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American shipping and rules
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American shipping companies are being vocal in their criticism of incoming maritime security rules. Their lobbying and opinions are free for all to see on a US government website. Barry Parker waded through

BODY 

Imagine a body of information that could almost be mistaken for a new shipping novel, freely available over the internet, where paramilitary organisations would strut their stuff (escorting vessels, taking out intruders), and where respected ship registries would vie for the honour of having the best database of seafarers’ biometrics. 

The plot thickens when the writers wonder aloud about the efficiency of a 911 call versus an 800 toll free number for the shipping community to call after an incident at a major port, and whether pirates could scan VHF safety broadcasts to pinpoint potential victims.

The publication is not a sequel to Barry Evetts “The Panama Affair” or John Le Carre’s “The Tailor of Panama”. Rather, it is the U.S. Government’s online docket, where the maritime industry had the opportunity to comment on proposed Coast Guard regulations to be implemented in April. 

The material can be viewed at http://dms.dot.gov , after entering the Docket # 14069. 

As of mid March, three weeks after the final deadline, 345 submissions had been posted to the online venue, with others still being reviewed by the Coast Guard. 

Because security will be a driver of ship operating practice for years to come and will catalyse the development of continued technological development to re- purpose existing onboard hardware and software, the docket is must reading for Digital Ship subscribers.

SUBHEAD

Coastguard questions 

Following the late November passage of the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 (MTSA) and the IMO’s ground-breaking revisions of SOLAS and the creation of the ISPS Code in December, the U.S. Coast Guard is tasked (under MTSA) to develop workable regulations embodying both MTSA and the IMO mandates. 

The online docket is an effective means for soliciting comments from the industry that will be affected. 

The Coast Guard’s guidelines for comments, in the form of 40 questions published in the Federal Register, cover a wide range of subjects.

Question one deals with the manner of notifying vessels of security conditions at ports.  

Other submissions deal with topics such as the Continuous Synopsis Record (Question 34), advanced notice submissions (Question 38), and Automatic Identification Systems (Question 40). 

Long range tracking did not receive its own question, but falls within the purview of the comments because it is specifically mentioned in MTSA.  

Submitters include associations comprised of international shipowners, by Flag States (shipping registries), and by important providers of services to the deepsea shipping industry. 

There was even a submission from a prominent Greek shipping company, a demographic segment usually not typically seen in the very public medium of U.S. Federal dockets on the World Wide Web. 

SUBHEAD

Ship and port interface

An important focus of the new ISPS is the interface between ships and ports, and the industry’s views emphasised both emerging and existing communication channels. 

The World Shipping Council (WSC), whose members include the world’s leading Liner companies, suggests that a return message to an electronic 96 hour notice sent into the US Coast Guard could be used to inform vessels about security levels at US ports.  

The Chamber of Shipping of America (CSA), which represents U.S. and foreign flag deepsea operators with a US presence, suggests that such a mechanism can be used where a particular vessel may match up with threat criteria, as determined by the intelligence community. 

The WSC also suggests using the National Response Center or the Worldwide Navigational Warning Service (WWNWS) to broadcast security information. 

The Lake Carriers Association (LCA), a group representing vessels transporting mainly iron ore and coal on the Great Lakes, suggested that perhaps AIS could be used to inform about security levels. 

CSX Lines (subsequently renamed Horizon Lines) suggested that secure channels may be required at certain times.

SUBHEAD

When the regulations hit 

Since October 2001, the Coast Guard has required that an Advanced Notice of Arrival (ANOA) be submitted to a central information facility (handling all US ports) 96 hours prior to arrival at a U.S. port. 

Some submitters, such as Seabulk International, felt that the present notice format was fine, while others, such as WSC, suggested that the advanced notices could be augmented to include certain additional data fields from either the required or recommendatory portions of the ISPS.

SUBHEAD

Switching on AIS

Shipowners did comment on AIS, where deployment on U.S. tankers is mandated by July 1, 2003.  

Seabulk International opined in its comment on the Coast Guard’s estimates of security costs that each AIS installation would cost approximately $10,000. 

The Marshall Islands Registry, in its comments, questioned the value of AIS, in its present form, as a tool for maritime security, noting that its ability to widely broadcast vessel positions. 

The Marshall Island submission goes on to ask, “It might be better to pursue long-range tracking for vessels equipped with GMDSS as also provide for in [the MTSA]. Vessel tracking systems should be based upon secure “‘polling’ vs. broadcast.”

Intertanko expressed a concern that it may be difficult to find qualified installers in a short time frame, and asked the U.S. to perhaps work within the IMO timeframe (mandatory AIS by July 2004).

The tanker owners’ group also queried whether it may be appropriate to allow the AIS to be shut off; where the Master felt that security would be compromised (by its broadcast nature). The CSA filing echoes this point, saying “We did not support the inclusion of AIS in the security measures discussion because of its limited range and the fact that in certain international areas, it would be used by persons involved in piracy to identify targets.”

SUBHEAD

CSR- A Non Issue

The Continuous Synopsis Record (CSR), an onboard repository of information regarding the vessel’s ownership, is an addition to SOLAS not dealt with in the MTSA. 

At present, there is no intention to mandate the CSR for domestic (U.S. to U.S.) voyages, but the Coast Guard nevertheless asked whether it should be. Seabulk did not believe it should apply to vessels on domestic voyages, nor did the LCA .  Teco Ocean Shipping suggested that it apply to SOLAS vessels only, trading internationally. The CSA pointed out that adequate data exists as to ownership of U.S. vessels. 

SUBHEAD

Silent Alarm

Ship Alerting, also a SOLAS item that might be applied to US voyages (certainly where dangerous cargo is being transported, but possibly to other commercial trips), brought about a wide panoply of responses.

Seabulk International sought clarification of required equipment specifications for US Coast Guard approval and suggested the establishment of a central monitoring capability for alert messages; as did The Transportation Institute (of which Seabulk and other US Flag deepsea carriers are members).

Teco pointed out that smaller domestic vessels have VHF and other communications, and said that ship alerting should only be applied to SOLAS vessels. 

The LCA did not see any benefit for Great Lakes shipping in having an alerting system. CSX Lines, on the other hand, came out in favour of ship alerting on domestic voyages, even beyond dangerous cargoes, stating, “…US waters, although safer than some others, are not without potential threats from terrorists or pirates. Additionally the alarm could serve a safety function facilitating notification in the event of an incident.”

Such thinking is echoed by the Marshall Islands Register, whose response indicates that “It should not be limited to hazardous cargoes. [other commercial vessels] might be involved in a terrorist event.” 

CSA also came out in favour of ship alerting equipment on a wide range of domestic ships, declaring that “both SOLAS and non SOLAS vessels may become targets for terrorist acts while transmitting U.S. waters.”
SUBHEAD

What Inmarsat thinks 

The most compelling reading in the docket comes from Inmarsat, already an integral component in numerous routing and fleet management solutions.

Inmarsat stated in the docket what is well known to those following maritime security- it is a vital component of maritime security. 

Its comments emphasised its 20 year history of reliability, and pointed out that many vessels calling at US ports already have Inmarsat equipment aboard for GMDSS compliance. 

The docket mentions specific value added resellers and distributors of the Inmarsat C, Mini M, and D+ services. 

Included in the list was Terravision (Australia), Absolute Communications (New Zealand) and the combination of the Maritime Exchange of Alaska / Maritime Information Service of North America (MISNA) - actually a consortium of maritime exchanges. 

In the D+ realm specifically, Satamatics and PoleStar (PurpleFinder) were mentioned. 

Inmarsat described its “Enhanced Group Call” feature, where a similar message can be sent to multiple vessels organised into groups, and suggested its applicability as a way of communicating maritime security levels to vessels. 

It also pointed out that PoleStar’s ship alerting product, PurpleGuard, met the new SOLAS ship alerting requirements. 

Inmarsat then expressed concerns about the security of AIS, as contrasted with satellite transmissions, and provided suggestions as to its value as part of a long range tracking capability, including the ability to poll vessels, as contemplated in MTSA.  

SUBHEAD

Conclusion

The U.S. Coast Guard will be considering the hundreds of comments received in determining interim final regulations, as directed by the MTSA legislation. 

The interim regulations are expected to be published April 1, 2003. Final regulations will then be instituted later in the year. 

Other Coastal / Port and Flag states will promulgate their own local regulations, however the USA has been a leader on the security front and its approach may be followed by others.

