 
with Maritime NZ is their tendency toward 
litigation. I believe they have staffed a 
compliance department with superannuated 
cops. This is definitely a step toward the 
surreal. Maritime NZ head offtcc has, since 
the advent of Catherine Taylor, had a belief 
that almost all opcrators/survcyors/SSM 
Companies should be treated with suspicion. 
Now they have a whole department of people 
who believe that the innocent arc only the 
guilty who haven't been caught yet! This has 
to be a cosmic joke. 

On Jnnuary I, 2015 I will breathe a sigh of 
relief nne\ put the past few years dealing with 

ivtaritimc Nl down as a bad experience ·--- one that I would not 
wish on anyone else. \Ve!L maybe on Catherine Taylor. I could 
also include Nathan Guy (then Associate Minister of Transport) 
and, especially Stephen Joyce (then lv1inistcr or Transport) for 
the way they pandered to the harridan. 

Vv'c hear much about hO\v hard it is to change the law 
of the land, but they managed to change a maritime law 
between a court judgment finding her in the wrong, and her 
appeal. \Vould you believe seven weeks? Luckily, this being 
a democratic dictatorship, they could not backdate it to when 
she first acted illegally. 

I will miss the relationship that I have had with vessel owners 
and operators over the past years. But in all good conscience, 
I cannot carry on in a fashion that I am uncomfortable with. 
The charges that we have to impose Cor the increased work 
required by MOSS are cxtrcmdy high when compared to SSl\t 
I \VOUid rather do without the income than gouge people I like 
and respect. 

We expected change when the last Director left. \Ve all 4_> 
thought it would be for the better -how stupid can you get'? W 

Bill Dixon !Cng !MarE M!MarEST 
(Soon to be ex) Surveyor of Ships 

v.IWW.skipper.co.nz 










