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General Craft Information:



Name:





‘Two Jays’



Model:





Trad. style steel narrowboat

Shell Builder:



(name taken out as we don’t believe that they have so far 

been given a reasonable opportunity to respond.)


Fitting Out:



Thurne Boat Builders Ltd

HIN:





None provided



Year Commissioned:

2002 (June)



Engine:




Single 'Nanni 5.280' marinised diesel 



L.O.A. (hull):



50’ 


(approx. - not measured)



Beam (hull):


  
  6’ 10” 
(approx. - not measured)
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1. Assessment Details 

This report was produced at the request of Mr J. Steckerl, following examination of the craft afloat at Alvecote Marina on the 7th October 2003, and is for their sole use, with no warranty or liability to any other person or body.  The report addresses specific items which were brought to the undersign’s attention by Mr Steckerl.  The report also addresses ‘Two Jays’ conformity with the Recreational Craft Directive , where non-compliance was noted whilst assessing the specific areas of concern identified by Mr Steckerl, as covered above.  A full condition assessment was not undertaken on the craft.  

Background Information

It is understood Mr & Mrs Steckerl placed an order for the construction of ‘Two Jays’ with Thurne Boat Builders Ltd in May 2001, with completion agreed for April 2002, but that delivery was not completed until June 2002.

It is also understood that following delivery Mr & Mrs Steckerl experienced a number of problems with the craft, including water ingress into the cabin through the windows and portholes, and water ponding within the craft’s interior due to leaks from the galley grey water sump.  It is understood that all of the cabin side windows and portholes have subsequently been replaced, some at Aynho on the Oxford Canal in June 2003 and the remainder at Maestermyn Marine on the Llangollen Canal in July 2003.  

2. Alleged faults identified by Mr Steckerl

	#
	General location/

description
	Specific details and assessment

	1.
	Bow
	Anchor

Findings:

With a designated weight of 22kg, the provided CQR anchor is not appropriate for use on a narrowboat such as ‘Two Jays’.  Although a large enough anchor is required to be effective in foreseeable waterway conditions, this has to be off-set against the crew’s ability to be able to deploy it efficiently.  It is considered unlikely that Mr Steckerl, or his crew, could easily or safely lift a 22kg anchor with attached galvanised chain from its permanent location within the well deck and deploy it in an emergency over the bow of the boat.  The provided anchor chain is also of inadequate specification for an anchor of this size.  BS EN  7160:1990 (Specification for anchor chains for small craft) specifies 10mm chain for a 22kg anchor, whereas the chain supplied with ‘Two Jays’ is only 6mm and may therefore not have a high enough breaking strain to hold the craft in adverse conditions.

The provision of such an inappropriate anchor and tackle is considered to indicate a lack of understanding of what constitutes a safe practical installation by the supplier, and the installation is considered to be unsatisfactory.

Recommendations:

It is considered, given the lack of a bow roller assembly or other form of automatic deployment system, that the anchor should be replaced with one which Mr Steckerl can reasonably lift off the deck and safely deploy over the deck coaming.  Experience indicates that 16kg is approximately the heaviest that can easily be deployed in such a manner.  In order to keep the overall weight of the tackle up to a reasonable level consideration should be given to increasing the length of the attached chain.  A minimum of 10m of 8mm short link galvanised chain should be provided, together with a length of 12mm warp appropriate for the waterway conditions to be cruised.



	
	
	Forward cabin door

Findings:

The bottom section of the timber door insert was found to have started to lift away from the steelwork and to be blackened and partially soft.  This degrading was found to be due to poor design and construction of the mild steel door aperture sill (part of the steel shell) which allows water to pond.

The poor sill design and construction is due to the shell builder, but the fact that this was not picked up during the fitting out of the craft indicates poor quality control by the boat builder.  The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality.

Recommendations:

As a temporary measure the door aperture sill could be reshaped using an epoxy filler.  However, such filler will crack and fall out over time.  Therefore the only long term solution is to remake the sill using welded steel plate. 

The timber door panel will need to be replaced.




	2.
	Forward sleeping cabin
	Degraded timber lining below port side porthole

Findings:

The oak faced cabin side lining board has become substantially degraded immediately below the port porthole.  Due to its relative extensive nature the degrading is considered most likely to be due to the reported water ingress through the porthole frame.  

The degrading is a visual eyesore within the forward cabin.  

Leaking cabin side windows indicate inappropriate construction techniques and/or materials, and a lack of appropriate quality control procedures by the boat builder.  The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality.

Recommendations:

It will not be possible to repair in any acceptable way the damaged timber laminates, and as such it is recommended that the complete timber board be replaced.



	3.
	Shower/toilet

compartment
	Shower sump access

Findings:

An ‘Attwood’ shower sump has been mounted within the craft’s bilge, below a removable floor panel within a shower compartment cupboard.  Access to the top of the sump is relatively awkward due to the narrow cupboard door aperture.  In addition, as installed it is not possible to easily remove/unscrew the lid of the sump due to hard plastic central heating and other pipes having been routed across the top of the sump.  This lack of access to the inside of the sump is considered to be very poor practice as the internally mounted pump and filter will need occasional, but regular, cleaning.

It is considered unusual that a sump has been installed as a means of discharging the grey shower water overboard.  It is accepted that such sumps are a proprietary means of discharging grey water, but it is also considered that this is a more normal system on cruisers and yachts than on steel narrowboats where the installation of an in-line 12v impeller pump is the more common approach.  

The general poor access to the shower sump, and the routing of hard plastic pipes directly over the sump lid, indicate a lack of appropriate planning by the boat builder. The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality.

Recommendations:

The removal of the existing sump and its replacement with an appropriate in-line pump would be the preferred method of overcoming the current problem.  However, as an alternative better access could be gained to the sump’s lid if the hard plastic central heating and other pipes were slightly re-routed.  This could be achieved by inserting elbows in the pipes and running them at a slightly higher level.



	
	
	Port side porthole glass

Findings:

Mr Steckerl identified that it was not possible to remove the circular glass panel from the porthole, and that the two swivel catches were very difficult to operate making opening the glass panel a fiddly operation.  The need to remove the glass panel, for cleaning or other reasons, is considered to be rather a subjective issue, and it is considered that not being able to remove the glass does not significantly affect the operation or use of the craft.  However, not being able to easily open the window is considered to be of significance given that in the open position it provides useful ventilation to the shower compartment. The swivel catches were found to be difficult to operate due to the cabin side linings having been installed too close to the porthole frame which is considered to be poor practice.

The positioning of the internal linings around the porthole too close to enable the glass panel to be easily opened indicate a lack of appropriate craftsmanship during construction and poor quality control by the boat builder.

Recommendations:

The internal metal porthole lining will need to be repositioned in order to allow the swivel catches to be more easily operated.  It is possible that the lining could be relocated without having to significantly alter the cabin side linings, but as the linings are tiles it is possible that at least part of the adjacent area will need to be retiled.



	
	
	Cracked tile

Findings:

One tile on the hull side lining, just forward of the toilet, was found to be cracked.  As the tile was still in place, and not removed, it was not possible to determine the cause of the damage.  The most likely scenario is that some item impacted with the tile during normal use of the boat.  However, it is also possible that the tile has been ‘punched’ from behind, perhaps by a fastening used to secure the timber backing panel to the craft’s structure.  

Recommendations:

The damaged tile will need to be carefully removed and the backing panel checked for any indications of loose fastenings.  If such a fastening is found an assessment will need to be made as to why/how it came to move enough to impact with the tile and how to stop it occurring again.



	
	
	Door keys

Findings:

Mr Steckerl stated that as delivered the mortise keys (for the forward and rear cabin doors and the two intermediate doors) were too short in that they could not be fully turned within the locks due to the handles impacting with the door frames.  It is understood that the boatbuilder subsequently provided keys with longer handles, but, with these keys in place the two intermediate doors now cannot be shut due to the handles impacting with the door frame, and Mr Steckerl is of the opinion that the lengthened keys lack aesthetic quality.

The problems associated with the door keys being too long, or too short, are considered not to significantly affect the safe or efficient use or operation of the craft, but they are considered to be an indication of poor quality control methods by the boat builder.

Recommendations:

If the existing situation is not acceptable to Mr & Mrs Steckerl then either the existing keys will need to be resized, or replacement locks will need to be fitted.



	4.
	Galley
	a. Amidships side hatch

Findings:

The bottom sections of both timber door inserts were found to have started to lift off the steel panels and to be substantially blackened and soft.  This degrading was found to be due to poor design and construction of the mild steel door aperture sill and the doors (part of the steel shell) which allows water to pond and easily be absorbed into the timber door linings.

The poor sill and door design and construction is due to the shell builder, but the fact that this was not picked up during the fitting out of the craft indicates poor quality control by the boat builder.  The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality.

Recommendations:

As a temporary measure the door aperture sill could be reshaped using epoxy filler.  However, such filler will crack and fall out over time.  Therefore the only long term solution is to remake the sill, and possibly the doors, using welded steel plate. 

Both door panels will need to be replaced as it will not be possible to remove the blackening on the existing timber.



	
	
	b. Degrading of cabin side linings around galley window

Findings:

The oak faced cabin side lining board has become degraded immediately below the aft end of the galley window.  Due to its relative extensive nature the degrading is considered most likely to be due to the reported water ingress through the window frame.  The degrading timber linings have also caused the galley splash-back tiles to lift off the timber panel.

Leaking cabin side windows indicate inappropriate construction techniques and/or materials, and a lack of appropriate quality control procedures by the boat builder. The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality.

Recommendations:

The degrading is a visual eyesore within the galley.  It will not be possible to repair in any acceptable way the damaged timber laminates, and as such it is recommended that the complete timber board be replaced.  As the splash back tiles are affixed to this board they too will need to be completely replaced. 



	
	
	c. Galley window catches ineffective

Assessment:

The twist action catches which hold the hopper section of the galley window were noted not to be effectively/easily locking onto the window frame.  Mr Steckerl reported that this problem had only relatively recently become apparent.

It is considered possible that the window frame was distorted slightly during its refitting at Aynho.  

Although ‘fiddly’ the catches were found to be working at the time of the assessment.  It is considered, unless their operation becomes worse, that the current problem does not significantly affect the safe or efficient use and operation of the craft.

Recommendations:

If the hopper glass panel was raised up slightly, perhaps by inserting a small strip of foam, or similar, beneath its lower edge, that this may raise it up enough for the catches to work more effectively.



	
	
	d. Galley window – internal trim

Assessment:

Mr Steckerl stated that since the refitting of the windows at Aynho the internal trim for the galley window has not fitted flush with the timber linings or main window frame.  At the time of assessment any such distortion of the trim was considered to be relatively minor, and not significant in relation to the installation of the other window trims.

Recommendations:

As the trim will be removed and refitted at the time the galley cabin side timber panels are replaced (see point 4.b. above) no specific recommendations are made in respect tot his item.



	
	
	e. Grey water sump beneath galley units

Assessment:

Mr Steckerl stated that since commissioning there had been ongoing problems with the grey water sump beneath the galley units by way of water overflowing into the adjacent bilges.  The sump is fitted with an Attwood V750 float-switched submersible pump.  Water drains into the sump from the galley sink and the toilet compartment vanity unit.  When water is flowing into the sump from the two supplies the pump is not capable of keeping up with the flow.  As the sump does not have a water-tight lid water relatively quickly overflows into the adjacent bilge.

It is considered unusual that a sump has been installed as a means of discharging the grey water overboard.  It is accepted that such sumps are a proprietary means of discharging grey water, but it is also considered that this is a more normal system on cruisers and yachts than on steel narrowboats where sinks and basins can normally drain directly overboard.  

The provision of a sump and pump which cannot adequately discharge ingoing water, and the provision of a sump without a water-tight lid, is considered to indicate a lack of appropriate planning and quality control by the boat builder.

The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality.

Recommendations:

The removal of the existing sump and making provision for the sink and basin to drain directly overboard would be the preferred method of overcoming the current problem.  However, as an alternative the existing sump and pump could be replaced for an installation which adequately removed the ingoing grey water without the possibility of over-flow into the bilges.




	
	
	f. Degraded timberwork and damp bilges

Assessment:

Mr Steckerl stated that the problem with the galley mounted sump was first shown up by flooding of the floor area within the galley and saloon, which was first noted in September 2002.  It is also understood from Mr Steckerl that this early flooding caused degrading of the hardwood timber galley flooring which was subsequently partially replaced by the boat builder.  

However, at the time of this assessment there were current and obvious indications of moisture absorption and degrading in the plywood floor boards immediately adjacent to the sump, the timber kick-boards to the galley units to port, beneath the freezer galley unit, and on the hardwood boxing around the water-pipe towards the starboard rear end of the galley.

Although four areas of visible degrading have been identified, it is reasonable to assume that over the 15 months there has been ongoing water ingress into the rear sections of the cabin bilges that at least some significant degrading of the steel shell and the timber floor structures will also now be present.

Recommendations:

The visibly damaged timber sections (galley kick-boards, base of freezer cabinet, and water pipe boxing) could relatively easily be replaced as stand alone items.  However, to enable an assessment of the level of degrading of the bilge sections and the adjacent floor structures to be carried out, and then identified problems rectified, much of the floor structure and built-in furniture within the galley and rear saloon will need to be removed.  

Gaining full access to beneath the floor within the galley and saloon is considered necessary, as, even if the ingress of water is stopped reasonably soon by way of rectifying the sump problem, (x) months of moisture within the bilges could significantly affect the long term integrity of the adjacent steel work and timber if not attended to. 



	5.
	Lounge
	a. Degrading of cabin side linings around port rear window

Assessment:

The oak faced cabin side lining board has become degraded immediately below the aft end of the port side window.  Due to its relative extensive nature the degrading is considered most likely to be due to the reported previous water ingress through the window frame. 

The degrading is a visual eyesore within the saloon.  

Leaking cabin side windows indicate inappropriate construction techniques and/or materials, and a lack of appropriate quality control procedures by the boat builder. The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality. 

Recommendations:

It will not be possible to repair in any acceptable way the damaged timber laminates, and as such it is recommended that the complete timber board be replaced.  




	6.
	Engine space
	a. 12v Earthing

Assessment:

A full assessment of the 12v system is not within the scope of this survey and report.  However, the four 12v batteries were found to be appropriately earthed to the engine block.



	
	
	b. 12v switches – light failure rate

Assessment:

Mr Steckerl reported continuing failure of the bulbs mounted within the main 12v switch panel rocker switches.  A full assessment of this alleged fault is not within the scope of this survey/report, but it is considered that such bulbs should not regularly fail.  



	
	
	c. 12v panel incorrectly labelled – Galley Sump switch

Assessment:

There are switches on the main 12v panel for the galley sump pump and the shower sump pump, but both are labelled ‘Shower Sump’.  

Such incorrect labelling is unlikely to be of any significant consequence, but it indicates a lack of attention to detail and quality control by the boat builder.

Recommendations:

It is considered that the incorrect label does not warrant the remaking of the switch panel, but it should be a relatively simply task to provide a covering patch with the correct lettering to place beneath the ‘Galley Sump’ switch.



	
	
	d. Access to engine

Assessment:

‘Two Jays’ is fitted with a ‘Nanni’ diesel engine operating hydraulic drives for propulsion and 240v generation.  The engine is positioned transversely across the craft at the forward end of the conventionally located engine compartment.  Mr Steckerl reported that at the time of the first engine service no practical access could be found to the engine’s oil filter.  It is understood that the filter was eventually changed, but only as a result of considerable physical contortion on behalf of the engineer.

The general configuration of the engine compartment, in respect of access to the engine, is considered to be very poor.  The relatively heavy steel deck plates, which give access to some parts of the engine and hydraulic systems, can mainly only be removed with the use of tools (see Report Section 3 (ESR 5.1.1)), and the timber unit mounted above and around part the engine and hydraulic system had been glued and mechanically fastened in place with only a small hinged hatch which does not give full access to those relevant parts of the engine and hydraulic below the unit.  According to Mr Steckerl, since the time of the first engine service, the glued seams on the timber unit have been broken open thereby allowing the timber panels to be removed more easily.  However, the forcing apart of the glued seams has damaged the timberwork slightly.

The diesel engine and the associated hydraulic systems should be ‘readily accessible’ (accessible without the use of tools) to allow for scheduled servicing and general condition checking of consumable items.  The poor access, as originally installed on ‘Two Jays’, is considered to indicate a lack of adequate design consideration and quality control by the boat builder.  As originally installed, it is considered that the installation of the timber unit was not of satisfactory quality.

Recommendations:

Now that the glued sections of the timber unit have been freed off there is little that can easily be achieved to improve general access to the engine and hydraulics without considerable rebuilding of the engine compartment.  Such a rebuild is considered not to be necessary, but the timberwork damaged as a result of the glued joints being freed off will need to be repaired.



	
	
	e. Water in engine compartment bilges

Assessment:

Mr Steckerl reported continuing water ingress into the engine compartment bilges, although there was no apparent indication of the point of ingress.

During this assessment the engine was run in gear at relatively high revs.  Particularly when in reverse gear, water was found to be ingressing into the engine compartment through the weed hatch lid seal.  The hatch was found to be of standard design and construction, with the provision of a ‘rubber’ gasket seal between the fixed and removable lid sections.  Visually the gasket appeared to be in satisfactory condition, but as water is ingressing through the gasket it is assumed that it is in need of replacement.  Such seals are consumable items and it would be reasonable to have to replace it once every two years or so.

Recommendations:

Weed hatch gasket to be replaced.



	7.
	Systems – 

a. Hot water
	1. Hot water does not stay warm over-night

Assessment:

‘Two Jays’ has been fitted with a proprietary, lagged and vertically mounted, 29lt (6.5 gal) calorifier, located at the rear end of the accommodation area.  Mr Steckerl stated that after being heated up by either the immersion element or the oil-fired central heating system the water does not say hot over-night.  Given the relatively small capacity, and the general type of calorifier (which is commonly used in such craft), this reduction in temperature is considered to be normal and acceptable.

Recommendations:

As the installed unit is of proprietary type no recommendations can be offered for improving the heat retention of the existing installation other than the provision of a loose fitting thermal jacket.



	
	
	2. Calorifier not heated by engine

Assessment:

The installed calorifier has a single heating coil only, which at the time of assessment was coupled to the oil-fired central heating system.  Given the calorifier’s close physical proximity to the ‘Nanni’ engine, and that the engine is designed and provided with a calorifier take-off on the fresh water cooling system, it is considered to be poor practice that the boat builder did not install a twin-coil calorifier to enable it to be connected to both the engine and the central heating.

Furthermore, the ‘Owner’s Manual’ supplied by the boat builder with ‘Two Jays’ includes, on Page 22, a schematic drawing of the water system which shows the calorifier connected to the engine.

Recommendations:

The calorifier should be replaced for a twin coil unit, to enable it to be connected to both the engine and central heating system as shown in the craft’s Owner’s Manual.  It is also recommended that consideration be given to increasing the size of the calorifier and this may help with heat retention.



	
	
	3. Calorifier produces over-hot water from immersion heater

Assessment:

The calorifier has been fitted with a 1.25Kw immersion heater element, which Mr Steckerl reports over-heats the water.  Most such immersion heaters are provided with adjustable thermostatic controls.  However, the immersion heater on ‘Two Jays’ has been installed too close to the adjacent timber work and as such it is not possible to remove the heater’s cover plate.  If the cover plate could be removed then it is possible that any thermostatic control could be turned down.  

The lack of access to the immersion heater is considered to show a lack of attention to detail and poor quality control by the boat builder.

Recommendations:

It is possible that the timber work which currently prevents appropriate access to the immersion heater element could be partially cut away enough to enable the cover plate to be removed.  If this is not possible then the calorifier will either need to be rotated or lowered.



	
	Systems – 

b. Aerial
	1.  TV and radio units connected to single aerial

Assessment:

Mr Steckerl alleges that connecting the 12v radio into the booster TV aerial caused the radio to fail.  A full assessment of this fault is outside of the scope of this survey/report, partially because the installation has now been altered, and partially due to the radio having been repaired without a full technical assessment of the cause of the failure.

However, it is considered unlikely that under normal conditions a boosted TV aerial would damaged a connected 12v radio.



	
	Systems – 

c. Electrical


	1. Shoreline service excludes: shower; hob; and full microwave

Assessment:

The shoreline is rated at 16amp (UK Standard), which means that the maximum rating of a single appliance that can be powered by the supply is 3.8kW.  The shower was noted to be rated at 7kW and the hob at 6.1kW.  Therefore neither of these systems can be run from the shoreline.  However, the microwave is unlikely to have a total power rating of more than approximately 1kW (no actual rating could be identified on the machine), and therefore it should easily be run from the shoreline.  At the time of this assessment the microwave was noted to be operating from the shoreline, although not all of the appliance’s functions were tested (but this is unlikely to have any significant affect).



	
	
	2. Inverter capacity

General:

The inverter has been located in such a manner that it is not ‘readily accessible’.  As such the inverter unit itself was viewed only partially from a distance during this assessment.  

From the appliance serial number (YK-S12250E) provided by Mr Steckerl the unit has been identified as a 2.5kW, 12v, inverter, distributed by A.R. Peachment.  To-date Peachments have been unable to provide a copy of the relevant installation instructions for this model of inverter – the original instructions were apparently not forwarded on to Mr Steckerl by the boat builder.

Assessment:

The following observations are given without having had sight of the manufacturer’s installation instructions:

1. The inverter is connected to three, general purpose, 110amp/hr lead acid 12v batteries connected in parallel with the positive and negative connections bridged from one battery to the next.  Such battery provision is inappropriate for this type and size of inverter.  Such an installation is unlikely to provide much more than one hour of power to the inverter (assuming full battery charge and full inverter take-off).  However, of greater concern is the arrangement of a number of small (rated) leisure batteries in parallel, bridged from one battery to the next.  Such an installation generally leads to different rates of drain across the batteries and therefore the batteries will relatively quickly become degraded.  

2. At the time of this assessment all three ‘inverter’ batteries were found to be fully discharged.  Given the comments above this is considered not to be surprising.   However, the type of use to which Mr Steckerl puts the craft (concentrated long periods of cruising, followed by long period of no use) could also contribute to the batteries degrading relatively quickly.

3. The following sentence has been reproduced from Thurne Boat Builders Ltd letter to Mr & Mrs Steckerl, dated 26th March 2001 (see Appendix B):  “The cost of the heavy duty inverter is £1,500, but you will need only four batteries not six for standard spec.”.  I have been unable to find documentary evidence of which inverter was installed (heavy-duty or standard).  However, a 2.5kW unit is about as ‘heavy-duty’ as they come, and Mr Steckerl is of the opinion that he did opt for the ‘heavy-duty’ unit.  As such it is possible that the boat builder did install the ‘heavy-duty’ unit, but that he did not install additional batteries.  However, simply adding more 12v lead acid general purpose batteries in parallel would not have significantly improved the efficiency or longevity of the system.

4. The 12v circuit to the inverter did not appear to be provided with any form of circuit protection (fuse etc).  It is accepted that as yet the manufacturer’s installation instructions have not been assessed, but it would be very unusual if such protection was not a requirement.

The existing inverter battery installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality, and indicates a lack of understanding of inverter systems by the boat builder.

Recommendations:

The existing three ‘inverter’ batteries are probably now beyond recovery.  However, if they are simply replaced like for like, or added to in number with a similar installation set up to the existing, it is reasonable to assume that each set will not last for more than a cruising season.  It would be more appropriate to replace the existing three batteries with two large traction batteries, in parallel, each of approximately 200amp/hr, or more, and to wire them up to ensure equal discharge.  It is however, also recommended that the inverter manufacture’s installation instructions be assessed, and/or the inverter supplier be questioned as to be most suitable battery installation, prior to carrying out such works.

Appropriate fuse/circuit protection to be installed in 12v inverter circuit, assuming one is not already in place.



	8.
	Exterior
	a.  Balance

Assessment:

‘Two Jays’ was found during this assessment to have a list to starboard of very approximately 1.2 degrees (which equates to starboard side of the cabin floor being approximately 40mm lower than the port side).  Mr Steckerl reported that the list has been present since the craft was first commissioned.  Such a list is unlikely to significantly affect the safe operation of the craft, but the unlevel cabin floors are considered to be unacceptable.

To have commissioned and delivered the craft with a significant list indicates poor planning by the boat builder in relation to ballasting, and poor quality control.

Recommendations:

The ballasting will need to be adjusted, preferably by the removal or addition of permanent ballast below the cabin floor boards.  The removal of the cabin floors within the galley and saloon (See report Section 2.4) may enable the ballast to be reconfigured without having to lift up other currently fixed sections of flooring.



	
	
	b.  Navigation lights

Assessment:

‘Two Jays’ has been fitted with proprietary navigation lights.  However, the lights are predominantly made from plastic, and the port and starboard lights have been located at the forward extremities of the cabin structure where there is a reasonable chance of them impacting with canal bridge and tunnel structures.  At the time of assessment the port side light was found to be missing, having broken away through impact.

The provision of easily breakable plastic lights in locations most susceptibly to impact indicates a lack of appropriate planning and understanding of narrowboat use by the boat builder. The installation is considered not to be of satisfactory quality. 

Recommendations:

The existing port and starboard lights should be removed from their cabin side locations and mounted on the cabin roof, preferably on a portable board with a deck socket electrical connection.  Alternatively the existing lights should be replaced for slim-line metal ones, various examples of which are commonly used on narrowboats.



	
	
	c.  British Waterways’ Index Number

Assessment:

The British Waterways’ Index Number has been painted onto each side of the bow coaming in digits approximately 90mm high.  Mr Steckerl reported that he asked the boat builder to paint on the number, assuming that it would be applied in the conventional location (rear of cabin sides) in conventional sized digits (approximately 50mm high).  

Although British Waterways do require their index number to be shown on both sides of any licensed craft they do not stipulate the location or size of the digits.  However, the convention is very much as described above, and the provision of 90mm high digits on the bow indicates a lack of appreciation of standard narrowboat practices by the boat builder.

Recommendations:

To comply with convention the digits on the bow coamings should be removed and the numbers reaffixed to the rear of the cabin sides.




3. Non-conformity with Recreational Craft Directive (RCD)

A full RCD assessment of ‘Two Jays’ was not undertaken, but the following areas of non-conformity were noted during the assessment of the faults identified by Mr Steckerl.

	General

	1


	The craft has not been CE marked.



	2
	No Declaration of Conformity has been provided (No Declaration has been included within the Owner’s Manual).




	Non-conformity with the Essential Safety Requirements (ESRs)

	1


	ESR 2.1
	Hull Identification

No HIN has been affixed to the stern of the craft, and no duplicate HIN was identified internally within the hull structure.



	2


	ESR 2.2
	Builder’s Plate

No builder’s Plate has been affixed to the craft.



	3


	ESR 5.1.1
	Inboard engine

Paragraph 2 of ESR 5.1.1 states “Engine parts and accessories that require frequent inspection and/or servicing shall be readily accessible.”.  The Internationally accepted definition of ‘ready accessible’ is access without the use of tools.  

As detailed in Section 2.6.d. of this report, as commissioned the engine could only be properly serviced after timber boards had been unglued, and servicing still requires the removal of deck plates with the use of tools.




4. Additional identified faults

A full condition assessment of ‘Two Jays’ was not undertaken, but the following faults and areas of poor workmanship were noted during the assessment of the faults identified by Mr Steckerl.

	1
	Two horizontal hairline cracks were noted in the forward steel cabin bulkhead between the port side of door frame and the cabin side (both cracks being approximately 90mm in length).  These cracks were not tested in any way, but they were considered to be significant, and their presence indicates that there are perhaps failed welds at the two crack locations.  

Recommendations

The two cracks will need to be repaired (welded), but this should only be done with the internal bulkhead linings removed.



	2
	The copper diesel fuel supply pipe to the Webasto central heating boiler includes a number of sections of flexible hose which were unmarked and appeared to be pushed directly onto the copper pipe at each end.  The Boat Safety Scheme Standards (with which ‘Two Jays’ will need to be fully compliant following the fourth anniversary of her commissioning), and the International Small Craft Standard for such fuel systems (ISO10088), require such lengths of hose to be to the construction standard ISO7840, and that such lengths only be secured to proprietary hose tails or other appropriate nozzles.  The inclusion of unspecified hose, connected directly to copper pipe, will not be compliant with either of these two standards.

Recommendations

The fuel feed to the heater should all be in copper pipe.



	3
	Relatively widespread surface corrosion was noted on the underside of the rear deck, where visible from within the engine compartment.  Some of these metal parts did not appear to have been provided with any protective paint coatings, while on other degraded areas the original paint coatings appeared to be very thin.

Recommendations

The corrosion will need to be cleaned up and the surfaces repainted.



	4
	One of the three dry powder portable fire extinguishers was not ‘type approved’, as required by the Boat Safety Scheme Standards.  As such, ‘Two Jays’ fire extinguishers will not be fully compliant with the Boat Safety Scheme when this becomes compulsory (as detailed above).

Recommendations

An additional BSS compliant portable fire extinguisher should be fitted.




5. Further Comment and Limitations

1. The Owner’s Manual identifies ‘Two Jays’ as having a length overall of 18.50m (61ft 10in).  Mr Steckerl reports that the contracted and actual craft length is 50ft.  This significant error must raise the question as to how many more inaccuracies there are within the Manual.

2. This report has been written without prejudice, with the comments representing the undersigned surveyor’s considerations given the information available at the time.  The report has been produced at the request of and on behalf of Mr J. Steckerl, and is for his sole use, with no warranty or liability to any other person or body.

David A. Fuller B.Sc. I.Eng

Marine Surveyor
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