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	SUMMARY

	Executive summary:
	The outcome of the correspondence group is presented in accordance with the terms of reference established by the Sub-Committee at its 50th session.

	Action to be taken:
	Paragraph 15

	Related documents:
	DE 50/27, DE 50/18, DE 49/5/3, DE 49/INF.5, NAV 53/13


Introduction

1
The Sub-Committee, at its fiftieth session, established an intersessional correspondence group on this agenda item under the coordination of Australia.

2
The group’s terms of reference were established by DE 50 in accordance with paragraph 18.6 of DE 47/25 as follows:
.1 
to develop draft Guidelines for uniform operating limitations of high-speed craft, taking into account documents DE 50/18, DE 49/5/3 and DE 49/INF.5 and comments and proposals made in plenary, as well as contributions from the COMSAR, NAV and SLF Sub-Committees as they become available; and

.2 
to submit a report to DE 51.

3
This work is required to be carried out in the context of the new paragraph 1.9.7 inserted in the 2000 HSC Code by res. MSC.222(82) as follows:

“1.9.7 
In determining the worst intended conditions and the operational limitations on all craft for insertion in the Permit to Operate, the Administration shall give consideration to all the parameters listed in annex 12. The limitations assigned shall be those that enable compliance with all of these factors.”
3
Australia would like to express its appreciation to the delegations of China, Germany, Japan, Norway, Spain, the United Kingdom, the United States and RINA for their participation in the efforts of the correspondence group.

Development of the Guidelines 

4 The group took as the starting point of its work the list of minimum factors to be taken into account in Annex 12 of the 2000 HSC Code as amended.  Taking account of the referenced documents an initial draft of the guidelines was prepared by the coordinator and subsequently refined by the group through a series of comment rounds.  The resulting draft text is at Annex.

5 In undertaking its work, the group noted that the 2000 HSC Code, as with the 1994 HSC Code, provides for the Permit to Operate High-Speed craft to be issued by the flag Administration in consultation with relevant port States, so the draft text uses the term “Administrations” to cover involvement by Administrations from both flag and port State perspectives.

Related work by other sub-committees

6 Noting the outcome of consideration of this matter by COMSAR 11, NAV 53 and SLF 50, the group included in its draft text of the guidelines possible guidance relating to matters under the purview of those sub-committees.  In particular it left the text of section 3 of the draft, which is clearly within the expertise of COMSAR, within square brackets pending consideration of that text by COMSAR 12.  Similarly, the group attempted to incorporate relevant text to cover matters raised in document NAV 53/15, mainly through the insertion of section 7 of the draft guidelines.  However, the group was mindful that any of the draft text may be amended by the next session of the above-mentioned three sub-committees, which will all be held after this session of DE.

Group discussions

7 A major point of contention within the group was whether the sea state in which an MES had satisfactorily completed the heavy weather sea trial (HWST) in accordance with the requirements of section 12.6 of res. MSC81(70), the Revised recommendation on testing of life-saving appliances.  Recognising that the conduct of HWSTs and the retrieval of the deployed equipment represented substantial physical danger for the personnel directly involved, that approved survival craft had been observed to operate satisfactorily in significantly more severe conditions than those specified for the HWST and that there was no comparable limitation under SOLAS to the deployment of survival craft and their means of embarkation, the group agreed that the HWST should be treated as a test standard and that no operational limitations should flow from it.  The resulting text is in section 5.5 of the annexed draft. Editorial note:  Does the group want the final sentence of para 5.5.3, currently in [ ], included in the text?
8 Noting that many of the casualties of the Sleipner disaster in November 1999 resulted from difficulties in achieving safe evacuation into life-rafts directly from the craft, the group agreed that the philosophy for MES evacuations outlined in the previous paragraph should not apply and that Administrations should be able to require whatever trials are necessary to satisfy themselves that such evacuations can be carried out safely in conditions up to the worst intended conditions.
9 Towards the end of its deliberations, the group considered information provided by Australia on non-linear analysis of the horizontal accelerations of various catamarans, indicating that wave encounter period has a substantial effect upon those accelerations and that limiting values of significant wave height should therefore not be set without giving consideration to wave encounter period.  Text was inserted to cover this aspect, but the available time did not permit it to be fully discussed by the group and amendment may therefore be necessary.
10 Another point of discussion was the extent to which extrapolation of operating limitations should be permitted beyond the outcomes of satisfactory trials conducted in accordance with Chapter 17 of the 2000 HSC Code.  If significant extrapolation is not permitted, a craft may have to wait many months before the right environmental conditions occur to enable its safety to be demonstrated in accordance with the parameters for which it was designed and constructed.  The group considered in this regard that the information provided under the previous paragraph had been generated by verified commercially-available software.  At the time of completion of this report, discussions were continuing on the extent of permissible extrapolation with views varying between  permitting extrapolation to 110% of trial conditions (one delegation) to 140% (other delegations).  Accordingly, the value in paragraph 6.1 of the draft has been left in square brackets.  Editorial Note:  Para 5.6.7 of the draft guidelines has been inserted in accordance with US proposals.  Suggestions to improve this text would be appreciated.
11 One delegation was of the view that the service area limitations imposed under paragraph 1.3.4 of the 2000 HSC Code should be interpreted to apply to the operational speed in the sea conditions and significant wave height corresponding to the worst intended conditions.  There was no support for this proposal as it would constitute a substantial change to the provisions of the 2000 HSC Code involving “regulation by interpretation”.

12 A proposal was also considered whereby vertical accelerations would be linked with horizontal accelerations in establishing operating limitations.  The group found that, while Annex 9 of the 2000 HSC Code provides for measurement of vertical accelerations and that vertical accelerations are mentioned in Annex 3 of the Code to reflect classification society practice with regard to structure, the definitions of Safety Levels in regard to passenger safety relate to horizontal accelerations only and framed the draft text of the guidelines accordingly. 

Application to existing craft and existing services

13 If the proposed guidelines were only to apply to new craft, then the reference to the 2000 HSC Code as amended by res. MSC.222(82) would be sufficient.  However, the group’s terms of reference do not specify such limited application.  Recognising that application of the resulting guidelines to existing craft may result in more stringent operating limitations than may have previously been applied to the same craft in the same service and been found to be satisfactory, the group agreed that their application to existing craft on existing services should be limited to “as far as the Administrations consider reasonable and practicable”.  


14 Such text, which could apply to craft dating back as far as the DSC Code, could appropriately be inserted into the cover sheet of the instrument promulgating the guidelines, which is presumed to be an MSC.1 circular.
Action requested of the Sub-Committee

15 The Sub-Committee is invited to consider the outcome of the group and take action as it considers appropriate.  In this regard it may consider the following options:

1. if satisfied with the submitted text to the extent that that its task is completed, and subject to any amendments made by the other sub-committees, forwarding the text of the guidelines to MSC 85 for promulgation as soon as possible after the amendments to the 2000 HSC Code enter force on 1 July 2008; or

2. in view of the high workload of this session and the fact that this matter remains to be considered by COMSAR 12, NAV 54 and SLF 51, the Sub-Committee may elect to re-establish the correspondence group to finalise outstanding issues and incorporate text provided by the other sub-committees for consideration of a clean text at its next session.  
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