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SUMMARY 

Executive summary: This document comments on guidelines proposed by the 
correspondence group regarding consideration of requests for 
safety zones larger than 500 metres around artif icial islands, 
installat ions and structures in the EEZ.  In the w ider interests of 
all ships including small vessels the needs of such classes of 
ships must be fully considered in each application, their 
representatives consulted, and exclusion recommended only 
when there is a compelling safety case. The proposals in this 
document do not have f inancial implications.  

Strategic direction: 1.1, 1.3 

High-level action: 1.1.2, 1.3.1, 5.2.4 

Planned output: 1.3.1.2, 5.2.4.2 

Action to be taken: Paragraph 13 

Related documents: NAV 53/3, NAV 43/INF.2, NAV 55/21, MSC 84/21, MSC 
84/22/4, Resolutions A.572 (14) and A 671 (16) (as amended), 
UNCLOS Article 58, GPSR (9th edition), MSC/Circ 1060 as 
amended, SN/Circ 199, NAV/56/4 Report of the 
correspondence group      

 
 
Introduction 
 
1  The IMO Sub-Committee on Safety of Navigation at its f if ty-f if th session established a 
correspondence group to develop for consideration by NAV 56 relevant guidelines by which 
to consider proposed Safety Zones larger than 500 metres around artif icial islands, 
installat ions and structures in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) including mult iple 
structure installations.  
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2 This document is submitted in accordance w ith the provisions of paragraph 4.10.5 of the 
Guidelines on the organization and method of w ork of the MSC and MEPC and their  
subsidiary bodies (MSC-MEPC.1/Circ.2) and comments on the report of the correspondence 
group document NAV/56/4. 
 
 
Background 
 
3  The guidelines recommended by the correspondence group in document NAV 56/4 Annex 
1 for the consideration of requests for safety zones larger than 500 metres around artif icial 
islands, installat ions and structures in the EEZ do not draw  adequate or specif ic attention to 
the important consideration of the navigational requirements of all classes of ships including 
in particular small craft including pleasure craft of less than 24 metres in length. 
 
Comment 
 
4  Concerns w ere raised by Brazil in document NAV 53/3 et seq regarding the safety of very 
large offshore oil installations for which the existing 500 metre Safety Zone arrangements  
were considered inappropriate. 
 
5  The request for consideration by Brazil co-incides w ith considerable expansion and 
planned expansion of the installat ion of offshore wind and w ave generation plants.  New 
guidelines developed for applications like that described by Brazil in document NAV 53-3  
could be applied also to w ind and w ave power installations.  How ever a serious unintended 
consequence of the application of the proposed guidelines could be the denial of access by 
small craft including pleasure craft of less than 24 metres to large areas of w ater in w hich 
they could navigate w ithout danger to themselves or the installations.  Once denial of access 
is established it w ould be extremely diff icult to regain. 
 
6    The correspondence group report para 13 states that concerns were raised that safety 
zones larger than 500 metres may not contribute to the safety of shipping if  they decreased 
the available room for manouevring in particular in the vicinity of sea lanes. An unnecessary 
exclusion of small craft from large areas of water could have a net adverse effect on the 
safety of navigation by forcing small craft into established shipping lanes.  This potential w as 
highlighted on page 33/108 of the risk assessment by Germanischer Lloyd (GL) on the 
German Wind Farm "Butendiek".  
 
7     The correspondence group report para 11 refers to the need for a traff ic study (Formal 
Safety Assessment) or Navigational Risk Assessment.   Any proposed exclusion of small 
craft from an area should be approved only after rigorous and comprehensive enquiry  
specif ic to such craft.  When there is no compelling safety case their exclusion should not be 
proposed or approved.  The organization must ensure that governments allow ed to establish 
safety zones larger than 500m do not interfere w ith the use of the sea by those mariners w ho 
pose no risk in such areas. 
 
 
8     It  must also be emphasised that w hen considering access to an area for small craft, the 
lack of recorded frequent access (ie heavy traff ic) must not be taken as a reason for non-
relevance.  On the contrary, it is highly important that remote and rarely-visited areas should 
remain available for access by small craft.  In the UK recent legislation ashore to guarantee 
walkers access to coastal paths has been called the "right to roam".  This right w as not 
aff irmed follow ing a count of a large volume of pedestrian traff ic, but rather on the rights of 
the individual to freely enjoy the countryside w ithout unnecessary restriction.  It is just such a 
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right, or freedom, w hich the Organization in its position of guardian of the seas, is in a unique 
position to uphold and support. 
 
9   Regarding navigation of small craft in and through w ind farms, the skipper of a small craft 
will normally not have any diff iculty as his scale of operation compared w ith that of a large 
ship is much smaller and his craft is highly manoeuverable and of low  mass.  The latter  
property means that in the unlikely event of a collision w ith, say, a w ind turbine tow er the 
tow er would not be damaged.  The same tow er after collision w ith a large ship how ever 
almost certainly w ould be damaged. 
 
10   Statements on page 25/87, 3.1.5 of the risk analysis carried out by Germanischer Lloyd 
(GL) on the German Wind Farm "Borkum West" confirm the opinion that there is neither  
danger to individual w ind turbines from pleasure craft of less than 24m nor danger from the 
wind turbines to such pleasure craft.  GL states "Since these vessels (pleasure craft) are 
normally smaller vessels w ith skippers w ho know  their w ay round, w ithin the framew ork of 
this risk study it  is assumed that an accident by a collision of these vessels w ill be very rare. 
Larger property damage, personal injuries and environmental damage is not to be expected".  
 
11  The GL risk analysis also considered f ishing vessels of up to 400 tonnes displacement in 
a possible collision w ith a w ind turbine and concluded that at most damage to a w ind turbine 
would be small since the kinetic energy of these vessels is very little. Only in the most 
unfavourable case could such a collision capsize a boat.  Even the largest and heavies  
pleasure craft less than 24 metres in length have displacements of typically less than 100 
tonnes. 
 
Recommendation 
 
12.1  It is recommended that in the development of Guidelines for Consideration of Requests  
for Safety Zones larger than 500 metres around artif icial islands, Installations and Structures 
in the EEZ clear and specif ic responsibility should be placed upon the proposer of such 
Safey Zone to take fully into account, including by means of a formal safety assessment, of 
the needs of current and future navigation in the proposed zone by small vessels including 
pleasure craft of less than 24 metres (including eg sailing and racing craft) and to specif ically 
allow  such craft free access unless there is a compelling safety case to exclude them.  
 
The principle of consideration of certain ships or classes of ship is already adopted by the 
Organization in the case of a routeing system application in accordance w ith A.572 (14) 
3.8.1. Such treatment is relevant under the correspondence group terms of reference 1 
which charges the group to take into account the "General Provisions on Ships' Routeing, 
which provide a useful and valuable framew ork".   
 
In the assessment stage a contracting government should consult, inter alia, representative 
organizations of pleasure craft in the area and may consult ISAF the International Sailing 
Federation. Such consultation is consistent w ith resolution A.572 (14) 5.7.1 
"(governments)…should consult at an early stage w ith mariners using the area." 
 
 Freedom of navigation for small craft of less than 24m should be clearly marked on all 
appropriate charts and included in all appropriate navigational advice describing the 
characteristics of the particular safety zone.  It may be noted that identif ication of "certain 
classes of ship" is a principle already adopted by the Organization in document  A 572 (14) 
General Provisions on Ships' Routeing 1.5 ( organization of traff ic f low  around particular  
areas) and 2.12 (Area to be Avoided).  
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12.2  The recommendations in 12.1 above may be incorporated in the text of NAV 56/4 
Annex 1 as follow s- 
 
Annex 1,  4.4 add: "and also w ith mariners using the area". 
Annex 1,  4.6 add: "and shall not exclude small craft including pleasure craft of less than 24m 
unless a compelling safety case is made.  Consultation is encouraged w ith organizations  
representing small craft and pleasure craft in the area and governments may consult ISA F 
the International Sailing Federation. " 
 
"A proposing Government should base its proposal on a comprehensive Safety Assessment 
addressing inter alia the needs of all classes of ship which may use the area concerned." 
 
Annex 1, insert new  10.1.4: "A right to freedom of navigation for small craft including 
pleasure craft of less than 24m should be clearly marked on all appropriate charts and 
included in all appropriate navigational advice describing the characteristics of the particular 
safety zone." 
 
 
13  Action requested of the Sub-Committee 
 
The Sub-committee is invited to consider the above and in particular to approve the 
recommendations in para12.   


