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TO:  
RADIO & NAUTICAL SUB-COMMITTEE                  RN(03)05


RADIO & NAUTICAL OBSERVERS

MINUTES

Minutes of the Radio & Nautical Meeting held at ICS on 29 April 2003 are forwarded.  Members are requested to note that it was agreed that the next meeting will be held at ICS on Thursday 6 November 2003.

Comments on the Minutes are welcome and should be addressed to the undersigned.

P B Hinchliffe

Secretary to the Sub-Committee 

INTERNATIONAL CHAMBER OF SHIPPING

Meeting of the Radio and Nautical Sub-Committee 

held on Tuesday 29th April 2003

at 12 Carthusian Street, London EC1M 6EZ

Minutes

1. Introduction

The Chairman opened the meeting by welcoming in particular those attending the meeting for the first time and those representing observer organisations.  A list of attendees is attached at Annex 1.

2. Minutes of the previous meeting

Minutes of the meeting held on 19 November 2002 had been forwarded at circular RN(02)03 dated 25 November 2002.  No comment had been received and members approved the Minutes as a true record of the meeting.

3. Matters arising

3.1 VDRs for existing cargo ships 

The Chairman reported that the IMO correspondence group tasked to study the feasibility of fitting a simplified VDR to existing cargo ships had completed its report for NAV 49 (30 June – 4 July 2003).  The report had been circulated to members at RN(03)01 dated 31 March 2003.  In summary, the report concluded that:

· Retrofitting of VDRs to existing cargo ships was feasible

· VDRs on existing ships were desirable and necessary to assist casualty investigations, training and on board management issues

· Cost effective simplified VDR to meet the needs of casualty investigations was achievable by recording the following:

· Bridge audio

· Communication audio

· Radar

· Position speed and heading

· Date and time

· AIS

· Any additional data available in IEC 61162-1 format

· Modified protection means were appropriate

The Secretary added that these findings were reasonably aligned with the results of the ICS questionnaire to shipowners on the issue.  He drew particular attention to the finding that where a ship could not easily be fitted with a recording device for a specific element, then there should be no requirement to record that element.  

In discussion the Sub-Committee agreed that the report had made a strong case for a simplified VDR (SVDR) in existing cargo ships but that the cost of a float free or removable system was not justified.   Captain Overgaard asked whether a tonnage limit should be discussed, perhaps seeking a requirement for a SVDR in ships only over 20Kdwt.  In time, he said, it might be argued that the SVDR could provide a relaxed requirement for new ships to replace the existing full VDR requirement.  Mr Hall said that discussion should focus on the report of the correspondence group and that it seemed unlikely that a tonnage limit would find favour at IMO.  He also felt that some States would take a more robust line on the interface problem particularly where replacement modern equipment might be less expensive than engineering an interface solution.  In general he supported the report.  Captain Jorgensen agreed and noted that any SVDR standard should be sufficient to meet the minimum needs of accident investigation.  The concept of a float free version was not supported.  It was also commented that the investment in SVDR did not represent an investment in safety.  Mr Boysen drew attention to the expected inclusion of small ferries in the requirement and the need to seek a sensible timescale to achieve this.  Captain Overgaard reminded the Sub-Committee that the EU requirement applied to all vessels from 2007.

In summary, the Chairman, said that the case for an SVDR had been made, in the correspondence group report, but that the case for float free or other costly preservation measures had not.  The need to consider grandfathering arrangements, in any statement by the Secretariat, was also highlighted.

4. Maritime Security 

4.1 Implementation of ISPS Code 

The Chairman reminded members that the Diplomatic Conference on maritime security (December 2002) had adopted changes to the SOLAS convention and the new International Ship and Port Facility Security (ISPS) Code.  The Code would take effect on 1 July 2004 upon entry into force of the new SOLAS chapter XI-2. He emphasised the considerable challenge for the shipping industry and for administrations to achieve the requirements in less than eighteen months.  The Secretariat and member associations needed to ensure that shipowners were aware of the urgency of the situation with respect to putting the appropriate management system in place and to ordering and fitting equipment where it was required.

The Secretary reported that ICS had held a Security Seminar in London, on 10 February 2003, to provide another opportunity for the requirements to be discussed in detail.  It was reported that a number of member associations were working on the documentary requirements, in some cases in partnership with the Administration.  The Secretariat hoped to use this work to assist in the production of generic security guidelines to cover documentation, security officer training, certification requirements and so on.  The ICS ‘Guide to the ISPS Code’ was due for publication on 16 May and a ‘model’ ship security plan was expected to follow about a month later.  (Post meeting note:  the Guide to the ISPS Code is now available for sale)  Mention was made of the Norwegian Shipowners’ Association risk assessment advice on the NSA website.

The ship security alert was introduced and it was noted that the performance standard was very broad in its specification and that this could lead to uncertainty and disparity between administrations.  Several members reported that no decisions had been made by their administration.  Captain Owen questioned how a terrorist alert would be handled if received from a remote location or at great distance from the receiving administration.  The Sub-Committee agreed that it was likely to be handled in a similar manner to distress alerts, which were often received at considerable distance from the actual incident.  

The Sub-Committee noted the lack of guidance from administrations on the ship security alert.

The subject of long-range tracking was considered in parallel with the UK proposal for a SOLAS requirement for 24-hour position reports from all SOLAS ships.  Mr Hall explained that the two requirements taken together were duplication.  Other points of principle were discussed; the cost of transmission should be borne by the State requiring the tracking information; the cost of a possible new carriage requirement had still to be addressed at IMO and the commercial and military importance of tracking information had already been raised at IMO.

On the matter of daily reports, Captain Jorgensen said that most companies already required 24-hour reports but that this was a matter for ISM and not SOLAS.  

It was agreed that the Secretariat should support the principle of 24-hour reports but not the inclusion of a requirement in SOLAS.

It was also agreed that the Secretariat should seek clear answers to the long-range tracking questions, at MSC 77.

5. IHO matters 

The Chairman reminded the Sub-Committee that a meeting had been held between representatives of the industry and of IHO in August 2002.  At that time, it had been agreed that follow-up meetings were desirable, with the aim of providing feedback to IHO on hydrographic matters in general and on survey priorities in particular.  He gave a warm welcome to Admiral Ken Barbor of IHO and invited him to introduce IHO issues.  

Admiral Barbor thanked the Sub-Committee for their welcome and explained that IHO was engaged in a strategic planning exercise.  This was examining the responsiveness of hydrographic offices to the requirements of governments and of the shipping industry.  He recognised three issues:

1. There was a capacity problem for hydrographic offices.  IHO did not represent all of the IMO member States although it did represent the key producers of hydrographic products.  IHO had about 70 members.

2. There was some concern about the availability of modern charts; in other words, those produced using the latest survey technology and with the positional accuracy of GPS.  He reported that availability was slowly improving.

3. IHO was examining the priority for targeting areas for modern survey.  

The strategic review included a meticulous review of capacity and quality and he stressed the importance of the mariner’s vote in this process.  In support of this, he drew attention to the IHO Industry Days on 16/17 June 2003 in Monaco and invited participation. 

Finally he reported that the Nautical Institute was supporting a data gathering exercise that would feature in the next issue of Seaways (May 2003).

Mr Hall asked Admiral Barber to comment on the provision of data for passenger ships operating in remote areas.  Admiral Barbor said that a report would be made to IMO in 2003.  

The Chairman emphasised the need to provide feedback from sea in support of IHO’s prioritisation of survey requirements.  Attendance at the Industry Days was encouraged.

6. Lifeboat safety 

6.1 Report of outcome of DE 46 

The Chairman drew attention to the agenda notes, and the summary of action at the latest meeting of the IMO Sub-Committee on Ship Design and Equipment (DE 46).   He recalled the growing concern within the industry at the consistently high level of personal injuries from mandatory drills with lifeboats, that had led IMO to review the subject.   He recommended that this meeting should restrict itself to comments on the operational aspects. 

In discussion it was felt that the draft amendment of SOLAS regulation III/19.3.3.3 was a welcome improvement to safety, as it allowed unmanned lowering if deemed desirable but still achieved the objective of the lifeboat being tested in the water.   On the other hand, the draft amendment for crews of ships fitted with freefall lifeboats to all experience a launch was felt to recreate the exposure to risk of injury, although a requirement for all to experience a simulated launch could be accepted.   

The effect of draft changes in SOLAS regulation III/20 to requirements for inspection and testing of on-load release gear could not be assessed by the meeting.   But an improvement of safety with these devices was the greatest need.

The involvement of manufacturers in long-term care and maintenance was felt to be an uncertain benefit.   Although such a system worked with liferafts, care of large, fixed appliances such as lifeboats and davits on board would need more commitment.   Some manufacturers do not have a world-wide service network, and some installations have components by different manufacturers.   A minimum level of prompt response and effectiveness, or a system of international crew training, would be necessary.

The meeting also expressed doubts about whether extra weekly and monthly drills required by the draft amendments to SOLAS regulation III/20 would actually achieve the familiarity necessary to reduce accidents.   The distinction between new 6.3 (“moved from their stowed position”) and 7.1 (“turned out from their stowed position”) needed to be clarified.

It was agreed that there was a conflict between safe conduct of lowering and launching drills, usually performed in ports, and restrictions of ports on such activities.   Local regulations are seen as over-riding all others, even as a force majeure, and there was a constant need for masters to record such prohibitions.   Administrations and IMO should be reminded of such conflicts.

7. Post Prestige issues

The Chairman opened discussion by saying that much of the response to the Prestige accident had been at a political level within Europe and that the final outcome of this was still to be seen.  ICS had written to the Office of Legal Affairs of the UN in New York seeking comment on the actions of France and Spain in denying freedom of navigation in their Exclusive Economic Zone.  He noted that a formal response had yet to be received.  He also added that ICS had written to IMO describing the conflict generated by these actions with the obligations of signatories under the MARPOL convention.  

The Chairman invited the Sub-Committee to consider the application to MEPC for a ‘western European’ PSSA from a purely navigational perspective.  Mr Hall commented on the IMO requirement to consider vessel safety, the impact on operations and the cost to the industry in an application and reported that none of these was addressed in the Belgian (et al) paper.  He noted however that mention was made of a significant cost implication in requiring single-hull tankers with a heavy oil cargo to make passage around the north of Scotland.  He said that a ban on a single ship type was controversial and that there were structural implications.  He referred to the obligation for such submissions to comply with resolution A.917(22) which this submission did not appear to do.  He suggested that ICS could use the foregoing points as the basis for discussion at IMO and that IMO would have to determine actions for both the Legal Committee and the Navigation Sub-Committee.  Captain Overgaard agreed that there was a fundamental legal question and that the submission might be viewed as an attempt to legalise a current situation that was not legal.  

It was agreed that the Belgian (et al) submission for a western European PSSA did not appear to be in compliance with resolution A.917(22) and that the Secretariat should draw upon the points discussed in forming an argument for MEPC.

8. Rescue at Sea

The Chairman invited the Secretary to introduce the subject of rescue at sea.  He reminded the Sub-Committee that the Tampa incident had brought the issue of ‘rescue at sea’ into sharp focus in August 2001.  Subsequently, the 22nd Assembly of the IMO had adopted resolution A.920 calling for a review of safety measures and procedures for the treatment of persons rescued at sea.  Its aim was to discover any gaps or inconsistencies in the rules applying to ships, flag or coastal States and to extend this to other international organisations such as UNHCR.   As a direct result of resolution A.920(22), a number of meetings had been held, of which perhaps the most significant was one hosted by Sweden in September 2002.  This meeting had been attended by delegations from Australia, France, Germany, Nigeria, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom, United States of America and observers from ICS, IFSMA/ITF, IMO and UNHCR.  The product of the meeting was draft text for a proposed change to the SOLAS and SAR conventions, reported to the 76th session of the Maritime Safety Committee (2-13 December 2002) in document MSC 76/22/11, and later passed to COMSAR 7 for consideration.

COMSAR 7 had invited its SAR working group to consider the report of the Swedish meeting (MSC 76/22/11) and a submission by Spain (COMSAR 7/8).  Paper MSC 76/22/11 had been adopted by the Sub-Committee, as the base document, and the COMSAR Chairman invited comment on the text of proposed change to the SOLAS convention.  There had been a clear majority in favour of supporting the text developed in Sweden, voiced by Bahamas, Brazil, Cyprus, Greece, Japan, Norway and United States of America.  The only opposition was from Spain who sought, through document COMSAR 7/8, to place onerous requirements on the master and shipping company before rescued persons could be landed to a coastal State.  The Spanish submission found no support.

However Norway had proposed that, whilst the draft text was supported, there was still a requirement to make provision for the case where a coastal State did not agree to accept rescued persons ashore from the rescuing ship.  Norway’s proposal gained support from Bahamas, Cyprus, Denmark, Germany and Greece, and observers from ICS, ICFTU and IFSMA.  The main opponents were Australia, Philippines, Spain, Turkey and United States of America, with the middle ground occupied by Italy, United Kingdom and Venezuela.  However in the final plenary debate, it became clear that consideration of a further change was beyond the remit of COMSAR, since it involved legal, political and sovereignty issues.  

In the light of the Norwegian statement, Sweden had offered to host a further meeting to discuss a further development of the text (14-17 April 2003).  This second meeting had been attended by ICS.  The main outcome had been a proposal that IMO should adopt an interpretation of the proposed SOLAS text rather than attempt a further re-draft.  The proposed interpretation made more clear the responsibility of the coastal State involved in a rescue to relieve the master of the rescuing ship of rescued persons as expediently as possible.

Captain Jorgensen reported that a further Norwegian submission would be made to MSC 77.  

9. Places of Refuge 

The Chairman reminded the Sub-Committee that the subject of places of refuge had been brought to the IMO agenda by the case of the ‘Castor’ which was towed around the Mediterranean in search of a suitable place of refuge for a cargo transfer operation.  The ‘Prestige’ incident gave the subject a more immediate focus and COMSAR 7 was required to review the guidelines for masters and for coastal States, developed at NAV 48, in order to check for conformity with the SAR requirements.  

The Secretary was invited to report on the outcome of COMSAR 7.  He reported that in general, COMSAR was content that the guidelines were coherent with SAR principals and regulations.  However the idea of a Maritime Assistance Service (MAS) proposed by France at MSC 76 was not supported.  The French concept was that the MAS would provide a single point of contact for the master who felt that he needed a place of refuge but was not in need of SAR services.  The SAR view was that the Maritime Rescue Co-ordination Centre (MRCC) was best equipped to provide the single point of contact and that another point of contact would only serve to confuse the situation particularly where the situation on the ship was deteriorating and SAR services were eventually required. This view, supported by ICS, prevailed but it was recommended that other services, which France had associated with the MAS concept, should be considered by MRCCs.  It was to be left to States to decide how to manage the tasking of their MRCCs.

Captain Jorgensen noted that the matter was a political concern in Europe particularly in respect of publishing the location of designated places of refuge.  

It was agreed that the guidelines proposed for adoption at MSC 77 were welcomed.

10. ICS Bridge Procedures Guide 

The Chairman reminded the Sub-Committee that, at the meeting of the Radio & Nautical Sub-Committee on 19 November 2002, it was agreed that the Sub-Committee would consider the contents of the Bridge Procedures Guide and provide feedback to the Secretariat.  No feedback had been received and therefore there was a need to identify a mechanism for reviewing the Guide.  However, he invited members first to comment on the booklet on ‘best practice for marine pilotage’ since the subject matter should be considered for incorporation into the Bridge Procedures Guide in due course.

In discussion it was agreed that the ‘best practice’ booklet had been well received and that this included some pilot organisations.  

The discussion turned to the Bridge Procedures Guide.  There was agreement that a new edition was required in order to address the number of developments in bridge equipment and practice that had taken place since its publication.  There was a call for a change in emphasis; that the guide should provide generic guidance perhaps utilising CD technology so that ships would be required to adapt the Guide to their particular circumstance.  

The Sub-Committee agreed that at future meetings dedicated time should be set aside for a detailed review and the development of a revised guide.   The Secretary was requested to draft terms of reference for the working group.

11. Report on outcome of COMSAR 7

The Secretary was invited to report on any other significant items that had arisen at COMSAR 7.   He said that most of the items had already been discussed under other agenda items however one further matter of note was the announcement of the withdrawal of Inmarsat A services.

The International Mobile Satellite Organisation informed MSC 76 that Inmarsat intended to withdraw the Inmarsat A service with effect from December 2007.  Japan, Korea and ICS requested that further information should be provided before IMO accepted the Inmarsat intention.  COMSAR 7 was therefore asked to consider any further information provided by Inmarsat before drafting a circular advertising the withdrawal of the service.

COMSAR was informed that Inmarsat A was very old technology and that it had become increasingly difficult to maintain the service and to maintain the onboard equipment.  In addition the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) had requested that the use of the electromagnetic spectrum be reduced and the withdrawal of Inmarsat A provided an efficient means of compliance since its use of the spectrum was less efficient than more modern systems.  Japan, Korea and Germany repeated the fact that the withdrawal of the service would have an impact on ships that would continue to use Inmarsat A even at the end of 2007.  However, there was no further support and the Sub-Committee accepted the information from Inmarsat and drafted a circular on the subject.

12. ICS/OCIMF Guide to Malacca Strait

The Chairman reminded members that at its November meeting the Sub-Committee had decided that the OCIMF draft revision of the Malacca Strait Guide should be attached to the Minutes of that meeting, in order that members could pass a copy to appropriate experts.  It was also agreed that a copy would be sent to the Singapore Shipowners’ Association (SSA) and this had been done on 20 November.  The Secretary reported that no comment had been received and invited the Sub-Committee to discuss the need for the Guide.  

Discussion first turned to the question of under keel clearance (UKC) and its calculation.  Captain Akatsuka expressed JSA’s concern with the changed calculation method in the OCIMF draft.  The use of a dynamic UKC was, he said, not acceptable to JSA.  The relationship between speed and control was important in the constrained waters of the Malacca Strait.  Captain Fortnum on behalf of OCIMF said that the importance of the speed/control relationship could be added to the draft version.

The Secretary reminded the Sub-Committee that the fundamental need for the Guide should also be considered.  Mr Hall mentioned that, historically, the need for the Guide had arisen through a perception that passage planning was not being conducted with sufficient thoroughness and there had been a lack of general guidance on the topic.  He noted that in the intervening years other guidance had been produced and that perhaps there was not such a great need for the Guide.  The Chairman agreed and noted that the production of a contemporary version would require great attention to navigational accuracy and perhaps demand a continual updating effort.  Admiral Barber said that the development of the Marine Electronic Highway project suggested that other sources of information were in the process of development and that the accuracy and timeliness of modern methods should be borne in mind.

Mr Hall noted that there seemed to be consensus against revising the Guide but queried any reference that there might be to the Guide in charter party agreements. 

The Chairman asked the Secretary to investigate the charter party question and noted that the Sub-Committee agreed that unless there was a defined need for the Guide then it should be withdrawn.  He invited the OCIMF observer to pass this opinion to the OCIMF Navigation and Routeing Sub-Committee.

13. Any other business

13.1 The Secretary asked for guidance from the Sub-Committee on a presentation that ICS had been asked to give at a meeting of Port Meteorological Officers.  There was a brief discussion that noted that a variety of very professional meteorological services was available ranging from weather reporting to full routeing advice.  Shipowners were strongly advised to take advantage of weather routeing but it was a commercial situation.  However the number of ships conducting voluntary reporting was declining.  The Secretary undertook to seek further advice by circular.

13.2 The Secretary reported that information had been received from Norway regarding inadequate standards of pilotage in the Kiel Canal.  Mr Boysen was given a copy of the letter received from Norway and undertook to investigate the matter.  Members were not aware of any other complaint.  (Post meeting note:  Mr Boysen has reported that the German Shipowners Association was already discussing the matter with pilotage authorities and that a report would be made in due course)

13.3 Captain Fortnum asked the meeting to note that OCIMF intended to pursue the issue of watchkeeping at anchor and to seek a requirement for ships at anchor outside port limits to be required to maintain a qualified bridge watch.  The Sub-Committee agreed that the principle could be supported but that a recommendatory approach through Part B of the STCW Code would be preferable.  The proposed removal of an element of the master’s discretion in watchkeeping was also noted.  Captain Fortnum was invited to convey this opinion to the OCIMF Navigation and Routeing Sub-Committee.

14. Arrangements for next meeting

It was agreed that the next meeting would be held at ICS on 6 November 2003.  
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