Comments to COMSAR 11/14/4

The document from Marshall Islands is both interesting and useful in the further work with the LRIT system, and I assume it will be discussed in detail during the WG meeting.

There are two applicable general notes based on Resolution MSC 202(81) & MSC.210(81) which I include here as a reminder:

Note 1:
[202(81) item 4.1/4.2] Ships shall be fitted with a system to automatically transmit the information specified in paragraph 5 as follows:…..  

This implies that all ships shall be fitted with an appropriate transceiver capable of automatic         transmission of LRIT information.

Note 2:
[210(81) item 13] The quality of service: 

(No. of delivered reports meeting latency req.) / Total no. of report requests x 100%

should be :

.1            95%
 of the time over any 24-hour period; and

.2            99% over any 1 month

This implies that the Master and/or ship owner must ensure proper quality and proper use of the transceiver chosen to be the LRIT transceiver. (It is here understood that the “Total no. of report requests” are the sum of the automatically sent reports and the reports sent after a polling command.)

The following comments are related to the document COMSAR 11/14/4 (only the item numbers are used for reference):

Item 9:
During the LRIT system start-up period it should be a trial/demonstration period where the ship owner must document compliance with the requirements (including Note 1 & 2 above).   

Item 14:
In general SSAS transceivers can be used for LRIT purposes only if they comply with the requirements in SOLAS Ch.V and the LRIT Performance Standard. 

Item 12: In general: Note 1 and Note 2 above handle such cases.         

Superstructure blockage. When using any GMDSS Inm-C transceivers this is very seldom a problem because of the maximum 2 degree horizontal blockage limit defined in the IMO Performance Standard. In any case Note 2 above is applicable. The Inm-C Data Report will not be sent until the receiver properly demodulates the forward channel, so a delay is more likely than loss of a report. 

Unintentional power off .This reflects a lack of awareness of the LRIT requirements among the crew (especially if it occurs after the LRIT implementation date). 

Failure of the ships power. MSC 210(81) item 4.1.5 specifies dual power source for LRIT transceivers as a minimum. If the LRIT transceiver is a GMDSS transceiver a dedicated battery back-up system is always present. Hence, accidental power failure is unlikely to cause any problems.

Ocean region transitions. I have not heard this mentioned as a problem for Inm-C transceivers if properly installed. Perhaps the manufacturers can give some additional information about this? Maybe it is related to very old transceivers?

Using the secondary Inm-C transceiver. Any of the Inm-Cs onboard a ship is ok to use provided the LRIT DC chosen by the FSA supports Inm-C (which I assume all LRIT DCs will), but any transceiver complying with the IMO LRIT requirements installed properly can be used if supported.

Item 14:
Any SSAS transceiver complying with the requirements for performance, installation, etc. can be used.   See also Note 1 & 2 above. However, DNV has experienced several cases where the actual location of SSAS equipment is much worse than the typical GMDSS Inm-C antenna locations with regards to blockage (ref. also item 12).

Item 15:
Poll only transceivers. Such transceivers can not be used, ref. Note 1. Ship owner must replace the       transceiver or select another suitable transceiver if so provided.

Item 16:
Uncontrolled Reports. If the crew, or the radio service company used, cannot solve the problem the transceiver is not compliant with Note 2 and several other requirements and must either be replaced or another transceiver must be used.

Based on the above, and the rest of the COMSAR 11/14/4 document, it seems unavoidable that several ship owners will have to replace transceivers, buy an alternative system or maybe relocate e.g. the SSAS transceiver.

A guidance note to ship owners should be issued explaining the various alternatives, defining the proper configuration, use, maintenance requirements and applicable CoF instructions.

� I am not quite sure how this percentage is interpreted, but I assume it should have been over a 5 days period.
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