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glossary

The following is a list of acronyms frequently used in the report:

AMETIAP
Association of Maritime Education and Training Institutions in the Asia Pacific

APEC
Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation

APCIS
Asia Pacific Computerised Information System (Tokyo MOU’s database system)

ASF
Asian Shipowners Forum

CDI
Chemical Distribution Institute

GMDSS
Global Maritime Distress and Safety System

IACS
International Association of Classification Societies

IMO
International Maritime Organisation

ISM Code
International Safety Management Code (more formally known as the International Management Code for the Safe Operation of Ships and for Pollution Prevention)

ISMA
International Ship Management Association

ISO
International Standards Organisation

P&I Clubs
Protection and Indemnity Clubs

PSC
Port state control

SIRE
Ship Inspection Report Exchange program

SOLAS
International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea

STCW
International Convention on the Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (1978, revised 1995)

Tokyo MOU
Tokyo Memorandum of Understanding (more formally known as the Memorandum of Understanding on Port State Control in the Asia Pacific Region)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The study ‘Safer Shipping in the Asia Pacific Region Project (Phase 1)’ was conducted by the Asia Pacific Maritime Institute for the APEC Transportation Working Group. It commenced in April 1999 and was completed in December 1999. 

objectives of the study

The study had three objectives:

· Identify existing mechanisms or practices used by APEC governments and maritime industries to improve the safety of shipping in the region

· Consider the effectiveness of the mechanisms identified

· Recognise innovative practices used within organisations to combat the incidence of substandard shipping in the region.

methodology

To achieve the study objectives, information was collected through a survey, interviews, and document review. The survey was aimed at all APEC member economies and was posted on the internet as well as sent by fax or regular post. The interviews, on the other hand, focused on 14 APEC member economies only, namely, Australia; Canada; China; Hong Kong, China; Indonesia; Japan; Malaysia; New Zealand; the Philippines; Singapore; South Korea; Chinese Taipei; Thailand and the United States. A total of 424 people, representing a broad range of maritime sectors, participated: 98 in the survey and 326 in the interviews.

findings

The following mechanisms were viewed as effective in improving safe shipping in the Asia Pacific region:

· Port state control

· Ship vetting

· ISM Code implementation

· Industry self regulation

· Government-industry partnerships

· Regional approach and a stronger Asia Pacific voice

· Media coverage and information exchange

To make these mechanisms truly effective, however, a number of interrelated implementation problems would need to be resolved. These mechanisms and their attendant problems are summarised in chapter 3 and detailed in chapter 4.

areas for further work

As efforts continue to strengthen the mechanisms identified above, it is also essential that the following issues are given greater regional attention:

· The provision of economic incentives to reward compliance with safety requirements

· The need to focus on people: Crew training, competence, and welfare.

1

introduction

This report presents the findings of the Safer Shipping in the Asia Pacific Region Project (Phase 1), which involved a study of existing mechanisms used by member economies of the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) to promote safer shipping practices and reduce the use of substandard shipping in the region. The study was conducted by the Asia Pacific Maritime Institute (APMI) on behalf of the APEC Transportation Working Group. It commenced in April 1999 and was completed in December 1999.

1.1
THE STUDY

The study had three objectives:

· Identify existing mechanisms or practices used by APEC governments and maritime industries to improve the safety of shipping in the region.

· Consider the effectiveness of the mechanisms identified.

· Recognise innovative practices used within organisations to combat the incidence of substandard shipping in the region.

Mechanisms as used in the study covered regulatory, economic, commercial and other relevant policies, programs, practices, and decisions implemented by governments and maritime industries, either individually or in concert with others, to promote safer shipping and deter substandard shipping in the region.

To achieve these objectives and following the principle of triangulation (Miles and Huberman, 1984), the study used several methods and sources to collect data: survey, interviews, review of the maritime literature, and use of a maritime expert panel. 

A review of the literature was initially conducted to establish what was known about maritime safety in the Asia Pacific region. Based on the review, a survey questionnaire and interview guide were subsequently developed. A copy of the questionnaire is in Attachment B. The survey was posted on the internet to attract as wide an audience as possible, but to ensure the participation of APEC member economies, it was also distributed to a representative sample of maritime organisations in all APEC member economies. The interviews, on the other hand, focused on 14 APEC member economies only. The aim was to cast a wide net initially through the survey and then focus on the more major players within the region through personal interviews. 

The 14 economies included in the interviews were:

· Australia

· Canada

· China

· Hong Kong, China

· Indonesia

· Japan

· Malaysia

· New Zealand

· Philippines

· Singapore

· South Korea

· Chinese Taipei 

· Thailand

· United States

These economies were selected for several reasons. First, they were major trading partners, sharing a high level of trade links among themselves. They dominated commercial shipping, owning or controlling the majority of the Asia Pacific fleet. They also represented a healthy mix of developed and developing economies, which was needed to gain a balanced perspective of the issues under investigation. Finally, until the economic crisis of 1997, these economies, particularly those in East Asia, had been the economic power houses of the region, pushing annual growth levels to unprecedented highs. Despite the debilitating effect of this economic crisis, the long term prediction for the region remains promising. As these economies recover, healthy growth rates for the region are expected to return.

Throughout data collection and analysis, relevant maritime literature and unpublished company documentation were reviewed as a means of cross checking and validating survey and interview results. Results were also submitted to a panel of maritime experts for review and comment.

Due to the exploratory nature of the study, a qualitative approach was used to analyse data, that is, survey and interview data were analysed to identify recurrent themes and patterns (Miles and Huberman, 1984). Where numerical data was collected, as in the case of the survey, analysis was limited to simple statistical procedures. Preliminary data analysis was carried out during data collection to identify early trends and make the investigation more focused. A more formal data analysis followed once all data had been collected.

1.2
the study participants

Within each economy, respondents were drawn from various sectors of the maritime industry. To ensure a representative cross section was included, the industry was depicted in terms of the maritime infrastructure framework shown in figure 1.1. As this figure shows, the maritime industry can be organised into four general groups: regulators, providers, users, and support services:

· regulators include various bodies that have the authority to monitor and control maritime safety activities. In each economy, the responsibility for enforcing maritime safety regulations resides mainly in maritime safety authorities or administrations and in ministries or departments of transport.

· providers refer to those sectors of the industry that provide the ships. They belong to either of two groups: shipowners, operators or managers who own the ships or manage them for owners; and charterers who hire ships for a specific voyage or time period.

· users refer to cargo owners or shippers (importers and exporters).

· support services include all other sectors that make up the maritime infrastructure. Support services that currently play a prominent role in maritime safety are classification societies, insurance providers, protection and indemnity clubs (P&I Clubs), unions, professional associations, and maritime education and training institutions.













Figure 1.1

The maritime infrastructure

A total of 424 respondents took part in the study, with 98 providing survey data and 326 participating in the interviews. Of the total, 22 provided both survey and interview data. 

The 98 questionnaires represented a 38 percent response rate, based on a total of 256 questionnaires sent out. Of these, 61 were completed through the internet and 37 sent by fax or post. 

For the interviews, visits to the 14 APEC member economies covered by the study were made over a four-month period, with an average of three days spent in each economy. Most interviews were conducted in small group sessions where various maritime sectors were normally represented. 

Table 1.1 provides a breakdown of survey and interview numbers by sector. As the table shows, a broad range of maritime sectors was represented in the study, with particular emphasis on regulators, shipowners, classification societies, P&I Clubs, insurance providers, and unions. There was also good representation from maritime educational and training institutions, marine surveyors, shipbrokers, pilots, and terminal operators. 

Most of the study participants came from the 14 member economies targeted by the study. The majority held middle (55 percent) to senior (34 percent) positions in their organisations, and had worked with or in the maritime industry for more than 15 years (83 percent).

Table 1.1

Participant numbers by maritime sector (% of total)

Maritime Sector
Survey (n=98)
Interviews (n=326)

Government regulators
18
15

Shipowners/shipmanagers
16
18

Shipowners associations
8
4

Charterers
12
14

Shippers
5
3

Classification societies
8
12

Insurance
5
5

P&I Clubs
4
6

Unions
4
5

Educational institutions
5
3

Marine surveyors
5
6

Shipbrokers
5
4

Marine pilots
3
2

Terminal operators
2
3

2

Asia Pacific shipping: dominance and responsibility

Up until recent years, maritime safety has been treated separately from strategic and commercial interests, and usually left in the hands of ‘safety experts’ and ‘safety committees’. Increasingly, however, international and commercial pressures are making this approach untenable. Safety requires resources, and adequate resources can only be committed if safety becomes an integral part of strategic and commercial decision making. The dominance of the Asia Pacific region in world shipping today demands a corresponding high level of commitment to maritime safety. With dominance must come the responsibility of ensuring the ships that service the region and the world are safe for the people who work on them, for the passengers and cargo they carry, and for the seas and waterways on which they travel.

In this chapter, we provide a brief profile of Asia Pacific shipping to highlight its growing dominance in the global marketplace and then discuss the implications of this dominant position to maritime safety in the region. Worldwide safety trends are also presented to describe the maritime industry’s overall safety record over the last two decades. For the purposes of this report, the profile focuses on APEC member economies, and all references made to the ‘Asia Pacific’ should be interpreted to include APEC member economies only.

2.1
the growing dominance of asia pacific shipping

The last three decades have been a remarkable period of growth for Asia Pacific shipping. To keep pace with the rapid economic growth of the region, shipping  grew significantly from the 1970s to the 1990s, with the 1980s recording the sharpest rise. Behind much of this growth are a number of economies in East Asia, notably, Singapore, Japan, China, South Korea and Hong Kong, China and to a lesser extent, the Philippines, Malaysia, and Indonesia. Today, the Asia Pacific is a dominant force in world shipping, a position it shares with Europe. Together, they control about 80 per cent of the world fleet.

To gain a better perspective of the current role that the Asia Pacific region plays in world shipping, fleet size and ownership patterns are analysed in this section. The section identifies the top 40 flags that dominate world shipping and then details the contribution of individual APEC member economies to the world fleet. Since fleets under national flags are only part of the equation, the section then analyses the proportion of the Asia Pacific fleet under foreign flags, particularly open registries. Finally, the number of Asia Pacific fleets under national and foreign flags are combined to determine the region’s total share of the world fleet.

Flags that dominate world shipping

Table 2.1 lists the 40 flags that control almost 95 per cent of the total world fleet. Of the top 40, 13 are from the Asia Pacific region, and of these, six (Singapore, Japan, China, USA, the Philippines and  Hong Kong, China) are among the top 15 flags that control close to three quarters of the world fleet. Among the top 10 flags are several open registries, for instance, Panama and Liberia, under which many Asia Pacific shipowners have registered a substantial portion of their tonnage. The distribution of the world fleet according to open registries is discussed later in the chapter.

Table 2.1

Top 40 flags in 1999 (ships of 300 gt and over)

Rank
Flag
No of Ships
Total dwt (000)
dwt % Share of World Fleet


1
Panama
5036
151323
19.9


2
Liberia
1659
94861
12.5


3
Greece
1102
43477
5.7


4
Malta
1425
40805
5.4


5
Bahamas
1103
40667
5.4


6
Cyprus
1440
34625
4.6


7
Singapore
989
33241
4.4


8
Norway
1178
33042
4.3


9
Japan
3215
22599
3.0


10
China, PR of
2098
22429
3.0


11
United States
361
12769
1.7


12
Philippines
969
11919
1.6


13
Hong Kong, China
301
10891
1.4


14
India
384
10766
1.4


15
Marshall Islands
128
10663
1.4


16
Saint Vincent
893
10226
1.3


17
Turkey
898
9939
1.3


18
Italy
651
8835
1.2


19
Germany, FR
647
8810
1.2


20
UK
472
8767
1.2


21
Russia
1721
8225
1.1


22
Chinese Taipei
215
8171
1.1


23
Korea, Rep
684
8020
1.1


24
Bermuda
105
7653
1.0


25
Malaysia
466
7448
1.0


26
France
221
6957
0.9


27
Denmark
502
6855
0.9


28
Brazil
199
6370
0.8


29
Iran
167
5680
0.7


30
Netherlands
680
5613
0.7


31
Antigua & Barbuda
601
4176
0.5


32
Indonesia
1041
3988
0.5


33
Kuwait
58
3900
0.5


34
Thailand
419
3036
0.4


35
Belize
757
2648
0.3


36
Australia
106
2255
0.3


37
Luxembourg
48
2123
0.3


38
Egypt
206
1992
0.3


39
Romania
178
1859
0.2


40
Poland
96
1851
0.2

Total top 40 flags
33419
719476
94.7

Rest of the world
5413
40281
5.3

Source: LMIS, 1999

The distribution of the Asia Pacific fleet by national flag

Table 2.2 lists the individual contribution of each APEC member economy to the world fleet. As the table shows, Asia Pacific fleets that are registered under their respective national flags represent 21 per cent of the total world fleet. In terms of world ranking, the positions of APEC member economies in the last two years (1998 and 1999) have been relatively stable; notable exceptions are Hong Kong, China which has risen to rank 13, and Korea and Mexico which have fallen to ranks 23 and 56, respectively.

Table 2.2

Asia Pacific merchant fleet by national flag, 1998-1999 (ships of 300 gt and over)

Flag
Rank

1999
Rank

1998
Total

Ships
Total gt
(000)
Total dwt
(000)
Total teu
(000)
% share of World Fleet (dwt)*

Singapore
7
8
989
20801
33241
286
4.4

Japan
9
9
3215
16102
22599
59
3.0

China, PR of
10
10
2098
15068
22429
142
3.0

US
11
12
361
9372
12769
244
1.7

Philippines
12
11
969
7842
11919
37
1.6

HongKong, China 
13
16
301
6494
10891
90
1.4

Russia
21
21
1721
6795
8225
71
1.1

Chinese Taipei
22
22
215
5214
8171
140
1.1

Korea, Rep of
23
19
684
5035
8020
72
1.1

Malaysia
25
27
466
5070
7448
68
1.0

Indonesia
32
31
1041
2852
3988
15
0.5

Thailand
34
34
419
1902
3036
23
0.4

Australia
36
36
106
1756
2255
6
0.3

Mexico
56
50
69
711
1042
0
0.1

Vietnam
58
58
299
606
919
4
0.1

Canada
60
60
162
918
879
3
0.1

Chile
63
63
56
554
773
5
0.1

Brunei
78
78
11
350
343
0
0.04

New Zealand
85
84
26
198
209
2
0.02

Peru
91
92
8
71
113
0
0.01

PNG
99
99
49
50
64
1
0.008

Total percentage share of world dwt
21.097

· Due to statistical rounding, these figures will not be the same as the total percentage which is based upon actual dwt % share of total fleet.

Source: LMIS, 1999

Foreign flag registration

The size of the Asia Pacific fleet under national flags is but one part of the equation. To determine the region’s total share of the world fleet, Asia Pacific ships registered under foreign flags also have to be taken into account.

The last two decades have seen a remarkable shift in the registration patterns of the world fleet. Driven by economic interests, shipowners in increasing numbers have been taking their ships out of national flags and registering them under foreign flags. This practice is popularly known in the industry as ‘flagging out’.

Flagging out has led to the steady decline of national fleets and the rise of foreign flag ships. A foreign flag ship is one that is not registered in the country of domicile of the owner; instead, it is registered under a foreign flag (or ‘flagged out’). Foreign flag ships now make up almost 61 per cent of the world fleet, compared to a little over 51 per cent in 1995.

As table 2.3 shows, the ship types which are predominantly under foreign flags are tankers, bulk carriers, and general cargo ships; however, container ships are fast catching up. To date, only passenger and passenger-cargo ships remain under national flags.
 

Table 2.3

Total world fleet by flag type and ship type, 1995 and 1999 (ships of 1000 gt and over)

dwt % Share

National Flag
Foreign Flags

Ship Type
1995
1999
1995
1999

Tankers
45.3
38.0
54.7
62.0

Bulk carriers
47.6
36.1
52.4
63.9

Container ships
61.8
48.3
38.2
51.7

General cargo ships
55.9
46.8
44.1
53.2

Passenger/pass cargo ships
74.2
70.4
25.8
29.6

Total
48.7
39.4
51.3
60.6

Source: LMIS, 1999

Table 2.4 shows the distribution of foreign flag ships by geographical region. As the table shows, all major regions in the world have significantly increased their share of foreign flag ships in the last five years.

Table 2.4

Total world fleet by region and foreign flag share, 1995-1999 (ships of 1000 gt and over)

Foreign Flag dwt % Share

Region
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
Ave Change

Asia Pacific
53.4
55.3
56.7
58.3
60.6

3.2

Europe
51.2
53.9
55.9
59.3
62.2

5.0

Latin & South America
28.7
30.9
35.7
38.0
40.5

8.7

Africa
23.3
25.5
32.1
30.8
34.1

10.5

Source: LMIS, 1999

Almost 61 per cent of the Asia Pacific fleet is now registered under foreign flags, compared to a little over 53 per cent in 1995. In terms of the average yearly percentage change, however, the region has recorded the lowest rate of change to foreign flags. It is also worth noting from the table that Europe now has the largest share of its fleet under foreign flags.

Open registries

The main beneficiaries of this global movement from national to foreign flags have been the open registry countries. Open registries (or flags of convenience) account for almost 53 percent of the world fleet by total dead weight tonnage (for ships of 1000 gt and over) or a little over 40 percent of the world fleet by number of ships. Of this share, the five ‘majors’ (Panama, Liberia, Malta, Bahamas, and Cyprus) account for about 83 per cent.

Who are the main users of open registries? Table 2.5 lists the world’s top 10 users. They come from the two most dominant regions of world shipping: the Asia Pacific (Japan; US; Hong Kong, China; Korea; China) and Europe (Greece; Norway; Sweden; Germany; UK). 

Table 2.5

Top 10 users of open registries in 1999 (ships of 1000 gt and over)

Percentage Share (dwt)

Dwt rank
Country of Domicile
Panama
Liberia
Bahamas
Other Major Flags
Other Flags

1
Greece
19.2
13.5
8.5

28.0 
(Cyprus)
16.9

2
Japan
74.5
8.6
1.2

0.8 
(Vanuatu)
14.9

3
US
7.1
33.6
17.0

26.8 
(Marshall Is)
15.5

4
HK,China 
60.7
18.5
1.1

1.8 
(Marshall Is)
17.9

5
Norway
5.9
28.7
32.0

17.9 
(Malta)
15.5

6
Sweden
0.6
35.2
18.0

5.0 
(Bermuda)
41.2

7
Korea
88.9
8.2
-

0.6 
(St Vincent)
2.3

8
Germany
3.2
43.1
0.2

18.5 
(Cyprus)
35.0

9
China
47.2
29.6
-

5.6 
(St Vincent)
17.6

10
UK
5.1
6.0
14.2

30.0 
(Antigua and 

Barbuda
44.7

Source: LMIS, 1999

In general, majority of the Asia Pacific fleets are registered under the five major open registries, with Panama (69.5 per cent), Liberia (22.5 per cent), and the Bahamas (3.1 per cent) having the biggest share. With the exception of the US which mainly registers its ships with Liberia, the Bahamas and the Marshall Islands, all the other Asia Pacific economies predominantly use Panama and, to a lesser extent, Liberia. Other major open registries for Asia Pacific economies are the Bahamas, Marshall Islands, St Vincent, and Vanuatu.

Total ownership patterns

When ownership of ships registered under both national and foreign flags is taken into account, a final picture of the world fleet emerges. Table 2.6 shows total ownership patterns by region in the last five years. As the table shows, the Asia Pacific region’s combined total of national and foreign flag ships now stands at 342.8 million dwt. Europe, with its 336 million dwt, is a close second. Both regions have grown at an annual rate of close to 3 per cent over this period.

Table 2.6

Total world fleet by region based on country of domicile, 1995-1999 (ships of 1000 gt and over)

Total Controlled Fleet (millions, dwt)

Region
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
Av Growth

Asia Pacific
307.5
316.4
326.9
332.5
342.8
2.75

Europe
301.5
310.5
305.3
320.7
336.0
2.78

Latin & S.America
18.7
18.1
17.0
17.1
16.0
(3.78)

Africa
6.7
6.8
7.4
7.3
7.0
1.21

Source: LMIS, 1999

The regional distribution of the total world fleet by number of ships and deadweight tonnage is shown in tables 2.7 and 2.8 respectively. As both tables show, the world fleet is controlled by two dominant regions: the Asia Pacific and Europe. In terms of number of ships, Europe has the advantage; in terms of dead weight tonnage, the Asia Pacific has a slight edge. The dominant ship types are tankers, bulk carriers, and general cargo ships.

Table 2.7

Percentage of ships by region based on country of domicile in 1999 (ships of 1000 gt and over)


% Share

Region
By Number 

of Ships
Tanker


Bulk

Carrier
Container
General

Cargo
Passenger

Europe
44.9
22.8
17.1
8.4
44.9
6.8

Asia Pacific
40.2
24.1
24.1
9.5
35.9
6.3

Latin & S.America
2.1
39.3
17.1
2.9
32.3
8.4

Africa
1.5
24.2
10.5
3.0
48.2
14.1

Unknown
11.3
17.2
8.3
3.7
62.4
8.4

Source: LMIS, 1999

Table 2.8

Percentage of dwt by region based on country of domicile in 1999 (ships of 1000 gt and over)


% Share

Region
By dwt
Tanker
Bulk

Carrier
Container
General

Cargo
Passenger

Asia Pacific
46.8
40.1
40.6
8.4
10.4
0.5

Europe
45.5
45.4
31.9
8.6
13.4
0.7

Latin & S.America
2.1
53.5
33.4
1.6
11.2
0.3

Africa
1.0
38.1
33.9
4.7
21.8
1.5

Unknown
4.5
28.9
33.6
7.1
29.2
1.2

Source: LMIS, 1999

Competing for the future

What do the preceding statistics indicate? Simply, that the influence of Asia Pacific shipowners in world shipping is growing significantly and cannot be ignored. Indeed, given its degree of control of the world fleet and its cost competitiveness, the challenge it poses to the traditional maritime nations of Europe becomes very evident.

This favourable assessment of Asia Pacific shipping is not without critics, however.  With growing evidence that many Asia Pacific shipowners are losing their competitive edge, nagging doubts have been raised about the region’s staying power. The implications of the current financial instability gripping the region are also adding to this general feeling of unease and uncertainty. 

Would the Asia Pacific region be able to maintain its new dominant position in world shipping? The consensus is yes, but most believe that the region has to learn better ways of competing. No competitive advantage lasts forever, so if the region is to remain a dominant shipping power, it would need to move beyond its existing cost advantage and aim toward building new and innovative strategies for competing in the global marketplace.

Calls for innovative strategies are growing, but how ready are the Asia Pacific shipowners–indeed, the entire Asia Pacific maritime industry–to rise to this new challenge?

2.2
COMPETITIVENESS AND RESPONSIBILITY: the case for maritime safety

One area in which Asia Pacific shipping is poised to make a significant difference is maritime safety. Indeed, given the region’s dominant role in world shipping, its involvement in the promotion of safer shipping both within and beyond the region is deemed as pivotal. 

Over the last few years, the issue of maritime safety has taken centre stage in international maritime circles. In the early part of the 1990s, particularly, the attention of the international community was caught by ‘ships of shame’, the name given to substandard ships that plied the world’s oceans and that had been shown to be so unseaworthy as to pose a constant threat to human life and the marine environment (Commonwealth of Australia, 1992).

In various forums, the continuing problem of substandard ships, and the ways by which the industry can get rid of these ships, remain the focus of attention. The current consensus is that existing regulations are adequate to promote ship safety, that more emphasis should be put on enforcing these regulations, and that the ambit of responsibility for ship safety should include all the members of the maritime transport chain—from the ‘traditional’ players—ie, the regulatory authorities, shipowners, and classification societies—to the users of shipping services (charterers and shippers) and all the other ancillary services (insurance providers, P&I Clubs, education and training institutions, unions, financiers, shipbrokers, marine pilots, terminal operators, and others). There is also a growing call for self regulation, whereby members of the maritime community are expected to operate according to codes of practice that comply with international safety standards.

Safety has also been linked to commercial competitiveness. It is argued that operators of substandard ships are able to achieve competitive advantage over reputable operators who comply with international safety standards. According to a report published by the Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD, 1996), significant financial advantages could be gained by reducing operating and safety standards and by avoiding detection of deficiencies by regulatory authorities. 

The situation remains pretty much the same today. For as long as operators of substandard ships are allowed to continue trading, they will do so at the expense of the more conscientious operators. With their unseaworthy vessels, they also pose a constant threat to life, property, and the environment.

Maritime safety record: World trends

While concerns over substandard shipping remain serious and require thoughtful deliberation, it is important to highlight the danger of viewing these concerns from a narrow perspective. When discussing a highly emotive issue like maritime safety, therefore, it is essential that we maintain a broad view of the various issues involved so that a more balanced record of maritime safety emerges. 

Here, a recent longitudinal study supported by the International Seafarers Research Centre at the University of Wales, Cardiff (Li and Wonham, 1999) is particularly instructive. Examining 20 years of data on world fleets, particularly their safety records in terms of accidental total loss rates, the study found that:

· Over the last 20 years (1977-1996), the safety record of the world fleet has improved significantly, from a total loss rate of 6.85 per cent in 1978 to 2.12 per cent in 1996. This means that total loss has decreased at a rate of over 6 per cent each year.

· As a group, the safety record of the developing maritime nations is better than that of developed maritime nations, of which some are worst than the world average.

· Among member economies, Australia, China, Russia and Hong Kong, China are among those with the lowest loss rates; South Korea and Chinese Taipei, among the highest. 

· The fastest growing fleets belong to open registries. In the main, they also have the worst safety record.

· The increasing number of ships in open registries mostly come from developed maritime countries.

Independent analysis of statistical data maintained by other maritime organisations shows similar results. For the study, casualty statistics from the Institute of London Underwriters (1999) and Lloyd’s Register (1999) were compiled and analysed to create tables 2.9-2.13. The tables summarise key trends in total ship losses over the last two decades (table 2.9), compare the safety record of specific economies (table 2.10), identify the flags and ship age groups which have sustained the highest level of ship losses in recent years (tables 2.11 and 2.12), and present an age profile of the world’s most dominant fleets (table 2.13). 

Key trend 1: Reduction in ship losses

In table 2.9 are the total reported losses over a 20 year period for ships of 500 gross tonnage and over. As the table shows, there has been a steady reduction in the number of ships and volume of tonnage lost. In 1979, a total of 280 ships, or a monthly average of 23.3 ships, were lost. By 1998, this had fallen to 80, or a monthly average of 6.6 ships.

These reductions in accidents become even more significant when compared to loss rations which take into account the significant increases in the size of the world fleet over the last 20 years. Despite certain years having high accident rates (1991, 1994), the general trend has been steadily downward: from 0.20 in 1979 to 0.10 in 1998, which represents a 100 per cent improvement in the loss ratio statistics.

Table 2.9

Total reported losses, 1979-98 (ships of 500 gt and over)

Year
Annual Number of Ship Losses
Monthly Number of Ship Losses
Total gt Lost (000)
Loss Ratio 

(as % of Total gt)

1979
280
23.3
2,282
0.20

1980
229
19.0
1,785
0.33

1981
249
20.7
1,711
0.41

1982
236
19.6
1,460
0.25

1983
210
17.5
1,352
0.15

1984
214
17.8
1,283
0.29

1985
188
15.6
1,282
0.32

1986
156
13.0
1,207
0.31

1987
139
11.5
1,179
0.30

1988
147
12.2
776
0.20

1989
156
13.0
1,078
0.27

1990
147
12.2
1,382
0.33

1991
173
14.4
1,752
0.41

1992
134
11.1
1,097
0.25

1993
121
10.0
652
0.15

1994
122
10.1
1,421
0.31

1995
114
9.5
767
0.17

1996
113
9.4
701
0.15

1997
89
7.4
739
0.15

1998
80
6.6
519
0.10

Source: ILU Casualty Statistics, 1999; Lloyd’s Register World Casualty Statistics, 1999

Individual flag performance is shown in table 2.10. Major flags are grouped according to their safety record: those with a loss rate above 7.5 per cent (worst), those with a loss rate above 2 per cent but below 6 per cent (average), and those with a loss rate below 2 per cent (best). To reflect an accurate trend over 20 years and avoid yearly distortions created by good or bad years, loss rates are based on aggregate total loss rates which consider losses as a proportion of total ships registered over the 20 year period.

Table 2.10

Aggregated total loss rate of the world fleet, 1977-1996

Worst Safety Record

(Loss Rate above 7.5%)
Average Safety Record

(Loss Rate above 2%, below 6%)
Best Safety Record

(Loss Rate below 2%)

Cyprus
Bahamas
Australia

Greece
Canada
Brazil

Honduras
Denmark
China

Korea
France
Hong Kong, China

Malta
Germany
Netherlands

Panama
India
Poland

St Vincent
Indonesia
Russia

Chinese Taipei
Italy
Sweden


Japan



Liberia



Malaysia



Mexico



Norway



Peru



Philippines



Singapore



Spain



Turkey



United Kingdom



United States


Source: Compiled from Li and Wonham, 1999

As the table shows, among APEC member economies, Australia, China, Russia and Hong Kong, China have the best safety records, while Korea and Chinese Taipei have the worst. The rest of the APEC member economies belong to the average group with loss rates above 2 per cent but below 6 per cent. It is also worth noting that most of the flags with the worst safety records are open registries, with the exception of the Bahamas and Liberia, which have average safety records.

The safety record of the world fleet is further analysed in tables 2.11 and 2.12. The tables show which flags and age groups have had the highest incidence of losses in the tanker (table 2.11) and bulk (table 2.12) fleets over the last seven years.

Table 2.11

World tanker fleet losses by flag and ship type, 1992-99 (ships of 500 gt and over)

Flag
% Share

Age
% Share

Cyprus
18

25 years and over
7

Panama
16

20-24 years old
41

Iran
12

15-19 years old
39

Others
54

5-14 years old
13

Source: ILU Casualty Statistics, 1999





Table 2.12

World bulk fleet losses by flag and ship type, 1992-99 (ships of 500 gt and over)

Flag
% Share

Age
% Share

Cyprus
28

25 years and over
20

Liberia
22

20-24 years old
47

Panama
16

15-19 years old
20

Others
34

10-14 years old
11




0-9 years old
2

Source: ILU Casualty Statistics, 1999
As the tables show, open registries (Cyprus, Panama, Liberia) have the biggest share of fleet losses in both tanker and bulk fleets, which represent the two dominant ship types in the world. The only break in the trend is Iran, a national flag, which also has a high incidence of tanker losses. In terms of age, a clear majority of ships lost were old: close to 90 per cent of tankers and bulk carriers lost were 15 years and older. The most critical years seemed to be 15-24 years. For tankers, 80 per cent of ships lost belonged to this age bracket; for bulk, it was 67 per cent.

Key trend 2: An ageing fleet

Since age is a major factor in ship losses, it is useful to see how top maritime economies compare according to fleet age. Table 2.13 shows the age profile of the top 10 fleets, including both national and foreign flag ships. 

Table 2.13

Fleet age of top 10 maritime economies in 1999 (ships of 1000 gt and over)

Dwt Rank
Country of Domicile
Average Age of

National Fleet (years)
Average Age of 

Foreign Fleet (years)

1
Greece
19.3
20.4

2
Japan
10.1
8.6

3
Norway
16.0
16.3

4
US
24.3
16.0

5
China
20.5
11.6

6
Hong Kong, China
9.4
13.6

7
Germany
6.5
11.9

8
Korea
15.8
8.5

9
Sweden
16.0
15.0

10
UK
14.9
16.0

Average for top 5 Asia Pacific economies
16.0
11.6

Average for top 5 European economies
14.5
15.9

Source: LMIS, 1999

Of individual APEC member economies, Japan has the youngest total fleet (10 years and younger) while the US has the oldest. Other APEC member economies with relatively young fleets are Korea whose foreign fleet is 8.5 years old, and Hong Kong, China whose national fleet is 9.4 years old. Among the top 10 economies, Germany has the youngest national fleet (6.5 years), mainly due to favourable tax assistance.

In terms of region, the foreign fleet of the Asia Pacific’s top five economies is much younger (11.6 years) than Europe’s (15.9 years), while their national fleets are closer together in age (16 and 14.5 years respectively). 

Overall, the table shows an ageing fleet. For both the Asia Pacific and Europe, the average fleet age is around 15 years, which is a major source of concern since ship age has been found to be highly correlated to maritime accidents and ship losses. The average age of both regions’ fleets is within the critical age bracket (15-24 years) during which a majority of ship losses occur. Clearly, if the case of maritime safety is to be promoted worldwide, both the Asia Pacific and Europe, being the dominant world maritime powers, would need to monitor this situation closely.

Key trend 3: Maritime safety is a shared responsibility

Analysis of long term world trends also highlights another salutary lesson which critics of Asia Pacific shipping would be best served to consider. In so many forums, discussions of substandard ships bring out strongly felt derision toward the owners and operators of these ships of shame. While this is to be expected, it is highly unfortunate that many then conclude, with knowing winks and nudges, ‘and we know just where these rust buckets come from’. Often, this is a thinly veiled allegation aimed at the fleets of the Asia Pacific, particularly East Asia. 

World data over the last 20 years say otherwise. Contrary to the oft-held assumption that the fleets of more developed economies are safer and better managed, the picture that emerges is far more complex. The problem of substandard shipping is perpetuated by both developed and developing economies. As this chapter has shown, maritime economies from both sides of the divide, regardless of region, contribute to the continued existence of substandard ships. Starkly put, this is a shared responsibility, which requires shared solutions. On this one count, no one region can claim the high moral ground.

2.3
the challenge ahead

For the Asia Pacific region, and in particular for East Asia, the implications of the findings presented in this chapter cannot be missed. While the need to combat substandard ships remains urgent, overall there is reason to be optimistic: the world’s ship safety record is improving, and this can be attributed to the implementation of international safety regulations, better awareness of quality and safety management, and modern technology. 

Thus, although the record of violations and detentions continues, this does not necessarily mean further deterioration of ship safety; rather, it is the result of greater vigilance by an increasing number of port states, which is making it harder for operators of substandard ships to go about their furtive business undetected. Taking this argument further, if the world’s safety record is improving in spite of the perceived slowness of governments and maritime industries to stamp out the problem, the implications are that if we apply greater vigour in enforcing safety regulations, then we increase our chances of combating substandard shipping and further improving the world’s safety record.

The Asia Pacific region has much to gain by mounting a regional campaign against substandard ships in particular and the promotion of safety at sea in general. While the fleets of the traditional maritime nations continue to decline, the region’s fleet is on the rise. And as economies in the region recover from the current economic crisis, intra regional trade is expected to expand, making the region its own biggest market. It would, therefore, be in the region’s long term strategic interest to ensure that the ships that operate within the region, whether flying national or foreign flags, are safe ships. The financial gains to the region and to world shipping are enormous. According to a recent study, from 1992-97, the total cost of vessel casualties, including general average and pollution costs, was estimated at $US7.3 billion per year. This figure does not even take into account the cost of human lives. From 1990-97, an estimated 6, 349 lives were lost in accidents involving ships of 500 grt or over (Doll and Cutler, 1999).

What then is the Asia Pacific doing to combat substandard ships and promote safer shipping in the region? What should it do for safety to improve its competitiveness and maintain its dominance in world shipping? 

Answers to these questions are only just emerging. While a lot has been published about the initiatives undertaken by  the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development and the European Community in combating substandard shipping and in using safety as a means to improve the competitiveness of OECD and European fleets (see for instance OECD, 1996 and Commission of the European Communities, 1996a, 1996b), the same cannot be said of the Asia Pacific, particularly in reference to the new maritime economies of East Asia. The issue of ship safety is now increasingly being addressed by East Asian economies, both individually and regionally, but because the inclusion of maritime safety in high level maritime policy discussions and decision making, both within government and industry, is fairly recent, information about safety initiatives emerging from these economies is still scarce.

It is for this reason that this study was undertaken: to find out what individual economies in the Asia Pacific—or more specifically, what individual APEC member economies—are doing to combat substandard ships and promote safer shipping, and what the region as a whole can do to ensure safety at sea. The findings of the study are discussed in the next two chapters.

3

promoting maritime safety in the asia pacific region: 
KEY FINDINGS

The study aimed to seek the views of various maritime sectors from APEC member economies regarding specific regulatory, commercial, and economic mechanisms that promoted safer shipping and deterred substandard shipping in the Asia Pacific region. Within this framework, participants were asked to:

· assess the effectiveness of their peers in improving maritime safety in the region

· identify effective commercial policies and practices and national regulatory measures to promote safer shipping and deter substandard shipping

· explain why these identified mechanisms were considered effective

· identify similar measures taken by other maritime groups or interests to promote safer shipping

· recommend additional measures to improve the present system

In the course of the study, problems associated with maritime safety implementation naturally emerged; indeed, there was a strong trend in both the survey and interviews to highlight problem areas. These problems are thus included in this chapter to present a broader perspective.

Findings are summarised below. They are organised into three areas: the perceived effectiveness of various sectors of the maritime industry, the problems associated with the implementation of safety standards and requirements, and the various mechanisms widely seen as effective in promoting safer shipping and deterring substandard shipping in the Asia Pacific region. Findings presented in the first area are based mainly on survey data; those in the second and third areas combine both survey and interview data.

3.1
perceptions of effectiveness: peer assessment

By way of setting the scene, study participants were asked to rate the various members of the maritime industry in terms of their current effectiveness in promoting safer shipping. Sectors were put into two broad groups: 

· key sectors, which included those sectors viewed as having primary responsibility over maritime safety (flag states, port states, shipowners, charterers, shippers, classification societies, insurance providers, P&I Clubs, unions) 

· support sectors, which included all other maritime sectors (commercial surveyors, marine pilots, environmental groups, media, port and terminal operators, professional and other non government maritime associations, maritime training institutions, banks and financiers, shipping agents, salvage operators, shipbrokers, and shipbuilding and repair) 

Maritime training institutions as used above refer specifically to those  institutions that train seafarers according to the International Convention on the Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW). The convention was initially enforced in 1978 (STCW78) and revised in 1995 (STCW95). 

The overall survey response was that not enough was being done by the various members of the maritime community. Nonetheless, of the key sectors in maritime safety, port states were seen as doing the best job; among the support sectors, training institutions and professional and non government maritime associations led the way. There was also a prevailing perception that responsibility for ship safety lay mainly with flag states, port states, shipowners, and classification societies. In the main, the rest saw themselves as merely the ‘supporting cast’.

Key sectors

Table 3.1 summarises ratings given to eight key maritime sectors. As the table shows, flag states, port states, shipowners, classification societies, and P&I Clubs tended to be rated as more effective (majority rated them as moderately to highly effective), while charterers, shippers, insurance providers, and unions tended to be rated as less effective (majority rated them as moderately to not effective).

Table 3.1

Perceived effectiveness of key maritime sectors in promoting maritime safety (n=98)

Key Sectors
Highly Effective 

(%)
Moderately Effective

(%)
Not effective

(%)

Flag states
22
67
11

Port states
40
47
13

Shipowners
30
63
7

Charterers/shippers
9
54
37

Classification societies
36
61
3

Insurance
17
56
27

P&I Clubs
15
72
13

Unions
14
46
40

Of these eight sectors, port states, shipowners, and classification societies were seen as having the best financial resources and expertise to promote maritime safety. Port states and classification societies in particular were noted for their fairness and consistency in conducting their safety responsibilities. They promoted cooperation among relevant maritime sectors and, albeit to a lesser extent, were able to overcome possible conflicts of interest. Classification societies were best known for research into safety and for conducting risk assessment on ship safety. Port states stood out for applying strong disincentives for non compliance.

Flag states got mixed results. They were seen as cooperative and with the needed expertise to promote safer shipping, but they were also known for inaction. P&I Clubs more or less stood on middle ground.

Charterers, shippers, insurance providers, and unions were cited least on all these counts. A notable exception were the oil majors, whose Ship Inspection Report Exchange (SIRE) program was often cited as an example of what a sector of the industry can do to effectively promote safer shipping. The chemical industry, whose inspections were carried out by the inspection agency Chemical Distribution Institute (CDI), was also similarly cited.

On the issue of providing attractive incentives for compliance, not a single sector was considered effective. It seems that this inability to come up with viable commercial or economic propositions to encourage compliance is not peculiar to the Asia Pacific; thus far, similar efforts by the European Community have also failed to identify specific economic incentives.

Support sectors

Table 3.2 summarises the ratings given to support sectors in the maritime industry. As the table shows, commercial surveyors, environmental groups, maritime media, port and terminal operators, professional and non government maritime associations, and maritime training institutions were considered moderately effective by a simple majority. When the ratings criteria were combined, however, a clearer picture emerged. Of all the support sectors, only two—professional and other non government maritime associations and STCW training institutions—were considered as more effective than others (majority rated them moderately to highly effective). The rest were considered to be less effective (majority rated them moderately to not effective), with banks, financiers, shipbrokers, and salvage operators seen as the most ineffective of all.

Table 3.2

Perceived effectiveness of support maritime sectors in promoting maritime safety (n=98)

Support Sectors
Highly Effective 

(%)
Moderately Effective

(%)
Not effective

(%)

Banks and financiers
0
17
83

Commercial surveyors
10
68
22

Crewing/manning agents
4
48
48

Environmental groups
15
60
25

Maritime media
14
56
30

Port and terminal operators 
21
56
23

Professional maritime associations
14
77
9

Salvage operators
2
44
54

Shipbrokers
0
26
74

Shipbuilding/ship repair
12
44
44

STCW training institutions
51
49
0

Maritime associations were particularly commended for the work they had been doing to promote safety. They were praised for promoting quality membership, information exchange, and cooperative linkages with relevant sectors of the maritime industry. 

There was also overwhelming support for quality education and training. Education was seen as the key to safe operations, with training institutions playing a big role in ensuring seafarers are appropriately trained for work at sea.

The other support sectors were seen as not playing an active role in the promotion of maritime safety. However, while in general the shipbuilding industry was assessed unfavourably, notable exceptions were Korea and Japan whose shipbuilding initiatives were seen as a prime example of government-industry collaboration to improve ship safety through efficient use of technology.

Caveat

These ratings of effectiveness are best seen as broad brushes on a canvas; they represent a general assessment and thus are likely to hide specific accomplishments or weaknesses within individual sectors. As the rest of the study will show, the full picture becomes more complex when details are added. For instance, while in general classification societies are praised for their work in promoting maritime safety, their assumption of statutory functions on behalf of flag states has come under sharp criticism. By the same token, although in general flag states are criticised for inaction, there are a number of exemplary flag states that are successful in improving compliance to international safety regulations. Another example are training institutions. Although their role in promoting ship safety is highly praised, at the same time, participants talk about the poor quality of seafarer training. Similar nuances cut across the board, so care and caution must be taken when using such general ratings of effectiveness.

3.2
key problems

While the thrust of the study was on mechanisms that worked—that is, on specific measures that promoted safer shipping in the Asia Pacific region—a significant percentage of survey and interview responses dwelt on problems associated with the enforcement of safety standards in the region. The problems are summarised below to present a general picture of the concerns voiced by study participants. 

· too many rules, too many inspections. This is by far the biggest source of frustration for many, particularly shipowners. In the last 10 years, there has been a sharp increase in inspections. These are conducted by various bodies, notably port states, classification societies, insurance, P&I Clubs, and charterers, all of whom have different standards and rules that must be complied with. Nobody seems to trust each other’s inspections so separate inspections are carried out, leading to a high level of duplication. Often such inspections occur during the same period of time and cover essentially the same areas, thereby putting extraordinary pressure on ship personnel who must meet inspection requirements within the limited time they have at a given port. There is also the question of uneven quality in inspections, largely due to the differences in the expertise and competence of inspectors. 

· no adequate system of rewards & penalties. The current system of inspections works, but it is not enough to deter substandard operators. The penalties are seen as not severe enough to discourage non compliance; if their ships are detained, substandard operators simply resort to other methods of avoiding responsibility, for instance, by abandoning the ship altogether, including crew and cargo. At the same time, there are no attractive commercial or economic incentives for good behaviour. Responsible operators feel they get it from both ends: their costs go up to meet international safety standards, but they still go through the same endless inspections as less reputable ones, which merely add to their costs. The question of corrupt practices has also been raised, which effectively allow dishonest operators and unqualified seafarers to enter the system at will. 

· limited industry involvement. A corollary problem is the limited ambit of responsibility for maritime safety. At present, shipowners, government regulators, and classification societies are seen as having primary responsibility. However, these groups argue that other sectors of the industry, particularly charterers, shippers, and insurance providers, should also be made accountable since they directly benefit from shipping services. Other participants call for even broader participation, to include all maritime sectors, so that there can be an industry-wide approach to the problem. Unfortunately, no specific measures have been clearly identified to make this happen; to a great extent, the problem goes back to the lack of appropriate rewards and penalties discussed earlier. Much is left to individual organisations or industry sectors to impose self regulatory measures to promote ship safety.

· east-west politics. Standards set by international bodies are considered too high by East Asian economies. It is argued that western nations, which they see as fast becoming shipper nations (or ‘port state’ nations), are raising standards out of self interest at the expense of Asian economies. Concerns have been raised that Asian interests are not adequately represented in the International Maritime Organisation (IMO). The consensus is that if too much pressure is made to bear on the growing Asian economies, time wise or otherwise, the effect is likely to be highly negative. In many of these economies, regulatory and administrative reforms to improve maritime safety are relatively recent, and time and financial assistance is needed, not more regulations, to enable them to catch up with the more developed economies. 

Dissatisfaction over the lack of Asian representation also extends to other industry sectors. Shipowners, for instance, complain about the treatment they receive from Western based insurance companies. Although Asian shipowners control around 40 per cent of the commercial fleet worldwide or nearly 47 per cent of total deadweight tonnage, insurance continues to be controlled from Europe and North America. The same can be said of many professional associations. Although a growing number of their membership comes from Asia, in most cases, strategic visions and plans continue to reflect European/North American priorities and perspectives.


These are but a few examples of the concerns raised in many Asian economies over adequate representation. Particularly during the interviews, this was an issue that weighed heavily in people’s minds.

· lack of government support, inadequate administrative machinery. In many East Asian economies, maritime safety is low in government priority so it does not receive adequate attention and assistance, both in policy development and financial support. In the last few years, a number of economies have started to undertake needed administrative reform, but some economies still have too many agencies with overlapping functions, while others must carry out the work with minuscule human and financial resources.

· lack of managerial expertise. The industry suffers from a lack of managerial expertise. While managers may have the maritime experience, many do not have commensurate management education or training. They are largely unfamiliar with current management practices, particularly in quality management, which is needed in the effective implementation of the International Safety Management (ISM) Code and in maintaining competitiveness in the marketplace. 

· lack of technical expertise. In both government and industry, there is also a lack of technical expertise to correctly interpret and effectively implement international conventions. This lack of expertise is exacerbated by language problems: in many East Asian economies, English is not the official language, and people struggle to read and interpret the many rules and regulations imposed on them by international conventions.

· lack of information exchange. A lot of information on ship safety is available in existing databases, but access to this information is limited. A lack of expertise in accessing these databases and in using the information contained therein is also a stumbling block. In other instances, it is simply a case of people not being aware of the availability and accessibility of such databases. In a similar vein, technical expertise needed to effectively implement international safety conventions exists, but mainly in North America and Europe. Key discussions, seminars, conferences and forums on key issues and subjects are typically held in Europe, making them inaccessible to many developing economies due to travel costs.

· poor quality of seafarers. Overall, the quality of seafarer training is under serious question. Education is seen as vital to effective implementation of safety regulations and procedures, and there is unanimity in the need to produce and maintain a ready pool of suitably trained seafarers. At either national or regional level, however, there is no effective system of enforcing good maritime training standards, and of monitoring and controlling the quality of maritime training institutions. The prevailing view is that the ‘white list’ assessments by IMO and various audits by flag states on maritime training institutions have done very little to curb poor standards. In a lot of cases, such assessments are mere paper assessments and bear little resemblance to what really happens. Many of those who gain shipboard employment are viewed as lacking in practical operational skills as well as the motivation to promote safety.

Significantly enough, the question of seafarers’ welfare, particularly in the hands of unscrupulous ship officers and operators, merited very little mention. Overall, protection of the environment was cited more frequently than the improvement of seafarers’ living conditions on board ships. This in itself is symptomatic of yet another fundamental, and ultimately sadder, problem in the maritime industry.

Although major problems persist, study participants admit that efforts have been or are being taken to resolve them. Indeed, in each problem area identified above, there are specific mechanisms, either regulatory or commercial, that are accepted by a majority of the participants as effective in promoting safer shipping and/or deterring substandard shipping in the region. However, this assessment of effectiveness is highly qualified; according to many participants, these mechanisms can become truly effective only if their attendant weaknesses are carefully dealt with and overcome.

3.3
mechanisms that work

What are the mechanisms that are believed to work in the Asia Pacific region? They are briefly summarised below to provide a snapshot view of what participants see is happening in the region; fuller details are provided in the next chapter.

· At the top of the list are port state control (psc), ship vetting, and the ism code. All three are regulatory in nature and carry with them punitive measures against non compliance (detention, loss of business, inability to trade). 

The first and third are mandatory in that all ships and shipowners meeting defined criteria are required to comply with them; the second is a self regulatory mechanism used by various industry sectors for commercial interests. PSC is exercised by port states to ensure all foreign ships calling at their ports meet international safety requirements; ship vetting is carried out mainly by charterers, insurers, and classification societies to ensure a ship meets international safety requirements before it is hired; and the ISM Code, which is the most recently introduced regulatory mechanism, requires ISM audits to  ensure ships have in place an effective safety management system. 


PSC and ship vetting successfully employ the ‘name and shame’ strategy, whereby lists of ships found to be deficient or put under detention are regularly made available to the general public (in the case of PSC lists) or to selected users (in the case of ship vetting lists).

Unfortunately, the success of these mechanisms has led to a sharp increase in inspections in recent years. As a result, a high level of duplication now abounds, and because assessment standards tend to vary, there is also a correspondingly high level of confusion and frustration among the subjects of these inspections. Unless inspection regimes are harmonised, streamlined, and standardised, many fear that the system would get too complex, further discouraging compliance. 

· self regulation works, and throughout the Asia Pacific, there are ‘pockets of excellence’ that prove it. 

The oil and chemical industries are a prime example, whose use of standardised ship inspection systems (SIRE for oil and CDI for chemical) for ship vetting has been largely instrumental in lifting the general standard of safety of their vessels. The SIRE system, in particular, which is maintained by the Oil Companies International Marine Forum (OCIMF), involves access to a powerful and well used database on ship safety and pollution prevention.

Individual shipowners, particularly the larger ones that trade both within and beyond the region, are another. Many of these reputable companies have implemented or are putting in place quality management and assurance systems, in compliance with the International Standards Organisation (ISO) 9000 series of quality standards, to enable them to more effectively control the standards of quality and safety in the workplace. Some of these systems also expressly incorporate risk assessment and management systems. Further, as part of quality management, a growing number of shipowners are also putting greater emphasis on the training of their seafarers, focusing mainly on practical shipboard operations and company ethos in an effort to develop a skilled and well motivated workforce who will project a positive image for the company.

Membership to quality maritime associations and professional bodies at national, regional, and international levels is also  another example. These organisations typically work toward the effective implementation of international safety regulations, and membership is based on one’s continued adherence to the organisation’s code of conduct or practice. In the Asia Pacific, two frequently mentioned international organisations are the International Association of Classification Societies (IACS) and the International Ship Management Association (ISMA); however, promotion of quality membership should not be interpreted as limited to these two only. 

IACS requires ongoing compliance with its quality system certification scheme, which is based on ISO 9001, as a prerequisite to membership. It has also taken on a leadership role in improving maritime safety, and in recent years has undertaken major changes to its system to harmonise rules and procedures among its members, tighten transfer of class agreements, improve information exchange with port state control inspectors, and integrate ISM Code compliance into its surveys. For its part, ISMA requires members to be certified according to the ISMA Code, which stipulates the implementation of a safety and quality management system that combines the ISM Code and ISO 9000; members are then subjected to regular audits by independent audit teams (usually made up of IACS members).

Membership to professional maritime bodies provides various benefits, notably, better treatment from regulatory authorities in that they are subjected to fewer inspections, greater information sharing and updating of technical knowledge, and peer pressure to maintain safety standards.

· government-industry partnerships within individual economies also hold great promise. In some APEC member economies, collaborative work between maritime safety authorities and industry sectors has resulted in greater compliance as well as in more positive working relationships. 

Leading examples are Hong Kong, China and the US. The US Coast Guard (USCG), for instance, has developed, in partnership with some industry sectors, alternative inspection schemes whereby ship owners with proven safety records share responsibility for ongoing routine vessel inspections. In working with industry, the USCG has also adopted a risk management approach so that the emphasis of collaborative efforts is on problem prevention. In Hong Kong, China, the Marine Department has set up, in consultation with industry, a successful flag state quality control (FSQC) program to ensure cargo ships flying the Hong Kong, China flag are in full compliance with international safety regulations. The program focuses on the quality of surveys carried out by authorised classification societies and the safety management of ships by ship operators. 

In both economies, the net result of such initiatives has been a streamlining of procedures, reduction of duplication, and decrease in inspections. There has also been an increased sharing of information. At the bottom line are significant cost savings for both the regulators and industry; to many, this is the real incentive for continued government-industry partnerships.

Other economies are also using government-industry partnerships to broaden industry responsibility for safety. In Australia, for instance, marine pilots, harbour masters, and private surveyors are increasingly being called upon to report defective ships to the Australian Maritime Safety Authority (AMSA). For marine pilots, reporting requirements have now become mandatory.

· a regional approach to maritime safety also has strong support because it provides a much needed forum for the region’s interests and views. A corollary approach, which involves bilateral and multilateral agreements among economies in the region, is also highly favoured.

The successful implementation of the Memorandum of Understanding on Port State Control in the Asia Pacific Region, or more popularly known as the Tokyo MOU, is a prime example of a region based approach to a common problem. The MOU now has 17 full members in the Asia Pacific (Australia, Canada, China, Fiji, Hong Kong, China, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, the Russian Federation, Singapore, Thailand, Vanuatu, and Vietnam), with the US participating as an observer. 

Although the Tokyo MOU has only been operational since 1994, its benefits are already being felt. Under its auspices, PSC inspection rates have increased (to about 60 per cent in 1998, with the MOU target of 50 per cent reached in 1996), PSC activities in the region are becoming more consistent, and urgently needed technical assistance (for instance, the training of PSC inspectors) is being provided to East Asian economies which are in their early stages of port state development. 

Among industry sectors, efforts to strengthen regional representation are also growing. A leading example in this regard is the Asian Shipowners’ Forum (ASF), which is the main forum of shipowner associations across East Asia. Over the last few years, the ASF has been working toward the development of a regional marine hull insurance market, one that is run out of Asia and that will represent Asian interests and concerns. Their efforts have led to the recent establishment of the Asia Marine Consortium which is expected to provide shipowners with greater insurance options, improve communication between shipowners and insurers, and strengthen the Asian maritime market. The implications of this initiative to maritime safety cannot be missed. It can lead to greater regional cooperation, better information sharing and a broadening of industry accountability, with insurers assuming a more proactive role in protecting the Asia Pacific region from substandard ships.

Bilateral and multilateral agreements among economies within the region are also on the rise, enabling participating economies to harmonise and streamline port state inspections (Canada and the US, Australia and New Zealand), develop port state capabilities (Canada and Chinese Taipei), or carry out cooperative environmental protection programs (Japan, China, Korea, and Russia; Singapore, Indonesia, and Malaysia). Among economies in such cooperative arrangements, there is greater information sharing and technical cooperation. For some APEC member economies, bilateral and multilateral cooperation is particularly useful as an alternative mechanism to official representation in regional and international regulatory bodies such as the IMO and Tokyo MOU.

· Finally, there is media coverage, which is used as a mechanism of reward and punishment. However, the effectiveness of traditional media (radio, television, print) depends a lot on individual economies. In a number of APEC member economies, the media is generally highly relied upon to bring maritime safety issues to public attention, assist in naming and shaming substandard ships and operators, and reward good performance by featuring individual achievers. In other economies, however, there are claims of media silence either to avoid punitive government action or for political or monetary gain. Because of its ability to reach a wide audience, either through traditional means or via the internet, there is a strong suggestion from participants that maritime media be used more vigorously to give maritime safety a high public profile.

One alternative news forum that is attracting increasing use and attention is the internet, where news and information, even on highly controversial issues that some governments may prefer to ban, can be much more readily given, shared, and discussed. Around the Asia Pacific, there is a high level of interest in accessing websites, for instance, those maintained by the Tokyo MOU and APEC, to get information on a broad range of issues affecting the Asia Pacific. Initial users of these websites, for instance, have reported immense satisfaction in discovering other gateways to information as these websites provide links to the ‘outside’ world. The interactive, instantaneous, and dynamic nature of the internet certainly makes it a potentially valuable mechanism in promoting maritime safety in the region. 

In summary, what do these findings tell us? Briefly, there is a wide range of measures that individual organisations, industry sectors, or regulatory authorities use to promote maritime safety, but much of the work is not harmonised or integrated into a powerful package of reforms. Further, although many problems accompany the implementation of international safety standards, there are also encouraging signs that improvements are being done, as evidenced by the fact that over the last two decades, maritime casualty rates have steadily fallen. Finally, while most participants agree with this assessment, they believe that a lot more needs to be done. As we shall see in section 3.5 and chapter 4, the suggestions they have offered to improve compliance within the Asia Pacific region provide a good starting point.

3.4
funding sources

In terms of funding, the working mechanisms identified in section 3.3 are either funded by government or industry, or by a combination of both. Industry funding covers both government mandated levies and various self funding measures used by individual maritime companies, organisations or sectors to finance safety operations. In some cases, funding is provided by non governmental bodies in the form of grants or donations. Table 3.3 summarises the funding sources of working mechanisms. Details are provided in the discussion that follows the table.
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Funding sources for working mechanisms
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Government regulatory measures

· port state control. In most APEC member economies, regulatory safety authorities responsible for the enforcement of port state control are government funded. A few, mostly from developed economies, are also industry funded. In the latter case, ship operators are charged various levies on a cost recovery basis. These levies pay for about 70 to 85 per cent of the operating costs of the maritime safety authorities, with the rest coming from government sources. Australia and New Zealand are prime examples of industry funded maritime safety authorities.


One of the most significant funding trends identified by the study is the difference between developed and developing APEC member economies in terms of resources available to maritime safety bodies. Maritime safety authorities in many developing APEC member economies rely mainly on government funding. They are chronically underfunded, struggling to provide an adequate level of resources to support existing operations, let alone new initiatives. In contrast, maritime safety authorities in most developed economies are well funded, receiving a high level of resources through government funding and industry levies. 

· ism code implementation. The development and implementation of a safety management system according to the ISM Code are paid for by individual companies, but the costs of auditing of a safety management system are borne by either the government or industry. In most APEC member economies, classification societies that act on behalf of maritime safety authorities have been given the task of implementing the ISM Code. Under this system, ship operators fund the development and implementation of their own safety management systems, and classification societies charge a fee for auditing these systems and maintaining their certification. In some economies, maritime safety authorities control the auditing function. They either conduct the audits themselves or develop auditing systems that classification societies acting on their behalf must comply with. Under this second system, auditing costs are borne by the government.

Industry self regulatory measures

· ship vetting is an industry funded mechanism. Ship operators are charged a fee, often by charterers or parties acting on their behalf, as a condition for the use of a particular vessel. Some charterers subsidise vetting costs while most aim for full cost recovery including not only the actual vetting costs but also the administration and maintenance of their databases.

· quality management and assurance systems. Like the ISM Code, the costs of developing and implementing a quality management and assurance system are borne by the industry. Ship operators fund the development and implementation of such systems, and classification societies typically conduct the audit process. These societies charge ship operators a fee for the audits and the maintenance of their certification. While quality management and quality assurance systems based upon ISO 9000 series are the most popular, many are now combining quality systems with other management systems. For instance, the DNV Safety and Environmental Protection (SEP) system combines safety and environmental protection; the ISMA Code combines the ISM Code and ISO 9000 quality standards. Many companies are also integrating ISO 14000 environmental standards into their quality systems to combine safety, quality and environmental  standards into one coherent and integrated management system. The demand for such management systems is being driven by quality charterers and shippers.

· membership to quality organisations is a cost borne by individuals who join such organisations in their personal capacity or by companies that want official representation in these organisations. Such organisations are typically professional bodies for industry sectors and international associations.

Cooperative arrangements

· government-industry partnerships are usually government initiated mechanisms but typically are jointly funded by government and industry. In some cases, non-governmental organisations also provide funds. The government agency responsible for maritime safety covers the majority of the operating costs of administering the scheme while the affected industry sector or member contributes managerial expertise, time, and other associated costs (compliance costs, retraining, providing briefings, getting feedback) to make such schemes work. 

· bilateral/multilateral agreements are typically government funded. Some agreements are a form of technical assistance and often form part of a donor economy’s aid program to a recipient economy. Such agreements may include information sharing, work experience and training for individuals, and the development of compatible administrative and operational systems. Other agreements are cooperative mechanisms to facilitate joint work, for instance, protecting the marine environment, patrolling the seas, and developing compatible systems to promote joint initiatives. In such arrangements, it is also common for non-governmental organisations to provide additional funds.

· regional bodies are usually funded by the members themselves and/or through grants. For example, the Tokyo MOU is 50 per cent funded by its members and the remainder comes from generous donations from the Nippon Foundation.

Rewards and penalties

· naming and shaming is a strategy used by both government and industry to penalise errant ship owners or operators, flag states, and classification societies. Lists of seriously deficient or detained ships, together with relevant details, are compiled by regulatory authorities or industry associations and made accessible to the general public or members of a particular industry association.  Costs associated with its use are normally part of port state control activities (for government) or ship vetting activities (for industry).

· media coverage, by its very nature, does not attract a direct cost, unless it is for advertising purposes. However, government and industry users of maritime media services, either in print or electronic form, pay for such services in the form of subscription fees. Because it is in one sense a ‘free’ service, there is a strong view held by participants that greater use should be made of it, and media involvement should be actively sought to bring safety issues, problems as well as achievements, to public attention.

Information exchange

· internet as an information and discussion forum. The dissemination of information through the internet is both government and industry funded. Individual government agencies or industry bodies and associations bear the costs of maintaining their own websites or establishing new ones, and providing a range of services such as posting information for users to download or view, maintaining chat groups, and leading discussion forums.

· databases on ship safety are also government and industry funded. Databases are maintained and funded by individual economies as part of their port and flag state responsibilities. Funding for regional databases, such as the Tokyo MOU’s database APCIS (Asia Pacific Computerised Information System), comes from member contributions and non-governmental  donations. Various industry groups (charterers, marine insurers, P&I Clubs, classification societies) fund their own databases on ship safety through membership or subscription fees.

3.5
improving the effectiveness of working mechanisms

Table 3.4 summarises the various suggestions given by study participants to improve the effectiveness of the working mechanisms identified in section 3.3. These suggestions have been drawn from chapter 4, where major maritime safety issues are discussed in detail. Please note that because of the highly interrelated nature of the safety mechanisms, some degree of overlapping will occur.

Table 3.4 

Summary of suggested improvements for working mechanisms




Mechanisms that work
Suggestions for improvement







Government regulatory measures: 

· Port state control
· ISM Code implementation
In general, regulatory control in the region can be made more effective through:

· greater use of formal safety assessment to control the rule making process

· the use of a standard definition of ‘substandard’ to reduce confusion

· better enforcement measures such as tougher penalties, greater accountability by industry sectors, and government-industry partnerships to encourage self regulation and streamline inspections

Make flag state control effective through: 

· continued support of the IMO’s work on flag state implementation

· greater political pressure on flag states to improve their performance

· tougher ship registration

· creation of a quality register or IMO white list for flag states

For more effective port state control:

· introduce a more stringent penalty scheme

· further improve targeting systems 

· harmonise PSC systems across the region especially in terms of inspector training and qualifications, the inspection process, and assessment standards

· put more political pressure on non performing flag states to improve flag state control 

· provide fuller details on ship inspections

For more effective ISM Code implementation, there should be: 
· greater control over the implementation process through more rigorous ISM audits and PSC inspections 

· better ISM training for shore based personnel and seafarers



Table 3.4 (cont’d)

Summary of suggested improvements for working mechanisms




Mechanisms that work
Suggestions for improvement




Industry self regulatory measures:

· Ship vetting

· Quality management and assurance systems

· Membership to quality organisations


To make self regulation work, put greater emphasis on:

· government-industry partnerships to encourage industry sectors to adopt self regulatory measures

· providing better incentives for quality operators (see Rewards and penalties below)



Cooperative arrangements:

· Government-industry partnerships

· Bilateral/multilateral agreements

· Regional bodies


Asia Pacific interests can be better served by:

· a regional maritime body to represent Asia Pacific interests (a regional IMO or a shipping commission for the Asia Pacific)

· continued support for the IMO and Tokyo MOU 

· greater political pressure on  APEC member economies with poor flag and port state control

· greater regional cooperation to provide better training for maritime safety authorities, maritime management, and seafarers,  and to exercise greater control over the quality of seafarer training 

· greater intra industry dialogue to broaden the chain of responsibility for safety

· greater use of existing regional forums and associations for information exchange and to exert commercial and political pressure (shipowners, maritime safety administrations, education and training, and so on)



Rewards and penalties:

· Name and shame strategy

· Media coverage


To create a positive counterbalance to naming and shaming, put more emphasis on rewards, for instance, by establishing:

· a register of quality flag states 

· a register of quality ship operators 

· an industry performance rating scheme 

Impose tougher penalties on any maritime sector, particularly shipowners, charterers, shippers, classification societies, and insurance providers, who knowingly or negligently use substandard vessels.

For naming and shaming to have an even greater impact,

· all deficiency/detention lists should provide comprehensive information on ships (ship’s name with its unique IMO number, operator, classification society, flag of registry, and charterer) 

· greater use should be made of ship reporting systems, which track the number and type of ships within a given territorial area

· greater media involvement should be encouraged to focus public attention on the need to promote safer shipping



Information exchange:

· Internet as news and discussion forum

· Databases on ship safety
Greater information sharing  through: 

· better use of the internet (Tokyo MOU and APEC websites)

· greater access to existing databases on ship safety and more effective use of the information contained therein

· more forums and conferences in the Asia Pacific to boost participation rates

· existing regional associations



4

major maritime issues in the asia pacific region

This chapter provides a detailed look at major issues affecting maritime safety in the Asia Pacific region. These issues represent the main recurrent themes that emerged from both survey and interview data. They include:

· Regulatory control

· Port state control

· Flag state control

· ISM Code implementation

· Naming and shaming

· Information exchange

· Maritime education and training

· Economic incentives

Discussion of each issue is organised around three areas: the current situation, perceived weaknesses in the current system, and suggested areas for improvement.

4.1
Regulatory Control 

The current situation

Regulatory control is one area which most study participants found easy to expound on. First, it has been the traditional method of enforcing safety standards within the maritime industry and therefore a lot is known about it; second, it has generated a lot of controversy, not the very least because of the numerous regulations that have been passed in recent years.

Since the introduction of the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea convention (SOLAS) in 1919, there has been a steady increase in new regulations and guidelines to improve maritime safety standards. Widely considered as the most important instruments on safety are, in addition to SOLAS, the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL), the International Convention on Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers (STCW95), the International Safety Management (ISM) Code, the Global Maritime Distress and Safety System (GMDSS), the Convention on the International Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea (COLREG), the International Convention on Tonnage Measurement of Ships, and the International Convention on Loadlines. The present view is that these regulations are more than enough to ensure safety at sea, and what is needed now is better enforcement of regulations to eliminate weaknesses in the system and thereby improve compliance.

Weaknesses of the regulatory regime

Precisely what are the perceived weaknesses of the current regulatory regime? Answers by study participants, which are wide ranging, include the following:

· too many rules too soon. While the importance of having regulations to enforce safety has never been questioned, the volume of new regulations that keeps emanating from the IMO has attracted widespread criticism. Regulations are amended and re-amended, and with each iteration, new layers of regulations are added. Many question the rationality of introducing so many new instruments in quick succession when it is widely recognised that the level of international compliance with existing regulations is very low. This approach has created too much complexity so that many people who were once familiar with the requirements are now ‘lost in a sea of legislation’. 


The commercial sector of the maritime industry, notably shipowners, charterers, and classification societies, are particularly critical of the imposition of too many regulations. These sectors argue that adding more regulations in response to a major accident is merely treating the symptom, not the real disease. 


The flurry of new regulations is also increasing the compliance costs of shipping not only for operators who must demonstrate compliance but also for government regulators who must enforce compliance. It is also encouraging a ‘rule bound’ mentality to safety, whereby the focus narrows down to blind compliance with rules rather than the development of a positive safety culture.


Many argue that the current regulatory regime is driving responsible shipowners out of shipping because the risks are getting too high: additional regulations normally mean greater shipowner liabilities at a time when shipping profits are relatively low. A decrease in responsible operators would mean greater opportunity for unscrupulous operators to trade, which in turn would merely push down safety levels.

· different interpretations. Another major criticism aired by study participants is the use of different standards of safety by individual economies. These differences normally stem from differences in the interpretation of international safety requirements and regulations. One prime example is the SOLAS convention, which is said to have the most number of interpretations. Current differences in standards and interpretations are causing a great deal of confusion and frustration among shipowners, classification societies, and maritime safety authorities. They also lead to lost time and resources as all parties attempt to comply with various requirements.


There is also a lot of duplication in various international and national regulations. Fatigue at sea is the most commonly cited example. Both  STCW78/95 (Chapter VIII – Fitness of Duty) and ILO 180 (International Labour Organisation Convention on Seafarers’ Hours of Work and the Manning of Ships, 1996) specify maximum hours of work and rest periods for seafarers. In some APEC member economies, STCW is used as basis for national regulations; in others, it is ILO 180. Other economies combine both conventions into their national regulations, or amend them to better reflect national interests (for instance, stipulating the maximum number of hours of work as either 14 or 15 hours in any 24 hour period, or organising the time period into a 72 hour or 7 day period).


To further complicate matters, the majority of national regulations which are based on STCW mention minimum hours of rest only, while those incorporating both STCW and ILO 180 include both minimum hours of rest and maximum hours of work.  Considering the number of foreign ports a ship expects to call in, one can easily imagine the high level of confusion and frustration that often results in the process of interpreting and complying with varying national and international regulations.

· insufficient penalties. A further weakness of regulatory regimes is the lack of strong disincentives for non compliance. In most of the Asia Pacific economies, penalties for non compliance either are not enforced or are not severe enough to discourse non compliance; one notable exception is the OPA 90 (Oil Pollution Act) of the US which is considered to have effective deterrents. As noted earlier, if a substandard ship is detained, its operator may decide to simply abandon the ship along with its crew and cargo. In other cases, if faced with tough requirements for insurance coverage and high insurance premiums, the owner of the substandard ship may choose not to take out any insurance at all. It is widely argued that the consequences of non compliance must be high, otherwise a lot of shipowners will keep taking safety risks. Shipowners themselves confirm this view, including those whose current level of compliance is very low. 

· lack of technical knowledge. Another weakness of regulatory control is the low level of technical knowledge, in both government and industry, of international safety requirements. To a great extent, this lack of knowledge is attributed to the recency of efforts in many growing APEC member economies to set up the requisite administrative systems that will enable them to comply with international safety standards. There has not been enough time or money to train enough people and to develop adequate administrative capabilities and technical expertise on international maritime safety regulations. Language barriers create additional problems. In many East Asian economies, English is not the first language, so for people with inadequate technical expertise, interpreting international conventions which are not written in plain, easy to understand English is a major battle.

· east-west politics. Finally, East-West politics also tends to complicate matters. As noted earlier, there is a strong view, particularly in East Asia, that the IMO is Europe oriented and thus tends to promote European perspectives at the expense of Asian interests. European economies are seen as pushing standards of safety way too high and too fast now that they are increasingly becoming shipper nations. Further, since IMO discussions and forums are held in Europe, Asian representation in these gatherings is normally limited. This lack of Asian representation is also voiced by the commercial sector of the maritime industry. In many cases, business is controlled out of Europe and North America, where Asian views and interests are not adequately taken into consideration.
To a great extent, this East-West divide, and growing calls for an ‘Asian voice’, reflects the shift in power in world shipping. Traditional maritime nations are fading fast, with their fleets reduced to mere shadows of their former selves. In their place are the newcomers from the Asia Pacific, mainly from East Asia, former colonial outposts now assuming command. This shift in power, with its clear racial overtones, is also causing economic dislocation in the maritime industries of many developed economies. As national fleets dwindle, so do the jobs. 

As sceptics are wont to argue, although the European campaign against substandard shipping is no doubt motivated by noble intentions to protect life and the environment, it is also driven by hard nosed economics. Because they are highly developed, traditional maritime nations have significantly higher cost structures than their East Asian counterparts, many of which are newly developed or newly industrialising economies. Thus, although in much of the literature on maritime safety there runs an implicit assumption that cheap labour equals substandard shipping, this is a gross oversimplification. Across the Asia Pacific region, there are many responsible operators who can offer the same quality service at substantially cheaper prices, and this cost advantage is hard to beat. To many in the Asia Pacific, it is high time that due attention is paid to Asia Pacific interests in international maritime forums.

Areas for improvement

In spite of the many criticisms levelled at regulatory control, the thrust of most comments is not to do away with regulation, merely to reform it so that it can better serve the interests of both government and industry. The following areas are considered key starting points:

· greater application of cost-benefit analysis to rule making. This approach, also referred to as formal safety assessment, is very useful in ensuring that the benefits of a proposed regulation outweigh the costs of implementing it, which should result in a more effective and efficient regulatory regime.

· definition of substandard. One area surrounded by much confusion and debate is the definition of ‘substandard’. Current definitions range from very broad (any non compliance with existing regulations) to very specific (a casualty rate of higher than 10 percent). What is needed is an internationally agreed upon definition which is understandable, measurable, and acceptable to the majority.

· focus on better enforcement. Given the various problems identified in the preceding section—too many regulations introduced within a short space of time, low level of technical knowledge, duplication, lack of enforcement of existing regulations—the vast majority of study participants are calling for a ‘catch up’ period. According to them, there should be a moratorium on new regulations for a given period of time, say three to five years, and during this period, focus should be placed on better enforcement of safety regulations to increase compliance. 

For better enforcement, there should be:

· a streamlining of inspections whereby various parties agree to use each other’s inspection results and reduce duplication

· tougher penalties for non compliance (for instance, increasing the number of inspections for suspect ships and flag states)

· greater accountability on all those who are called upon to assess safety standards and provide services affecting safety at sea, including, among others, harbour masters, marine pilots, marine surveyors, ISM auditors, STCW training institutions, ship repairers, and safety equipment providers

· more emphasis on government-industry partnerships to encourage self regulation

Unlike the first three measures, which are widely agreed upon, a lot of debate surrounds self regulation in the Asia Pacific. In Europe, the idea of self regulation as an alternative to more regulations has received strong support, but in the Asia Pacific, particularly East Asia, there is widespread disbelief in its efficacy as an alternative mechanism, with claims that cultural and social norms and practices will get in the way of effective self regulation. Others argue, however, that if government regulation and self regulation are made to work hand in hand, as already shown by the US Coast Guard’s alternative inspection programs and Hong Kong, China’s flag state quality control program, individual economies in the region will increase their chances of arriving at a better balance in responsibility and accountability between regulatory bodies and the commercial maritime sectors. 

· establishment of a regional regulatory maritime body. Finally, in reference to the East-West politics mentioned earlier, there are also calls for the creation of a regional body that will better represent the Asia Pacific view. Some see this body as a regional IMO; others prefer an independent Commission for Shipping to represent the region’s interests at the IMO. In either case, the objective is the same: to give the Asia Pacific a stronger voice in international maritime safety forums. This view is particularly strong among the economies of East Asia.

In this regard, the need to include all APEC member economies in regional and international regulatory bodies, either as full members or observers, has also been raised. According to this argument, if the region is to successfully combat substandard shipping and promote safer shipping, then all member economies should be adequately involved in regional activities.

4.2 
Port State Control

The current situation

Of the various regulatory mechanisms applied in the Asia Pacific region, port state control (PSC) is considered as the most effective in promoting safer shipping and deterring substandard shipping. An overwhelming majority of study participants from the most affected sectors of the maritime industry (maritime safety authorities, shipowners, charterers, marine insurers, P&I Clubs, classification societies, surveyors, STCW training providers) believe that without PSC, the level of safety in the region would be significantly lower than it currently is. 

Even those who are subjected to PSC inspections (shipowners and ship personnel), are held accountable for the condition of the ship under inspection (flag state administrations, classification societies), or while not directly involved in PSC have a vested interest in the safety of the vessel (charterers, marine insurers, P&I Clubs, shippers) agree that PSC is vital for ensuring compliance with safety standards. Despite weaknesses in the way PSC is currently conducted (to be discussed later in the chapter), there has been no single suggestion that it should be scrapped; indeed, the consensus is that PSC should be strengthened in all APEC member economies. 

Among the APEC member economies, Australia is widely seen as providing the leadership in port state control. Among East Asian economies, Hong Kong, China; Japan; Singapore and Chinese Taipei are the most highly regarded.

What has made PSC effective in the Asia Pacific region? According to study participants, this is mainly due to regional cooperation, better targeting systems by port states, and use of the name and shame strategy.

· regional cooperation. The role of the Tokyo MOU in improving PSC inspections in the Asia Pacific region has been particularly commended. According to study participants, the impact of the Tokyo MOU has begun to be felt in the last two to three years: a more coordinated approach to inspections is being used across the region, inspections have greatly increased, and more economies in the region are getting involved.


Shipowners in particular attribute the growing consistency in inspection in the region to the efforts of the Tokyo MOU; in most cases, the results of such inspections are judged as fair and in accordance with state rules and conventions. Maritime safety authorities share the same view. They point to the Tokyo MOU’s technical assistance program, which includes PSC training, fellowships, use of standard procedures, work experience secondments, and bilateral agreements, as major contributors to increased and more consistent PSC inspections.

· psc targeting. Not only have PSC inspections increased across most of the Asia Pacific but better systems of targeting substandard ships by port states (through targeting certain ship types, age profiles, flags, classification societies, trading routes) are also making PSC more effective. 


According to a number of shipowners, including those who operate under their own flags, improved PSC targeting has forced some of them to reflag their vessels to ones that are less likely to be subjected to increased inspections. This reflagging to more reputable flag administrations is seen as a welcome trend because it shows that shipowners are becoming more concerned about how PSC targeting is affecting their reputation and ship operations. Other shipowners from flag states with poor safety records and subjected to greater PSC targeting are watching this trend closely, as they weigh up the cost of meeting safety standards against the cost of PSC detentions and a tarnished public image.


In a number of economies, particularly the more developed ones, further moves are being taken to improve PSC targeting systems so that they can more effectively focus on substandard ships and encourage broader industry cooperation and compliance. With the introduction of the ISM Code, compliance with the Code will increasingly be integrated into PSC inspections.

· naming and shaming. Another successful method used in PSC is the name and shame strategy. Because this strategy is used by both government regulators and the industry, it is discussed under a separate section. Briefly, port states use this strategy by listing the particulars of any ship that is found to be deficient or is detained and then making this information publicly available.

Major weaknesses in PSC

Despite the successes of PSC, a number of problems continue to confound the implementation of PSC in the Asia Pacific region. Considered as major weaknesses are the uneven quality of PSC performance in the region and the increasing reliance in PSC as the primary measure for compliance.

· uneven quality of psc performance. The standard of PSC is still very uneven among APEC member economies, with the more advanced economies generally having a standard considerably higher than developing APEC member economies.


However, as clearly pointed out by many study participants, this difference in standard is a reflection of the level of government commitment given to PSC activities. The more advanced economies demonstrate a much higher level of concern for safety; in developing economies, economic concerns tend to overshadow safety concerns. 

The more advanced economies also have considerably bigger budgets and more resources to conduct PSC inspections. They have the needed expertise, technology, and administrative support, which makes it easier for them not only to increase the quantity and quality of inspections but, more importantly, to better target substandard shipping. Developing economies, in contrast, all find themselves short and struggling on all these counts.

· reliance on psc as a primary mechanism for compliance. Although PSC has proven to be the most effective mechanism for combating substandard shipping in the Asia Pacific region, its success is fast becoming a liability. For many maritime safety administrations, PSC is like an albatross around their collective neck because of the heavy reliance  that different parties are increasingly placing on it. In many cases, PSC is used as a primary measure of performance; in others, it is used as a substitute for technical inspections. 

When asked about the quality of ships under their respective flags, for example, a number of flag states cited  PSC as their measure of performance. A typical comment was: ‘The ships flying our flag must be good because they are passing PSC inspections’. Similar comments were also made by shipowners and various classification societies as they showed the study team their PSC statistics. 

Even worse is the tendency by a number of shipowners and classification societies to use PSC inspections as a cheap form of technical inspection, with many shore based ship managers relying on PSC inspections to verify and identify ship deficiencies. This point was predominantly raised by a number of small shipping companies whose management did not have much technical shipping knowledge. 

In essence, the effectiveness of PSC is being diluted because increasingly it is fast becoming a primary measure of defence against substandard shipping instead of its intended role as a secondary measure. Although flag state control is supposed to be the ‘first line of defence’, the majority of participants do not accord flag state inspections this key role; indeed, they consider PSC as far more important than flag state control. The attitude of too many flag states is to leave it up to the PSC inspections to identify the problem and only when it is presented to them would they act on it. Many in the industry have also developed the same attitude; in too many APEC member economies, more attention and care is given to PSC inspections than to flag state inspections.

Secondary contributing factors

Aside from these major weaknesses, there are other secondary factors that weaken the effectiveness of PSC. Raised mainly by shipowners, classification societies, and charterers,  and to a much lesser degree by marine insurers, P&I Clubs, and STCW training institutions, these contributing factors refer largely to the quality of the inspection process.

· different interpretations given to international regulations and conventions by different psc administrations. This is an extension of the same weakness identified in the preceding section on regulatory control. At one end are PSC administrations that enforce minimum requirements only; at the other are those that interpret a convention or regulation far beyond what many believe is intended. A most often cited example is the SOLAS convention. The lack of communication between PSC administrations also exacerbates the problem, as this leads to a duplication of ship inspections.

· lack of commercial shipping experience of many psc inspectors, which creates problems because they are not equipped to make commercial judgments on what is really an unsafe practice or when a defective item poses a safety danger.

· lack of suitably trained psc inspectors, which often results in a lot of wasted time, effort, and frustration on the part of the ship personnel, and which raises serious doubts about the correctness and reliability of the inspection.

· excessive use of generic checklists, which often requires a ship to comply with many items that are irrelevant to its operations. This problem is exacerbated in the hands of PSC inspectors who are not appropriately trained or lack commercial maritime experience.

· lack of proper grading of ship deficiencies, which results in ‘a good ship with minor deficiencies [being] put into the same basket as another ship which is a complete rust bucket’. Similarly, good ships are getting just as many PSC inspections as ships with poor safety records. With further refinements in targeting systems, however, this deficiency is expected to be corrected.
· greater attention to quantity, rather than quality, of inspections. Some PSC administrations are seen as more concerned with meeting their annual quota of inspections rather than targeting substandard ones. Others are said to target good ships only because they could claim to be meeting their PSC obligations without having to deal with the political, legal, and commercial ramifications of ship detentions. Another consideration involves protecting the domestic maritime industry. For example, if a number of ships decide not to visit certain ports due to tough PSC inspections, then a number of local suppliers (bunker suppliers, ship chandlers, equipment suppliers, ship agencies, accommodation and travel agencies, and so on) may lose business, which will not augur well for the domestic economy in general.

· corruption. Abuse of power and corrupt practices by PSC inspectors in some port states have also been reported, notably, the payment of fees or in kind and the unilateral imposition of PSC authority in case of disagreements over inspection results.

Areas for further improvement

Five measures are viewed as essential to further enhance the power of PSC inspections:

· harmonised psc systems. Again, the work of the Tokyo MOU is invaluable in this regard as it is able to provide the means through which port states can align PSC practices with one another and carry out similar activities like concentrated campaigns on ISM and GMDSS. Key areas where harmonisation is most needed are the inspection process, assessment standards, training of inspectors, and dissemination of information. The goal should be to achieve  a consistent standard of compliance across the region.

· further improvements on the targeting system. While some economies already have very effective targeting systems in place, many still do not. As a result, they are not able to effectively focus on substandard ships, operators, and flags  as well as on the users of poor quality tonnage. It is expected that through the Tokyo MOU, bilateral or regional cooperative programs will be established to assist economies in setting up better targeting systems.

· greater pressure on non performing flag states. PSC authorities need to apply even more concerted pressure on flag states who continue to ignore their flag state responsibilities. These flags need to be exposed and political and commercial pressure applied to them. The excuse of interference  of sovereign rights holds no water when ships flying their flags  are allowed to trade internationally. 

· introduction of a psc fee or penalty scheme. This is intended as an incentive to better operators by making the ship operator, as defined on ISM certificates, pay for PSC inspections or for continued deficiencies and/or detentions. As these costs can also carry over to charterers (depending on contractual arrangements), thereby affecting their commercial and financial interests, it can have the desired effect of encouraging charterers to hire ships with better safety records.  

· release of full inspection data. At present, many maritime safety authorities release ship deficiency and detention information only.  For PSC information to be more useful, full details on PSC inspections should be made available to the public. This will not only help in the analysis of safety trends in the region, but it will also make the PSC system more transparent, enabling people to gain a fuller understanding of PSC activities.

4.3
Flag State Control

The current situation

Flag state control plays a crucial role in the enforcement of safety standards, but unfortunately it is currently the weak link in the safety enforcement chain. Both survey and interview data show a resounding support of this view, with most participants agreeing that flag state control across the Asia Pacific region is poor and that only a few economies are recognised as having high quality flag state control.

Much of the work on flag state control is spearheaded by the IMO Committee on Flag State Implementation. A recent achievement is the development of a flag state performance self assessment form, which flag states can use to evaluate their capabilities in performing flag state responsibilities. The use of the form is voluntary, but for those economies that are intent in upgrading their flag state administrations, the results of their self evaluation can provide the basis for technical assistance.

Outside of the IMO, other measures are also being taken by individual economies to improve flag state control. Hong Kong, China is a notable example, having recently introduced its flag state quality control program to ensure all ships flying its flag comply with the required international safety standards. Under this program, ship inspections, which are conducted every five years and which used to be paid by shipowners, are now provided for free. However, if any ship is found with a serious deficiency or is detained in any foreign port, the shipowner must pay for the cost of the survey plus all related travel and accommodation costs incurred by the Hong Kong, China Marine Department as a result of the survey.

Weaknesses in flag state control

Why is flag state control not as effective as it should be? Four reasons are most frequently cited:

· political interference. In many cases, pressure is applied on flag administrations not to be too rigorous in their enforcement of safety standards for economic and business reasons. Lobby groups like shippers’ councils and manufacturing councils, for instance, often raise the spectre of losing valuable business which of course would mean a loss in national revenue. Economic considerations, such as gaining access to the cheapest freight rates or protecting national shipping, also override safety concerns. 

· lack of resources and expertise. Like port state administrations, flag state administrations are seen as being low in government priority, hence, do not get the requisite level of financial and policy support to effectively carry out their duties. Partly because of this, the authority to perform statutory requirements is often given to classification societies, but the requisite monitoring mechanism to ensure classification societies are enforcing safety rules and standards is not in place. A number of classification societies have thus been criticised for sacrificing quality to safeguard their commercial interests.

· corrupt practices. Unsavoury as it may be, corruption has also been reported as a contributory factor to the ineffectiveness of flag state control. As a number of participants highlighted, safety requirements may be waived or fake certificates issued for monetary or commercial gain.

· no strong commitment to maritime safety. All three preceding factors (subordination of safety concerns to economic and business reasons, lack of government support, corruption) are seen by many participants as symptomatic of a  worse problem—the lack of political will and commitment by certain flag states to improve safety standards in shipping.

Areas for improvement

What then must be done to make flag state control an effective primary instrument against substandard shipping? Participants point to the following:

· continued support for imo’s work on flag state implementation. A number of participants highlighted the ongoing work of the IMO Committee on Flag State Implementation and the development of the self assessment form for flag states. However, while there is strong endorsement of IMO’s efforts in this area, there is also a strongly held view among participants that a voluntary system would have very little impact. The ones who are committed to proper flag state control would continue to do so and would most likely use the form; the ones who need it most, however, would mostly likely ignore it. To give flag state control a better fighting chance, therefore, alternative measures, such as the next three, are needed.

· greater political pressure. One proposal is for responsible economies to bring safety issues to a higher political level and exert greater political pressure on those economies with poor flag state control to improve their performance. If necessary, trade and other incentives should be predicated on firm assurances of greater action on flag state responsibilities. One measure, for instance, is for developed economies to provide technical assistance to those flag states that do fill out the self assessment form.

· tougher ship registration. More stringent requirements on ship registration should be imposed. Before an operator can register a vessel, for instance, there should have been some assessment and assurances given of the operator’s ability to meet safety standards and regulations.

· quality register or imo white list of flag states.  A final proposal is to launch a campaign, similar to that proposed by the Netherlands, to create a ‘quality register’ or an IMO ‘white list’ of flag states in the Asia Pacific region. To get on the quality register or the white list, two criteria must be met: (a) there must be some entry standard with clearly defined criteria of what makes a quality flag state, and (b) there must be an initial and ongoing independent audit to ensure compliance with the criteria. The aim is to make membership mean something. Finally, to promote the scheme, there must be some kind of economic incentive for members, for instance, fewer PSC inspections for shipowners who make it to the register or the white list, and greater inspections for flags who are not part of the scheme. Information should include the name and full particulars of the ship as well as its operator, classification society, charterer, and flag of registry.

4.4
ISM Code Implementation

The current situation

Of all the new initiatives introduced within the maritime industry in recent times, the ISM Code  represents one of the most significant far reaching changes. Indeed, some industry participants believe that the ISM Code is the biggest change since the SOLAS convention, which was first introduced after the Titanic sank. 

When implemented fully, the ISM Code is expected to bring about significant changes to the way maritime operations are conducted, both at sea and on shore. For one, it makes safety the responsibility of everybody, from senior executives in their boardrooms to the ship’s crew out at sea. For another, it requires a proactive approach to safety management: through a quality system of checks and controls, emphasis is placed on anticipating and preventing likely problems. Ultimately, the aim is to build and nurture a safety culture throughout the industry. To much of the maritime industry, these concepts represent a radical departure from traditional practice. 

The ISM Code is one of the few mechanisms which cut across both regulatory and commercial boundaries. It is enforced as a regulatory mechanism by flag and port states and through commercial shipping contracts such as contracts of affreightments, charters (bareboat, leasing, time, spot), marine insurance policies, and shipmanagement contracts. Of the two, it is through commercial mechanisms that the real strength of the ISM Code becomes manifest.

Of all the commercial measures used to improve safety within the maritime industry, the ISM Code is seen as having the greatest potential. The big advantage of the ISM Code over many other mechanisms lies in its ultimate objective of attempting to nurture a ‘safety culture’ within the industry, involving both those at sea who deal with safety matters on a daily basis and those ashore who make many key operational decisions affecting safety at sea. The ISM Code is seen as a mechanism that gets down to the root cause of poor safety standards (human error and lack of managerial control over human performance and shipping operations) and thus offers the best outcome if implemented properly.

Within the commercial sector, the enforcement of the ISM Code is carried out mainly by insurance providers, charterers, and ship management companies. This strategy, say a majority of study participants approvingly, has been highly instrumental in increasing ISM compliance. 

Among charterers and insurance providers, the penalties imposed for non compliance are increasing in severity. Already, there is a growing trend among charterers not to award a contract to a shipowner unless it has an effective ISM system in place. Some charterers even specify which auditing bodies are acceptable to them. If any major non compliance is discovered during the life of the contract, the vessel goes off hire until deficiencies are corrected. A similar trend is seen in marine insurance, where insurance cover is provided only while the insured’s ISM system is effectively in place. 

Among shipmanagement companies, the introduction of the ISM Code has forced many to reconsider their increased liabilities for managing vessels. This has resulted in significant changes to the allocation of responsibilities and resource implications within contracts (as, for instance, in the Baltic and International Maritime Council’s or BIMCO’s Shipman Contract) as well as in a growing reluctance among shipmanagement companies to manage vessels without certain guarantees of, or undertakings to achieve, ISM compliance. 

These trends are encouraging. In spite of its recency, the implementation of the ISM Code in the commercial sector is achieving desirable results, particularly in increasing the accountability and responsibility of various parties. Improvements in ISM implementation should further hasten this process.

Weaknesses in ISM Code implementation

To many study participants, the long term effectiveness of the ISM Code hinges on the effective resolution of a number of problems, particularly the following:

· poor level of working knowledge of the ism code within shipping companies. This problem is pervasive, and it applies to people at sea and ashore. While people have all heard of the ISM Code, participants argue that actual knowledge of its 13 requirements, particularly their practical application, is very  poor. Majority of seafarers have had no ISM training, and many companies are introducing ISM systems without adequately preparing and training their staff. To make matters worse, people ashore are said to have even far less knowledge of the ISM Code than seafarers because of a mistaken belief that ISM is essentially for seagoing crew only. Important positions ashore, such as the Designated Person Ashore (DPA), are not given adequate attention.

· lack of adequate ism training. A lot of maritime training institutions responsible for teaching seafarers and officers are also heavily criticised by the industry for not doing enough on ISM training. This criticism comes mostly from shipowners, maritime unions, classification societies, maritime safety authorities, and insurance providers. A number of institutions, mainly the smaller ones, have yet to incorporate the ISM Code into their curriculum and commence instruction on the subject. However, even among larger maritime institutions, although they may have integrated the ISM Code into their teaching program, instruction typically means an introductory two-three hour lecture.  The general consensus is that this simply is not enough, while others suggest that the main reason for this superficial treatment is the lack of a good working knowledge of the ISM Code by the teachers themselves. 

It is also argued that while STCW95 does incorporate ISM training, the current level of teaching and assessment provided by many institutions does not enable seafarers  to develop real competence in ISM. In many instances, these institutions are not even STCW95 compliant. Thus, when seafarers go on board ships and have to operate within an ISM environment, many find themselves unprepared for the tasks at hand. 

Confounding the problem is flag state inaction. While a few flag states are addressing ISM training, many have done very little in improving ISM competence, despite the evidence raised by many PSC inspections which show that seafarers are not competent in implementing the ISM Code. The Tokyo MOU’s concentrated inspection campaign conducted between July and September 1998 also highlights these alarming trends.

· lack of control over the auditing process. With respect to ISM auditing, a  main criticism is the uneven quality of ISM auditors. While there are some good experienced auditors around, there are also many who do the job without adequate ISM auditing training and experience.  In many cases, this often results in auditors failing to make realistic judgments on what are acceptable commercial shipping practices. 

Another main complaint is the lack of consistency among auditors, and this applies even to those from the same auditing body. What one auditor may find acceptable, another may not. Not only does this often lead to a greater number of deficiencies, but it also creates confusion over what is really required. When this happens, the credibility of the audits becomes highly questionable.

A final criticism is levelled at the lack of checks. Some study participants cited cases where organisations were able to obtain the relevant ISM certificates, such as the Document of Compliance (DOC) for the operating company and Safety Management Certificate (SMC) for each ship, without a proper assessment or audit taking place. 

This lack of control over the auditing process is increasingly putting the credibility of the whole system in question. Due to the poor standard of auditing or the lack of assessment by some flags, some maritime safety authorities are now giving compliance with the ISM Code a closer scrutiny.

· shortcuts to ism implementation. While there are many examples of shipping companies that have gained a lot from implementing the ISM Code, these companies are typically the better and more responsible operators whose standards of safety are already much higher than the average. 

As argued by a number of study participants, the ship operators and crews who need it the most, the ones with low and unacceptable safety standards, are the ones who have yet to fully embrace the ISM Code. These operators may indeed have certified systems with all the proper documentation to prove compliance but in reality, what they have are mere paper systems which neither reflect current operations or work practices. 

Among this group, it is becoming a cheap option to purchase a model ISM system, make minor changes to it, and use it to get through the ISM audit. Typical figures for purchasing such a system range from $US1,500-5,000 and to be competitive, some vendors even provide 12 months of records which can be used for the audit as objective evidence that the procedures and systems in place are ISM compliant. Compared to estimates of between $US50,000-200,000 to develop and implement a genuine ISM system. Given the lack of proper control over the auditing process by some flag states, many of these shipowners find it more attractive to purchase a ready made model ISM system. This, of course, defeats the whole purpose of the ISM Code, which is to tailor the ISM system to an organisation’s real business.

· negative attitude of seafarers. Largely as a result of the preceding problems, seafarers in general regard the ISM Code in a harsh light. Because in many instances, shore based management themselves do not understand or appreciate the ISM Code, this lack of proper regard for its implementation carries over to ship personnel. Given the general lack of training on the ISM Code and what is seen as the additional paper trail that its implementation requires, seafarers tend to view the ISM Code negatively, making it even harder for companies to generate broad based support.

Areas for improvement

What changes should then be made to make the ISM Code more effective? Suggestions for improvement focus on two key areas:

· greater control over ism implementation. It is widely accepted that the ISM Code requires quite a significant shift in the way organisations conduct their business, and study participants agree that it is going to take some time before the real advantages of the ISM Code can be seen. To make it work more effectively, there should be better control over the implementation process; otherwise, too many operators will avoid making the transition to the ISM Code. This can be done through more rigorous ISM audits and the inclusion of ISM compliance in PSC inspection, ship vetting systems, and contractual arrangements (charter parties, insurance).

· better ism training. Many study participants believe that training is the key to the long term effectiveness of the ISM Code, and this training should cover both seagoing and shore based personnel. It is also argued that this is an area where maritime safety authorities should take the lead since they are responsible for the control of maritime training institutions. 

For seafarers, the ideal time for teaching them the ISM Code is during their qualifications training. Competence in the application of the ISM Code should also be more rigorously assessed than it currently is in STCW95 training programs, either as part of seafarers’ structured onboard training programs or conducted as part of their STCW95 qualification training. 

Across the maritime industry, hopes are held high for the ISM Code. In this regard, the comments of one participant are particularly instructive: ‘A properly documented system, implemented throughout the company and reinforced by system training and enforced by effective internal auditing, is effective. There has to be a desire and will on the part of the company, but provided there is commitment, the system will work. Our company system works.’ It is this vision of what companies can achieve with the right mix of commitment, training, and management that makes the ISM Code’s potential for success high.

4.5
Naming and Shaming

The current situation

According to study participants, naming and shaming of operators is an effective strategy to combat substandard shipping. This strategy often involves publishing lists of ship deficiencies and detentions wherein the ship’s name, (inclusive of the unique IMO number for the ship) operator, flag of registry, and classification society are identified. 

The two most common means of naming and shaming are PSC deficiency and detention lists and ship vetting deficiency lists. PSC lists are considered more effective because they are publicly available whereas a lot of ship vetting deficiency lists are kept in house and shared only with partners. 

The shame that comes from being named is seen by many East Asian participants as a strong disincentive. As the thinking goes, no one likes to be publicly named and most will do whatever they can to ensure that they do not appear on deficiency or detention lists. 

During interview sessions with the study team, a number of shipowners and classification societies who did admit that they had been on deficiency or detention lists disclosed that in most cases, this had resulted in some follow up action by the shipowner or classification society to rectify the deficiency. The motivation for doing so was not so much financial as it was social. While costs arising from detentions remained a major consideration, of far greater concern was the damage that being named and shamed could wreak on a company’s reputation. This was particularly true with quality charterers. However, there are still many at the other end of the scale whose only concern is the cheapest possible freight rate; for these operators, naming and shaming is not seen as having much impact.

Weaknesses in the name and shame strategy

Despite many shipowners and classification societies saying that naming and shaming works, the strategy does have several weaknesses.

· flag state inaction. According to the same group of shipowners and classification societies that admitted being on detention or deficiency lists, often the flag of registry is still the weak link in the chain of responsibility. Even when informed about the inspection, certain flag states did not take any remedial action. 

· limited effect on small operators. Just as naming and shaming does not work for certain flag states, neither does it have the desired effect on many smaller operators. The larger shipowners who trade not only in the Asia Pacific but globally are much more concerned about naming and shaming and its effect on their corporate reputation. In contrast, smaller companies argue that while they do not like appearing on such lists, being named does not necessarily result in being shamed. With very tight cost margins, surviving and making a modest profit are their prime priorities. Besides, since many of the smaller and often one-ship operators can easily change the ship’s name, registry, and classification society, being named is only a temporary nuisance.

Areas for improvement
There are four ways that have been identified to improve the effectiveness of naming and shaming: provide more comprehensive information about ships, make greater use of ship reporting systems, enhance media involvement, and provide a positive incentive, such as a quality ships register, to counterbalance the negative effect of naming and shaming. 

· more comprehensive information on ships. Many participants would like naming and shaming to be more comprehensive, both in terms of coverage and depth. At present, PSC deficiencies and detention lists seldom name the ship operator (this should now be available on the document of compliance and safety management certificate carried by the ship as required by the ISM Code) or the charterer. Most ship vetting lists do include the ship operator and owner, but not always the flag of registry. To be more comprehensive, it has been suggested that deficiency and detention lists should always include the following parties:

1 Ship’s name (with the unique IMO number)

2 Ship operator

3 Classification society

4 Flag of registry

5 Charterer

This information should then be made public and widely disseminated.

It has also been suggested that insurance providers and P&I Clubs be included in the list as a means of increasing their accountability to maritime safety. 

· greater use of ship reporting systems. Many call for the greater use of ship reporting systems to more effectively control ship movement within the region and facilitate the transit of ships from one region to the next.


Ship reporting systems are automated systems maintained by individual economies to enable their maritime safety authorities to keep track of all vessels that are within their respective areas of responsibility. Ship reporting systems require vessels entering a given territorial area to identify themselves and provide other requisite information (crew, cargo, destination, and so on), and to report regularly until they leave the area. 


In some cases, individual economies agree to share responsibility over an area with which they share common boundaries. An example is the Canadian and US Coast Guards Cooperative Vessel Traffic Service  (CVTS), which is a voluntary service provided to ships entering Canada and the US to streamline reporting requirements and facilitate vessel transit through Canadian and US waters. Vessels using CVTS file only one report, while those that don’t are required to file all necessary reports in accordance with national and state regulations that apply in both the US and Canada. 


Some economies already use these ship reporting systems as a valuable source of information for PSC inspections, and have integrated their use in their PSC screening and targeting procedures.

· greater media involvement. The power of the media in bringing maritime safety issues to public attention, particularly in naming and shaming miscreants, is widely acknowledged, and participants agree in the need to keep the media informed. Beyond this general suggestion, however, nothing more specific has been offered.

· provide a positive incentive: introduce a quality ships register. To a lot of study participants, naming and shaming, while effective, is a negative force and thus needs a positive counterpoint. One suggestion is the creation of a  ‘quality ships register’ whereby ships that continuously pass their inspections will be listed and published, thus providing some incentive or reward for deserving operators. To make it more comprehensive, the register can also include, in addition to the ship’s operator, the ship’s charterer, classification society, and insurance provider. The additional workload such a register will generate is seen as minimal since such inspections are already taking place and the data is already being collected. 

4.6
Information Exchange

The current situation

Among APEC member economies, two types of safety information are typically used: safety awareness information and standards of safety. Much of this is in print form, but a growing reliance on computer based information has also been reported.

The first type of information, safety awareness information, is produced mainly through government departments such as maritime safety authorities and departments of transport. It includes maritime safety notices and warnings, new/revised maritime safety regulations or amendments and their interpretations, incident and accident reports and lessons learned from these events, information on technical and operational safety requirements, and news items on current issues and events relating to safety.

This type of information is viewed by the maritime industry as highly useful. Shipowners circulate it to their fleet to brief seagoing crew, charterers often use it to evaluate whether any of their ship vetting procedures need amending, training institutions use it for teaching, and classification societies use it to update their surveyors on new requirements. All in all, there is agreement that the production and dissemination of such information is an effective strategy for updating people’s knowledge on important safety issues. 

Charterers, classification societies, and to a lesser extent P&I Clubs and insurance providers also produce safety awareness information in the form of brochures, handbooks, and procedures aimed at informing the maritime industry about important changes to safety. Like government circulars, this information is also considered valuable by industry users. 

However, the provision of such information is highly uneven: in economies where organisations, in both government and business, have a strong commitment to safety, up to date information is easily available; in economies where there is no similar commitment to safety, either by government or business, information tends to be scarce and of questionable quality.

standards of safety are the other major type of information used in APEC member economies. A lot of this information already exists and is maintained by various players: 

· Maritime safety authorities have technical information of ships under their register. They also have PSC statistics on ship deficiencies and detentions for foreign vessels calling at their ports. For maritime safety authorities in the Asia Pacific region, PSC statistics are mainly available through the Tokyo MOU. Among individual economies, Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, China, New Zealand, and the US are particularly notable in the records they maintain. 

· Charterers have ship vetting systems in place which are similar to and in many cases based upon the SIRE and CDI ship inspection systems used by the oil and chemical industries, respectively. The oil industry’s SIRE system in particular serves as the leading example among charterers.

· Classification societies maintain databases on vessel information which detail the technical condition of vessels under their class. Members of the International Association of Classification Societies (IACS) also provide industry trends on the technical condition of vessels and common deficiencies.

· Marine insurance providers and many P&I Clubs have condition surveys for vessels under their insurance.

· Shipowners themselves maintain a lot of the same information listed above.

· Many international maritime bodies representing government, commercial, and industry interests also collect and produce information. Aside from the IMO, notable industry examples are the Baltic and International Maritime Council (BIMCO), International Association of Dry Cargo Shipowners (INTERCARGO), International Association of Independent Tanker Owners (INTERTANKO), International Chamber of Shipping (ICS), International Shipping Federation (ISF), Institute of London Underwriters (ILU), and the Lloyd’s Maritime Information Service (LMIS).

Of these bodies of information, PSC inspection statistics and ship vetting systems are considered as the most credible sources of information on ship safety standards.

Weaknesses in information exchange

Given the considerable body of information that is already available, technically there is no excuse for anybody, particularly users of shipping services and providers of ancillary shipping services, not to know which are reputable owners and which are not. Unfortunately, there are several weaknesses in the present system of information exchange that severely limit the use of available information on ship safety. These include:

· limited inter-sector exchange. Although a lot of information on ships is available, very little of this is available across the board. Access to information is typically determined by membership to an organisation or industry sector, and very little inter-sector sharing, for instance, between charterers and port states, takes place. 

· lack of industry awareness. The most comprehensive database on ship deficiencies in the Asia Pacific region is maintained by the Tokyo MOU, whose annual reports on PSC statistics are available in print and through their website. Unfortunately, only a minority of industry participants seem aware that this information is freely available. Currently, maritime safety authorities and classification societies are the main consumers of the information, with very few shipowners and charterers using the system. A recent estimate puts usage level at about 50 per cent of all Tokyo MOU signatories. Interestingly, when informed they could access PSC statistics through the Tokyo MOU website, shipowners and charterers showed a lot of interest and wanted more information which the study team provided to them.

· lack of comprehensive, user-friendly information. Even if accessible, existing databases present various problems to users. A common problem is that each party presents information from a different context so users don’t necessarily get the complete picture. For example, ship vetting systems tend to concentrate more on the operational aspects of safety while PSC inspection systems tend to give more emphasis on technical requirements. Among charterers, in spite of the proven success of the SIRE and CDI systems, there is still a tendency by individual charterers to use their own criteria for safety. Not only does this contribute to the fragmentation of ship data, but it  also makes it harder for users to compare data, since different bases are used to prepare the statistics. Finally, information is also produced by various interest groups to support their individual campaigns, and data thus provided can be highly selective. 

There is also the danger of using some of the information out of context. A common example cited are PSC deficiencies. Detention lists typically name the classification society for each ship on the list, but while some maritime safety authorities  differentiate whether the deficiency is a class item or not, others do not. If such PSC statistics are used indiscriminately to assess which classification societies get the largest number of deficiencies, the results can be highly erroneous unless  proper care is made to differentiate between those deficiencies for which classification societies are responsible and those that are somebody else’s responsibility.

Given such differences in emphasis and orientation, it difficult to say if the information one gets from one database is complete or accurate; one would need to use different databases or sources of information to improve the reliability of information. Even then, the comparability of data would have to be carefully checked.

· lack of expertise in extracting needed information. An associated problem is the lack of expertise in the effective use of existing databases, whether those in print or accessed via the computer. In many developing APEC member economies, there are not enough people in either government or industry to successfully tap into existing databases, correctly extract the needed information, and present it in an easy to understand format for decision makers. 

Areas for improvement

Study participants strongly support the need for easy access to quality information by all relevant parties; indeed, they see it as crucial in combating substandard and unsafe shipping practices. To many, information exchange can be made more effective through increased information sharing and more region based forums on safety issues.

· greater sharing of information. With intra industry information exchange seen as limited, majority of participants call for considerable improvement in information exchange, both in terms of opening up access to existing databases and making better use of the information they contain.

There is some evidence, albeit still limited, that more sharing is beginning to take place within the maritime industry. For example, a number of charterers are experimenting with sharing ship condition and performance information in an attempt to create a larger pool of information. Those involved have expressed their satisfaction in this initiative because of sharing database costs means cost savings and access to a bigger pool of information allows them to make better operational decisions on the quality of the vessels they charter. 

On PSC activities, the Tokyo MOU is currently improving its database system APCIS to make it more user friendly and to facilitate network links with other PSC and regional MOU databases. The new APCIS is expected to be operational early in 2000, and will be maintained in Vladivostok by the Russian Federation. It has been suggested that technical assistance in database management and use be added to the package of assistance that the Tokyo MOU currently provides to the region to encourage greater and better use of existing databases.

The US Coast Guard is also upgrading its own system to make it compatible with various regional databases, particularly the Paris MOU and the Tokyo MOU. Once operational, this will provide APEC members access to all three database systems.  

Another likely source of assistance that has been mentioned is a new system being developed in Europe, the European Quality Shipping Information System or EQUASIS, which is envisaged to gather existing public and private data on ship safety, massage them into a user friendly format, and allow easy access and use by all interested parties. The system is expected to be global in coverage and use.

· region based forums on safety issues. Aside from an improved system of accessing quality safety information, the need for more region based forums on ship safety has also been raised. 


Many APEC member economies are in the very early stages of development in terms of ship safety implementation, and there is only a limited pool of personnel with the technical expertise to effectively implement the various international regulations and conventions. In addition to training (to be discussed in a later section), forums on ship safety, particularly those that lead to an acquisition of practical knowledge and skills (for instance, workshops on specific safety topics where people work with and learn from experts), are seen as an effective way of improving the region’s pool of knowledge and capabilities. 


To make them effective, such forums should be well targeted so that the right type of people attend the right type of forum. In some cases, comment a few participants, people who attend conferences do not have the necessary technical expertise to take full advantage of what is on offer; in others, people simply don’t come for lack of technical knowledge on the subject under discussion. 


Further, such forums should be held within the region so that more people, particularly those at the operational level, are able to attend. Recent indications show that this is already happening, with individual economies within the Asia Pacific, for instance, Australia, Hong Kong, China and Singapore, volunteering to host a greater number of international maritime forums in the coming decade.


In these activities, the involvement of existing regional maritime associations and bodies is seen as crucial. For this purpose, the work of APEC, the Asian Shipowners Forum, the Asia Pacific Maritime Safety Agencies Forum, and the Association of Maritime Education and Training Institutions in the Asia Pacific has been cited.

4.7
maritime education and training

The current situation

Education and training is one area which received a significant amount of attention from study participants. To a great majority of them, education is the single most important factor in improving safety standards in the region. 

Within the last few decades, the rapid rise of the region, particularly of East Asia, as a major force in world shipping has created an enormous demand for suitably trained people both at sea and ashore. Unfortunately, this demand is largely unmet, and mainly for two reasons. 

First, given its compressed period of growth, the region would not have had the time to develop a large enough pool of qualified personnel, particularly in managerial and regulatory positions. Second, while the region has become the biggest provider of seafarers, the quality of seafarer training is widely questioned. Study participants believe that substantial changes in maritime education and training are still needed if the region is to effectively meet its obligations to maritime safety.

Weaknesses in maritime education and training

There are three areas in which education and training has been found wanting by participants:

· inadequate technical training for maritime safety authorities. The economies of the Asia Pacific region must enforce new regulations within a short space of time, but as noted earlier, many maritime safety administrations lack the technical expertise to effectively implement these regulations. Many do not have suitably trained and experienced personnel to correctly interpret the regulations, translate them into operational terms, and apply them as intended. Many of these people also have limited or no practical knowledge of commercial shipping.

Language barriers merely exacerbate the problem. International conventions and other official IMO documentation are written in English, and typically in a formal legalistic way. For people who do not have adequate technical expertise and whose first language is not English, correctly interpreting the regulations and translating them into operational terms thus becomes a major challenge. Given these two factors, the transition from ministerial endorsement to shore-to-sea implementation can be expected to take much longer than in situations where you had people with both technical expertise and language facility.

· lack of management training for industry. As noted earlier under ISM implementation, many managers in the maritime industry also lack managerial and technical expertise to effectively address the requirements of the new regulations. Within Asia Pacific shipping, there is a general lack of management training and a subsequent lack of exposure to current developments in these fields. There is, for instance, a general lack of awareness of, and adequate appreciation for, management’s pivotal role in the development and implementation of quality, safety, and environmental management systems. When the ISM Code was brought in, with its radically new concept, many managers in the maritime industry were largely unprepared to meet the challenge.

· poor quality of seafarer training. This weakness was mentioned earlier under ISM implementation. In general, seafarer training is criticised as not rigorous or practical enough. When seafarers come on board, they are often found to be generally unprepared to carry out safe ship operations. Some don’t have the level of competence required; others don’t even know what is required.


The poor quality of seafarers today is typically attributed to the lack of effective control of seafarer training. In many economies, there is no effective system of enforcing good maritime training standards, and of monitoring and controlling the quality of maritime training institutions. Many of the institutions are seen as not capable of providing the requisite STCW95 or ISM training. Moreover, while calls for suitably trained officers are growing, by far the greatest proportion of seafarers trained continue to be ratings. The problem with fake certificates is also causing serious concern, as untrained people put everybody on board at serious mortal risk. 

The introduction of STCW95 and the relevant controls that are supposed to be in place (audits by flag states on maritime  training institutions) have yet to produce many benefits in terms of increased competence or skills of seafarers. Many shipowners, marine pilots, terminal operators, and classification societies believe that the competence of seafarers remains well below the required standard and that nationality is unrelated to standards of competence.


In fairness, needed reform, including the closure of institutions that are not STCW95 compliant, the establishment of modern schools capable of training seafarers according to STCW95 and the ISM Code, and the establishment of a more rigorous system of monitoring, assessing, and certifying seafarer training, is now being undertaken by some economies (for instance, the Philippines and China). Further, technical assistance has been and is being provided through international and regional bodies like IMO and APEC to improve the situation. Many quarters believe, however, that the implementation of needed reforms is not going fast enough to enable most institutions to be STCW95 compliant.

Areas for improvement

Three areas for improvement which have received frequent mention are better training programs, greater control over seafarer training, and improved regional cooperation.

· better training schemes. Participants are one in urging greater investment in quality training, not only for seafarers but also for industry and government in general. To a great extent, this is increasingly being addressed. The Tokyo MOU, for instance, has in place a technical assistance program to help maritime safety authorities develop requisite technical expertise. It is currently training PSC inspectors in the region, for instance, to improve the quality of PSC inspections. APEC is also providing technical assistance to a number of developing economies. Among large shipowners, in-house training programs are being set up, and these programs involve more rigorous, practical onboard training not only on ship operations, including ISM implementation, but also on team work and creating a climate of professional pride. 

· greater control over the quality of seafarer training. Participants also believe that meaningful reform can be achieved only if there is better control over seafarer training. The teaching and assessment programs must ensure that seafarers have the competencies as described in STCW95 and required by the ISM Code, followed by flag state audits of training institutions and programs which must also ensure adequate control over the process. Although much of the responsibility is left in the hands of individual economies, greater regional cooperation is also called for to assist economies in this vitally important area.

· regional cooperation. A regional approach is considered essential to ensure consistency in information and training. It has also been suggested, for instance, that funding be sought for regional information and education programs to inform people of new regulations, technical requirements, and recent developments in maritime safety, and improve their competence in requisite areas. APEC is already actively involved in this area through its sponsorship of STCW95 training, and the support of other regional bodies will significantly boost efforts in this area.


Cooperative ventures among maritime education and training institutions, through such bodies as the Association of Maritime Education and Training Institutions in the Asia Pacific (AMETIAP), are particularly valuable. Formed in 1996, AMETIAP is an umbrella organisation representing over 40 institutions in the Asia Pacific, and works closely with the IMO and other international and regional bodies to improve maritime education and training in the region. AMETIAP membership has recently identified what they consider to be the region’s six priority needs: training for maritime teachers, assistance in complying with STCW95, assistance in implementing quality management systems/quality assurance, mutual recognition of standards, English language training, and the development of a standard trainee record book. The organisation aims to develop closer collaborative ties with members of the maritime community (representing regulators, owners, and seafarers) to upgrade the quality of maritime education and training in the Asia Pacific region.

4.8
Economic Incentives

The current situation

For some time now, shipping markets have been depressed due to the chronic problem of overtonnaging and the continuing effects of the 1997 economic crisis. Although most companies have suffered varying degrees of losses due to this regional economic downturn, and have consequently introduced cost saving measures, it is worth highlighting that such cost savings have not always been at the expense of maritime safety. 

Across the region, there are examples in both regulatory and commercial sectors of the industry of self imposed measures to improve compliance with international safety standards. Within the commercial sector, for instance, operators and charterers, particularly those in the oil and chemical industries, widely practise ship vetting. In some economies, these industries have taken the initiative to work with government authorities to introduce and implement regulatory reform. In other economies, initiatives are being taken by ship operators and shipmanagement companies to  provide a better system of protecting seafarers flying their flags. Across the region, major shipping companies have implemented or are implementing quality management systems, many incorporating safety management in compliance with ISM, thereby enabling them to introduce a ‘safety culture’ within their organisations. Membership in quality associations, such as IACS and ISMA, are also strongly promoted.

Within the regulatory sector, government authorities, in consultation with various sectors of the industry, have initiated programs designed to support industry self regulation. The US with its alternative compliance program (and its broader prevention through people program) and Hong Kong, China with its flag state quality control program are notable examples. Through these programs, affected sectors assume responsibility for ensuring their ships comply with safety standards; in return, they are subjected to fewer inspections and fees. A growing number of economies are also undertaking administrative reform to better equip their maritime safety administrations.

In spite of these developments, however, there is a palpable undercurrent of resentment within the industry, particularly among ship operators. They complain of being unfairly blamed by all sides, and they want responsibility for safety spread more equitably across the board so that all those who benefit from shipping also become accountable for their actions. Further, while they support the campaign against substandard vessels, they feel that the focus is too much on punitive measures at the expense of the majority who do try to comply with safety standards. Although substandard operators make up a small minority, they argue that everybody gets punished for the sins of the few, and responsible ones don’t get any rewards for doing the right thing. 

Indeed, the lack of economic incentives to reward good operators is one area about which participants have been most vocal. Most believe that the current system does not reward responsible operators. Indeed, there is a much bigger incentive in not complying with safety standards: survival for many and better profitability for some lucky few. By not being fully compliant with the requirements, rogue shipowners can offer considerably lower freight rates than those who do comply. In discussions with industry participants, there has been no disagreement or dispute on this matter: those that do not fully comply with the requirements enjoy a competitive advantage over those that comply.

Weaknesses in the present system

The current lack of economic incentives is encouraging the rise in commercial practices that are anathema to safer shipping. It encourages the adoption of partial compliance with safety and provides no serious encouragement for maritime sectors to uphold safety standards. More often than not, safety concerns are subordinated to market pressures.

· the strategy of partial compliance. According to participants, the lack of adequate economic incentives has given rise to the ‘partial compliance’ strategy. This strategy is based on the assumption that there are many trading areas where there is a lack of proper enforcement of safety standards, and in these areas, ships that fall slightly below the safety standard can still operate with impunity. Participants claim that this assumption is valid in many economies in the Asia Pacific. When responsible operators see that partial compliance does work, they lower their standards to remain competitive. The major casualty of this strategy is, of course, safety: the lower the standards, the greater the opportunities for substandard shipping to continue.

· lack of concern for safety. Although all sectors of the industry support the idea of quality service, this support rapidly becomes mere lip service when the bottom line is involved. A notable exception are the tanker and product sectors of shipping which are very active in promoting ship safety through various ship vetting schemes and audits and awareness programs. 

Throughout the study, for instance, most charterers in the bulk and general cargo sectors showed little interest in shipping safety; for them, the only criterion was price and any other criteria was secondary. Those who could provide the lowest freight rates were favoured even if this meant using substandard ships. With the exception of those who did on-hire and off-hire surveys, most of these charterers admitted that they currently had no internal mechanisms for ensuring that the vessels they employed were seaworthy. 

A number of participants also criticised insurers for not discriminating between responsible and irresponsible operators; by charging them both with similar levels of premiums, they offered no incentive for compliance. Some classification societies also came under similar fire for awarding class without adequate or proper assessment or enforcement of standards, in effect, compromising safety for commercial gain.

· the pressure of market demands. According to study participants, when economic conditions within shipping are such that demand outstrips supply, resulting in a scarcity of ships, even charterers with good reputations admit to using ships which they would normally not use if better quality tonnage was available. This situation is quite common during peak periods and in certain niche markets, and operators of substandard tonnage know how to take full advantage of the opportunities that such periods and markets provide. Substandard ships also get chartered due to locational advantages: having a ship located at the right place and time will incur lower costs, particularly if it is substandard and can be chartered at a much lower price. 

To many participants, all these factors merely create a cumulative disincentive for compliance; there is simply not enough economic motivation to encourage industry sectors to vigorously pursue good safety standards.

Areas for improvement

If safety standards are to improve, participants strongly agree that there must be greater economic or commercial incentives to reward quality operators. Among them:

· establishment of a register for quality operators, as exemplified by Hong Kong, China’s initiatives to establish a quality register and a flag state quality control system to better manage and reward quality operators. While the system was not fully operational during the period of the study and the results are yet to be evaluated, there is a lot of enthusiasm and interest in this approach. Of all the various initiatives by maritime safety authorities, this one has been the most widely recognised and praised by the industry.

· rating scheme for the industry. This is similar to the rating scheme used by Standard & Poor or Moody’s. There should be some kind of safety rating scheme for industry players to distinguish between different levels of quality. All industry participants (for instance, ship operators, classification societies, charterers, insurance providers, and P&I Clubs) would be eligible to apply for a rating and would undergo an assessment to determine their status. Ratings would then form the basis for incentives to quality performers.

· broadening the chain of responsibility for safety. There should also be greater dialogue among industry sectors to promote safety and increase sectoral accountability. As noted earlier, too many members of the industry do not consider themselves ‘responsible’ for safety, and in so doing, actually provide attractive incentives for substandard operators to trade at will. If maritime sectors, from charterers to marine pilots to terminal operators, take on greater responsibility and accountability for safety, the industry will be better able to combat substandard shipping. Strong measures need to be taken to discourage charterers and cargo owners from knowingly or negligently using substandard vessels. The same applies to other parties like classification societies and insurers who turn a blind eye for commercial gain.

4.9 Summary

This chapter has detailed the current state of affairs in eight key areas of maritime safety to identify obstacles to effective implementation of safety requirements and the ways by which these obstacles can be removed. Discussion in particular has focused on regulatory control, port state control, flag state control, ISM Code implementation, naming and shaming, information exchange, maritime education and training, and economic incentives. As this discussion has shown, there is a wide range of complex, highly interrelated issues that affect maritime safety implementation, and the resolution of attendant problems is not going to be an easy process. In the next chapter, conclusions and recommendations for further action are offered.

5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings of the study point to an industry that is in a great state of flux and is still coming to grips with its responsibility toward maritime safety. 

The last 10-15 years have seen the introduction of major safety related changes with far reaching consequences for the Asia Pacific maritime industry. Many of the changes are regulatory, the most notable of which have been the adoption of the Tokyo MOU, greater PSC inspections, and the entry into force of the ISM Code and the STCW95. The implications of these changes are enormous: they are  challenging traditional industry norms and practices, realigning forces, and compelling a serious reassessment of industry accountability over maritime safety. 

In the Asia Pacific, the transition toward full compliance within a short space of time and during a prolonged period of depressed market rates is fraught with difficulty and pain. Commitment, competence, and compliance levels vary widely, and pressure is increasingly applied on individual industry members and economies to ‘shape up and catch up’. As the pressure grows, so do the criticisms. Indeed, as evidenced by the study, discussions on maritime safety tend to be shrouded in a negatively charged atmosphere where it is much easier to identify problems than accomplishments.

In spite of the preponderance of problems, however, there are accomplishments. As the study has found, there are various mechanisms, both commercial and regulatory, that do succeed, albeit in varying degrees, in promoting maritime safety in the Asia Pacific region. Thus, while maritime accidents will continue to horrify us, particularly where lives are lost and the environment is endangered, it is also worth noting that total casualty rates and ship losses have fallen over the last 20 years. They continue to fall due mainly to growing worldwide vigilance against substandard shipping as well as increased use of modern technological advances. Within the region, there is also growing acceptance that a dominant shipping power like the Asia Pacific must take on board a significant share of the responsibility for maritime safety, not only within the region but also in other parts of the world where Asia Pacific fleets trade.

In this final chapter, we conclude our analysis by describing the prevailing attitude toward maritime safety within the Asia Pacific maritime industry, reiterate the advances made in the region to promote maritime safety, and then identify those key areas where further action is needed.

5.1
The safety culture of the Asia Pacific maritime industry

The varying levels of commitment, competence, and compliance with maritime safety can be best explained in terms of the three types of culture that prevail in the Asia Pacific maritime industry. At one extreme are those that aim to avoid compliance, at the other are those whose safety standards exceed what is required. In between can be found the majority who comply with regulations by adopting the minimum standard of safety. Within and among these groups are further gradations in safety levels.

· avoidance culture. Typically, this is the group to which substandard ships and their operators belong; in most cases, they are smaller bulk and general cargo vessels. As much as possible, they avoid complying with the existing international  rules and regulations, and they trade within those areas where they know such regulations are not adequately enforced or are simply ignored for the right price. However, the number of trading areas that remain open to these substandard ship operators are steadily dwindling. Where before they used to trade at will both regionally and internationally, with increased port state control, ship vetting, marine insurance condition surveys, and greater regional  and inter-regional cooperation, many have begun reverting to coastal trading where safety standards are significantly lower. In spite of the risks, however, a minority still trade regionally, using substandard vessels even when the possibility of exposure or detention is high.

· compliance culture. Probably the vast majority of shipowners belong to this group, whose strategy is to adopt a minimalist approach to safety compliance. Ship operators in this category strive to maintain the minimum safety standard and seek to comply in the cheapest possible way regardless of the long term costs and benefits. As a rule, they are more concerned with getting the appropriate certificates of inspection and compliance than with actual long term safety benefits.

· safety culture: A small but growing number of shipowners belong to this group; typically they are the large and leading operators trading both within the region and with the rest of the world. This group’s approach is characterised by a growing focus on quality management, which typically serves as the framework within which safety requirements are met. The importance of developing and maintaining a safety culture is important to members of this group, who aim to gain tangible benefits from increasing safety standards. Often, if the safety benefits outweigh the costs, many end up setting standards which are higher than the regulatory requirements. 

These differences in approach and attitude explain much of the tension that surrounds discussions and debates on maritime safety, particularly on such issues as industry accountability and self regulation. However, as pressure at the regional and international levels continues to mount, an increasing number of industry members are giving maritime safety more attention and emphasis. Indeed, as working mechanisms to promote safer shipping and combat substandard shipping are strengthened through better enforcement, we can expect maritime safety to assume a more central role in Asia Pacific shipping.

5.2
Mechanisms to promote maritime safety

To what extent has progress been made in promoting maritime safety in the Asia Pacific region? In this section we shall briefly summarise advances made in both the regulatory and commercial sectors of the maritime industry.

Government regulatory mechanisms

Judging by the results of this study, work in six key areas—regulatory control, port state control, flag state control, ISM Code implementation, naming and shaming, and information exchange—have advanced the farthest in the development and implementation of workable mechanisms to promote safer shipping and combat substandard shipping in the Asia Pacific region. 

While acceptable solutions to some problems, such as flag state control, continue to defy decision makers in both government and industry alike, regional and international efforts have at least progressed to a point where specific steps have been taken, and tangible advances made, to improve compliance with international safety regulations.

On regulatory control, for instance, the IMO has recently announced a moratorium on new regulations so that focus can be put on implementation—on better enforcement of existing regulations, and on the search for wide ranging alternatives, for instance, government-industry partnerships and industry self regulation, to improve compliance. The IMO has also agreed to apply the formal safety assessment method to its rule making process so that the costs and benefits of any proposed regulation can be systematically assessed before any decision is made. 

Even in the highly contentious area of flag state control, advances are being made. Through the efforts of the IMO Committee on Flag State Implementation, a self assessment form has been developed to help flag states assess their capabilities and performance on flag state control. Since the use of this form for mandatory flag state appraisal has been rejected, considerable energy is now being spent on finding other ways to exert political and commercial pressure on non performing flag states. 

At present, the main strategy can be said to be ‘public exposure’, but with a positive thrust to it. There is a move, for instance, to drive a wedge within the non performing group, to separate those who ‘don’t because they can’t’ from those who ‘don’t because they don’t want to’. Under this scheme, non performers who are willing to improve their flag state performance will be given the requisite technical assistance to enable them to comply with international safety regulations. If this differentiation can be made, it will further isolate those who knowingly dismiss safety regulations and  ignore their responsibilities toward maritime safety. 

Another similar measure is the creation of a register of quality flag states. The concept was introduced by the Dutch Ministry of Transport during the MARE Forum held in Amsterdam in June 1999, and judging by the results of this study, this idea has strong support in the Asia Pacific. If implemented well, a register of quality flag states has the power to do two things at once: one, ‘separate the grain from the chaff’, that is, distinguish reputable flag states from disreputable ones; and two, enable charterers, shippers, and support service providers, particularly classification societies and insurance providers, to make more informed decisions when choosing which flags to do business with. In this regard, therefore, it also broadens the chain of responsibility.

In port state control, progress is even more pronounced. In recent years, those economies with strong port state control have seen a steady improvement in the quality of the vessels entering their ports. Refinements to targeting systems to better combat substandard shipping continue to be made, and with the introduction of the ISM Code, compliance with the code is increasingly being incorporated into PSC inspections. Greater attention is also being placed on government-industry cooperation so that more sectors, for instance, pilots and harbour masters, become actively involved in reporting non compliant vessels.

The advent of the Tokyo MOU, with its region based approach, has also been successful. Through the MOU, PSC inspections across the region are becoming more consistent and the number of inspections are increasing. Greater intra-regional cooperation has also resulted: member economies share information on port state control on a more regular basis, and economies with strong PSC records are able to provide technical assistance and expertise to those still developing their PSC capabilities. 

With recent moves to link the Tokyo MOU database with those maintained by the US Coast Guard and the Paris MOU (the European equivalent of the Tokyo MOU), information sharing on PSC is expected to increase even more within the region. This increased information exchange can only strengthen the ‘name and shame’ strategy which has been successfully employed over the years to identify non compliant operators or flag states and pressure them into instituting needed reform. With improved public access to these databases, commercial sectors of the industry would be in a better position to make informed choices about the ships they use or hire.

Industry self regulatory mechanisms

In the commercial sector, a parallel trend toward greater compliance can also be found. However, because efforts taken to improve safety records depend largely on individual industry members, information on the subject is more diffused and successful initiatives are less broadly known. Nonetheless, as this study has found, serious efforts are being taken by individual companies or industry sectors to promote safer shipping in the region through self regulation. 

The standardised inspection systems used by the oil and chemical industries for ship vetting (SIRE, CDI), being well established, are arguably the most well known. In addition, these industries have also been known to initiate discussions with regulatory authorities in a number of economies to implement needed reform.

Less well known mechanisms, but equally worthy of mention, are the implementation of quality management systems in compliance with the ISO 9000 series of standards, membership to quality associations and professional bodies, and partnerships with government authorities. Adherence to quality standards and membership to quality associations or bodies require compliance with established codes of practice; and as found by the study, those who use these mechanisms affirm their effectiveness in raising safety awareness and improving compliance.

Partnerships between industry sectors and regulatory authorities, while not widespread in the region, hold particularly great promise. In those economies where collaborative work between government and industry has been initiated, meaningful gains in terms of reduced inspections, reduced fees, and resultant cost savings have been reported. In these joint ventures, it is usually a case of regulatory authorities providing the mechanisms to encourage individual companies or industry sectors to adopt self regulatory measures for economic gain. Government-industry partnerships that provide economic incentives to encourage self regulation and compliance are relatively recent initiatives, and very few economies have actually applied this measure to any great extent. It is gaining the interest of government and industry alike, however, because of its great potential for mutual gain.

Regional cooperation

Finally, there is the overarching mechanism of regional cooperation. The work of the Tokyo MOU on the regulatory side and that of the Asian Shipowners Forum on the commercial side are but two examples that highlight the importance of having a unified mechanism for addressing regional problems. As a result of the Tokyo MOU, the region’s overall PSC record is improving; through the Asian Shipowners Forum, ship owners and operators of the region are able to work toward regional goals, for instance, the establishment of an Asian marine insurance market. 

To a great extent, the issue of regional cooperation transcends industry boundaries. Most particularly in East Asia, calls are growing for a stronger Asian voice, whether it is in the guise of an Asian IMO for the region’s maritime industry or a more encompassing Asian IMF for the region’s economies. Over the last few years, government heads from East Asian economies have held informal summits to promote greater intra regional cooperation, a campaign they reinforce through their attendance at the annual conference on The Future of Asia sponsored by the Nikkei Weekly of Japan. Such calls are sending a strong message to all regional forums and bodies in the Asia Pacific, which seem to be heeding the message as evidenced by the many renewed efforts they have taken in recent years to develop and strengthen intra regional ties. 

5.3
areas for further work


As continuing efforts are taken at both the individual government and regional level to strengthen existing regulatory and commercial mechanisms to promote maritime safety, it is essential that two other issues are given greater regional attention:

· the provision of economic incentives to encourage greater compliance with safety standards and regulations

· the implementation of a better system of monitoring and controlling the quality of seafarer performance both during training and on the job.

The need for economic incentives

For the last decade or so, the maritime industry has focused on compliance by government regulation. Unfortunately, this regulatory regime has created a negative climate, where the emphasis has been on punishment rather than reward. As many in the industry are wont to complain, everybody is punished for the sins of the few, but those who do good deeds remain largely unrecognised and unrewarded. 

Within the Asia Pacific region, it is now being acknowledged that regulation alone will not achieve the desired objective of significantly improving the safety of shipping in the region. Calls are therefore growing to balance punitive measures, which have so far characterised safety initiatives in the region, with attractive reward systems.

As yet, little practical guidance is available on what should constitute an attractive reward system. While there is agreement on the need for major economic incentives, specific examples of such incentives and their results are hard to come by. Hong Kong, China’s flag state quality control program, which aims to encourage greater compliance with safety regulations by making its 5-yearly vessel inspection free of charge, is one example, but it is too new to provide any tangible results.

At a more general level, other suggestions designed to reward good performance have been forwarded, notably, the establishment of:

· a quality register for ship owners and operators

· a quality register for flag states or an IMO white list of flag states

· a safety performance rating scheme, similar to such economic performance rating schemes as Standard and Poor or Moody’s

Thus far, none of these suggestions have been translated into more tangible proposals; however, of the three, the case for a quality register for flag states is likely to progress first. The Dutch Ministry of Transport has already prepared a concept paper on it, which it presented to a mainly European audience in mid 1999 and which it is scheduled to present to the Asia Pacific maritime industry during a regional shipping forum to be held in Singapore in March 2000. 

Another European initiative, the Green Award, may also make its way into the Asia Pacific. The organisation that administers it, the Green Award Foundation, which is based in Rotterdam, is seeking to establish subsidiaries in the US and Singapore. The Green Award is currently conferred to oil and product tankers over 20,000 deadweight tons with proven records in safety and environment protection. Among other things, it provides awardees with discounted port tariffs, pilotage rebates, or reduced towage fees when they enter participating ports in Europe.

In the Asia Pacific, such incentives, whether ‘home grown’ or introduced from outside the region, are beginning to attract wider attention because of the economic gains they can or already provide. In a market driven primarily by commercial interests and suffering from chronically depressed freight rates, the more attractive the economic and commercial gains are (in the form, for instance, of financial savings and enhanced corporate image), the better the chances of compliance.

The need to focus on people: Crew training, competence, and welfare

Another area that requires more careful attention and concerted action at the regional and international levels is crew training, competence, and welfare. This area relates to what is called the ‘human factor’, which has been shown to lie behind the majority of maritime incidents. 

Crew training: STCW95 and ISM Code

Crew training in the Asia Pacific is expected to undergo significant changes following the introduction of STCW95 and the ISM Code. Individual economies and shipping companies are in various stages of implementing specific administrative and legislative measures to comply with the requirements of both conventions; however, the reform process is slow. 

There is strong concern that most institutions in the region may not meet STCW95 standards by 2002, when the 5-year transition period from STCW78 to STCW95 ends. This can have severe economic consequences since a number of economies in the region are the world’s biggest crew suppliers (the Philippines, Indonesia, China). ISM training also needs to be speeded up and strengthened; as the study has found, across the region, practical understanding of the requirements of the ISM Code is lacking in both government and industry. Because the implementation of the ISM Code has been slow in both developed and developing economies alike, requisite training of personnel, both shore based and seagoing, has thus far been inadequate. Competence levels also remain low.

Due to these combined inadequacies, the competence of seafarers from the Asia Pacific is under serious question. They are said to be inadequately trained to carry out practical shipping operations, including safety requirements, and are generally lacking in initiative, motivation, and team spirit. There are charges of false certificates or of authentic certificates that are spuriously obtained. Language problems are also cited, with many seafarers from the Asia Pacific unable to communicate adequately in English.

Many call for a stronger regional approach to develop standardised systems of monitoring and assessing the performance of maritime institutions and the quality of seafarer training, as well as provide much needed technical assistance to upgrade the capabilities of maritime institutions according to STCW95 requirements. The active involvement and strong support of regional and international bodies in both government and industry is particularly crucial in ensuring the region can continue providing the world fleet with a ready pool of suitably trained seafarers. APEC is very active in this regard, spearheading efforts to improve both the quality and quantity of seafarers from each APEC member economy.

Many also call for closer scrutiny of ISM compliance during PSC inspections. A number of port states are already in the process of incorporating ISM compliance in their inspection regimes, but a regional campaign, through the Tokyo MOU, to enforce ISM compliance is seen as particularly critical.

Promoting crew welfare

While criticisms of crew competence are seen as valid, which lends even greater urgency to the need for training reform, they are only part of the problem. Training is a major determinant of crew performance, but an equally or perhaps an even more important factor, and which is only now gaining closer attention in regional and international forums, is the quality of the work environment itself. 

Good performance is a function of good training and good working conditions, and both must be present if seafarers are to perform shipboard operations competently and to the required standards. Training provides the requisite knowledge and skills; the work environment provides the requisite safeguards for crew welfare.

Unfortunately, while crew training is receiving widespread attention as a result of STCW95 and the ISM Code, crew welfare is not. Throughout the interview process conducted for this study, for instance, crew training was one of the top issues, whereas crew welfare merited very little mention. Indeed, environmental protection was more frequently mentioned than crew welfare. This trend echoes a similar finding made by a 1998 inquiry into ship safety, which was commissioned by the Australian House of Representatives Standing Committee on Communication, Transport and the Arts (Commonwealth of Australia, 1998). According to the inquiry, crew welfare is not being adequately addressed at regional and international forums, and concerted efforts to improve crew welfare have thus far been limited. Crew abuse continues unabated, and may even be worsening.

At present, legislation exists that can significantly improve crew welfare, notably, STCW95, the ISM Code, and three International Labour Organisation (ILO) conventions. These are ILO 147, which stipulates minimum safety standards for merchant shipping; ILO 179, which sets down conditions for the operation of crewing agencies; and ILO 180, which specifies seafarers’ hours of work and the manning of ships. In combination, all these measures address specific issues affecting crew welfare, for instance, safety standards, employment contracts, medical assistance and protection, repatriation, work and rest requirements, fatigue, and food and accommodation. 

Unfortunately, while such measures exist, they may not necessarily be enforced to benefit seafarers working out at sea. There are many jurisdictional and legal loopholes available to unscrupulous operators, who use these loopholes to escape from legal responsibilities. As the 1998 inquiry into ship safety concluded, ‘the abuse and neglect of seafarers is rooted in a callous indifference to human life and facilitated by an inadequate international legal framework’ (Commonwealth of Australia, 1998, p 51).

In the Asia Pacific region, efforts to improve crew welfare remain disparate and highly dependent on individual initiative and motivation. PSC inspections have limited power when it comes to protecting crew from abuse, and the active promotion of crew welfare does not appear to be high in the priorities of many flag states. 

A welcome development in recent years is the establishment of a seafarers fund for stranded seafarers on board Singapore-registered vessels. Singapore is the first flag state in Asia to take this action, the result of collaborative work between the government and local unions. Other individual actions have also been reported, such as the establishment of a seamen welfare committee by a shipping company in Indonesia, which is now seeking alliances with regional and international bodies to promote the welfare of Indonesian crew. Such initiatives are to be applauded; they are incremental steps taken by key maritime sectors to address a deep social problem within the Asia Pacific maritime community—the neglect of its seafarers. More initiatives of this kind are needed to build enough momentum for regional action.

5.4
summary

The search for economic incentives and the promotion of crew training, competence, and welfare can easily be seen as occupying opposite ends of the maritime political spectrum. Economic incentives are driven by hard-nosed financial imperatives; crew welfare—the protection of human life—is a highly emotive social issue. Economic incentives are aimed at the more powerful sectors of the maritime community; crew welfare is directed at the least empowered. 

Given their relative positions, it is small wonder that at both regional and international levels, there is a marked disparity in the attention given to economic incentives and crew welfare. While there is already a strong drive to find better economic incentives for shipowners and other key maritime players, the campaign to promote crew welfare remains in the periphery of major maritime forums. 

At this stage, what is needed are specific, tangible measures that can be implemented to provide major economic incentives and promote crew welfare. In the search for such measures—indeed, in the search for any measure designed to promote maritime safety in the Asia Pacific region, it would be critical to maintain that delicate balance between profit and social conscience, between dominance and responsibility.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Asia Pacific Maritime Institute

DR JEFFREY E HAWKINS master mariner

Managing Director
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APEC Survey on Safer Shipping in the Asia Pacific Region

Dear Sir/Madam:

We would like to ask your assistance in our survey on safer shipping in the Asia Pacific region. The survey is part of a study that we are conducting for the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) Secretariat. As you probably know, APEC has made maritime safety a cornerstone of its maritime initiatives, and is actively seeking for ways to improve the general level of safety of shipping in the region. 

From the many studies, reports, debates, and discussions on the subject, you would have been made aware of the many problems and obstacles in achieving this goal. Most likely, in your own line of work, you would have had to deal with a number of these problems yourself. 

Our goal in this survey is not to engage you further in a discussion of these problems and obstacles. Rather, our goal is to get your views and suggestions, as well as those of other key members of the Asia Pacific maritime community, on how best to promote safer shipping in our region. What will work well in the Asia Pacific? 

In this survey, therefore, we ask you to focus on THINGS THAT WORK—on options and alternatives that already exist, and that can lead to long term solutions to improve the safety of shipping in our region. Basically, we are seeking answers to two questions: 

•
What existing mechanisms do work at promoting safer shipping and deterring substandard shipping in the Asia Pacific region?

•
What makes these mechanisms work?

It is hoped that the answers we get from this survey (and from the study as a whole) will help us identify promising mechanisms that can be successfully integrated into a coherent safety program and implemented in the Asia Pacific region. 

Please give us a few minutes of your time to answer the survey and return your completed questionnaire by fax, email, or post. Our contact numbers are listed below. All responses will be held in strict confidence.

Warm regards,

[image: image4.png]



Dr Jeffrey E Hawkins

Managing Director, APMI

12 May 1999

PO Box 40 Launceston TAS Australia 7250

Phone: 61 3 6327 2453 Fax: 61 3 6327 2453 Email: jhawkins@apmi.edu 

APEC SURVEY ON SAFER SHIPPING IN THE ASIA PACIFIC REGION

Section 1: Background Information

Q1
Please help us interpret the survey data more reliably by providing us with the following background information: 

Country where you work


(your main base of operation)


Type of maritime organisation


(government agency, shipowner, union, etc)


Position in the organisation


(CEO, operations manager, etc)


Number of years in the maritime industry


Section 2: Assessing the role of maritime industry members in the Asia Pacific

Q2
Increasingly, all members of the maritime community are being asked to adopt measures that will promote safer shipping and deter the use of substandard ships. From what you know about the following members of the maritime industry, how effective are they in improving the safety of Asia Pacific shipping? Please rate each member by putting a tick (() in the appropriate column (HE = highly effective, ME = moderately effective, NE = not effective at all).

Members (Primary Role in Safety)
HE 
ME
NE

1
Maritime safety authorities (flag state implementation)




2
Maritime safety authorities (port state control)




3
Shipowners/ship managers




4
Shippers/charterers




5
Classification societies




6
Insurance underwriters




7
P&I Clubs




8
Maritime unions




Q3
Which of the items below correctly describe the industry members listed in Q2 above? If a descriptor applies to a member, put a tick (() in the appropriate column. Please note: The numbers 1 to 8 below correspond to items 1 to 8 in question 2 (Q2) above.

Descriptors
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Apply adequate financial resources to safety









Have the needed expertise









Fair and consistent in conducting safety responsibilities









Known for achieving results in safety









Administer safety responsibilities in a cost-effective way









Provide attractive incentives for compliance









Apply strong disincentives for non-compliance









Promote cooperation among relevant bodies









Conduct research and training into safety









Conduct risk assessment on ship safety









Able to overcome possible conflict of interest on safety









Q4
Based on what you know about the following members of the Asia Pacific maritime industry, how effective are they in improving the safety of Asia Pacific shipping? Please rate each member by putting a tick (() in the appropriate column (HE = highly effective, ME = moderately effective, NE = not effective at all).

Members (Support Role)
HE
ME
NE

1
Banks and financiers




2
Commercial surveyors




3
Crewing/manning agents




4
Environmental non-government organisations




5
Maritime media




6
Port & terminal operators, marine pilots




7
Professional and other non-government maritime associations




8
Salvage operators




9
Ship brokers




10
Shipbuilding/ship repair




11
Training institutions (STCW95 training)





Others (please specify):




12





13





Q5
For each industry member in Q4 that you rated as effective, please explain why you think they are successful. What are they doing right?

Q6
What else should be done by specific industry members to better promote safer shipping in the region?

Section 3: Commercial good practice to improve the safety of Asia Pacific shipping (eg ship vetting and auditing, ensuring crew hired are suitably trained and qualified as per STCW95, etc)

In your answers, please include also economic, technological and other relevant policies and decisions that contribute to commercial good practice.

Q7
In your organisation (or in other organisations that you know about), what policies and practices are followed to promote safer shipping and deter the use of substandard ships? Please list each practice or policy on the table below, and rate its effectiveness. Put a tick (() in the appropriate column (HE = highly effective, ME = moderately effective, NE = not effective at all). If you are unsure of the answer, please put a tick (() next to the statement at the bottom row of the table.

Commercial/Economic Policies and Practices
Effectiveness


HE
ME
NE




















































My organisation is not a commercial interest, and I am not familiar with what others are doing

Q8
For those items in Q7 that you rated as effective, please explain why you think they are successful. What makes them work?

Section 4: National regulatory measures to improve the safety of Asia Pacific shipping (eg compliance to ISM Code and STCW95 requirements, port state control inspection system, etc)
Q9
In your country, what specific national regulatory measures are applied to promote safer shipping and deter the use of substandard ships? Please list each regulatory measure on the table below, and rate its effectiveness by putting a tick (() in the appropriate column (HE = highly effective, ME = moderately effective, NE = not effective at all). If you are unsure of the answer, please put a tick (() next to the statement at the bottom row of the table.

National Maritime Regulatory Measures
Effectiveness


HE
ME
NE






























































I am not sure what maritime regulatory measures apply to my country

Q10
For those items in Q9 that you rated as effective, what do you think are the reasons for their success? What makes them work?

Section 5: Other relevant measures to improve the safety of Asia Pacific shipping

Q11
Do you know of specific measures taken by other maritime groups/interests to promote safer shipping and deter the use of substandard ships in the Asia Pacific? Please list them on the table below, and rate their effectiveness by putting a tick (() in the appropriate column (HE = highly effective, ME = moderately effective, NE = not effective at all). If you are unsure of the answer, please put a tick (() next to the statement at the bottom row of the table. 

Other Relevant Measures
Effectiveness


HE
ME
NE















































Don’t know of any

Q12
What other measures or practices do you think should be introduced to improve the present system? Please indicate their level of priority (H = high, M = medium, L = low).

Suggested Measures
Priority Level


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L


H
M
L

Q13
Other comments (Please use the space below to share with us any further comments you may wish to make)
May we call on you at some later date to seek further information on the issues covered in this questionnaire? If you agree, please provide us with the following information:

Name


Organisation


Telephone


Fax


Email


Thank you for participating in our survey. We deeply appreciate the time you have given us.

If you would like further information, please contact:

Dr Jeff Hawkins

Managing Director

Asia Pacific Maritime Institute

Postal Address: PO Box 40 Launceston TAS Australia 7250

Phone: 61 3 6327 2453

Fax: 61 3 6327 1807

Email: jhawkins@apmi.edu

Professional services


Arbitrators


Average adjusters


Banks & financiers


Hydrographers


Lawyers


Media


Professional associations


Quality/ISM auditors


Researchers & consultants


Surveyors


Ship brokers





Support Services





Educational and training institutions and organisations





Maritime unions





Towage & salvage


Search & rescue





Agencies


Shipping agencies


Crewing agencies


Customs agencies


Freight forwarders





Vessel construction, repair & 


maintenance


Shipbuilding & repair


Ship chandlers





Port & terminal services


Port authorities


Terminal operators/managers


Stevedores


Marine pilots


Dredging & navigation





Classification and insurance


Classification societies


P&I Clubs


Insurance providers





PROVIDERS


Ship owners/ 


operators/managers


Charterers


NVOCC





USERS


Shippers


(importers, exporters)





REGULATORS


(Government)





Department of Transport


Maritime safety authority


Quarantine and inspection


Immigration


Customs and excise


Environmental agencies
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