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Introduction  

The fifth session of the IMO Sub-Committee on Ship Design and Construction (SDC) will take place on 22 - 26 January 
2018. This briefing aims to provide a short, informative summary of the key items on the agenda for SDC 5 which are 
relevant to the work of Lloyd’s Register and to provide an overview of Lloyd’s Register’s engagement in the work of this 
Sub-Committee. 
 
Lloyd’s Register intends to participate in the following Working and Drafting Groups: 

− WG 1 – Safe mooring operations (new mandatory requirements and supporting guidelines) 
− WG 2 – ESP Code amendments (new mandatory requirements) 
− WG 3 – Carriage of more than 12 industrial personnel (new mandatory instrument) 
− DG 2 – Subdivision and damage stability (SOLAS II-1 side raking damages on passenger ships and computerised 

stability support for existing passenger ships) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Decisions of other IMO bodies  

(Agenda item 2)  

The SDC Sub-Committee will review the decisions from MSC 98, III 4 
and A 30 which are relevant to its work.  Those which relate 
specifically to other work items will be considered with other 
relevant submissions under the relevant agenda items. 

IMO Ship Design and Construction 
Fifth Session (SDC 5) 
 

Overview of discussions 

The following key discussions at SDC 5 will have some impact on current practices.  These can be found in detail 
under the relevant subject headings below. 
 

– When concluded the new SOLAS requirements (and associated Code) for vessels carrying more than 12 
industrial personnel will have a significant impact on the transport of personnel to and from offshore 
installations where they will work. 
 

– Work on the new SOLAS requirements (and associated Code) for mooring operations is ongoing and proving 
to be contentious in some areas. 
 

– Guidance for existing passenger ship computer support for the master in case of flooding to support the 
SOLAS amendment which will be adopted by MSC 99 provides information on what the computer is to be 
able to do. 

Additional Information 
To refer to the outcomes of the previous meeting (SDC 4) please use the Lloyd’s Register Summary Report (SDC 4). 

 

http://info.lr.org/MSC-98-Summary-Report
http://info.lr.org/III-4-Summary-Report
http://info.lr.org/A30-Summary-Report
http://info.lr.org/SDC-4-Summary-Report
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In particular it should be noted that matters relating to the references to non-mandatory parts of the 2008 IS Code will 
be discussed under the agenda item for any other business. 
 

Amendments to SOLAS regulation II-1/8-1 on the availability of passenger ships' electrical 
power supply in cases of flooding from side raking damage  

(Agenda item 3)  

Following the sinking of the Costa Concordia, concern was expressed that there was inadequate protection for 
passenger ships’ electrical power supply to ensure that escape routes and essential services remained available after a 
flooding incident. 
 
A correspondence group has been working intersessionally to develop amendments to SOLAS II-1/8-1 to include a goal 
based requirement for electrical systems to remain operational after a damage has occurred. 
 
A number of issues require a decision from the Sub-Committee before the text can be finalised: 

– A vague phrase “sufficient capacity” requires clarification.  Alternative text is proposed.  
– Concerns have been raised about lack of clarity as to whether the current requirements for the emergency 

power supply can be used to meet the electrical demands.  This will require clarification.  
– A decision is required on whether a residual stability requirement should be included or not. 
– A decision is required on the extent of the assumed damage and whether it should apply to the areas covered 

by SOLAS II-1/9. 
– An impact assessment of the new proposal may be required. 
– Concerns have also been raised that this new requirement will effectively make the existing (one compartment 

flooding) safe return to port requirement redundant. 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register agrees that an assessment needs to be made to ensure that there are no 
unintended consequences arising from the proposed amendment.  Vague phrases and ambiguity in meaning are not 
welcome as they lead to inconsistency in application.  Different methods to comply with the requirement will be 
possible (e.g. routing cables inboard of the damage or in watertight conduits) with the proposed amendment.  As the 
aim of the regulation is to ensure that the electrical supply remains operational Lloyd’s Register sees no need to 
introduce a residual stability requirement.  Concerns have been raised about the practicality of the proposed solutions 
to ro-pax ships and whether the proposed amendments are a new damage stability standard or a design requirement. 

 

Computerized stability support for the master in case of flooding for existing passenger 
ships  

(Agenda item 4)  

In conjunction with the amendments to SOLAS (approved at MSC 98 and due to be adopted at MSC 99) which will 
require passenger ships constructed before 1 January 2014 to have available a means to assess the stability of the 
vessel after a flooding damage, guidelines on what the computer should be able to do were needed.  A 
correspondence group has been working on these intersessionally. 
 
The following points have been identified as significant decisions taken by the correspondence group: 

– Post-damage residual strength should not be included as part of the guidelines.  
– The permeability that should be used in the calculations has been agreed.  

 
The following points require further discussion or a decision by the SDC Sub-Committee 

– What actions should be taken when the owner considers that there is a lack of accurate data available to create 
a hull model of the ship.  

– The frequency of updating the current loading where continuous input is not provided.  
– When a pre-installed stability computer may be used in place of one complying with the new requirements.  

 
A final text is provided for agreement by the SDC Sub-Committee. 
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Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register supports the work done by the correspondence group.  Lloyd’s Register 
supports the Finnish view that a Type 2 computer does not have the capability to carry out the necessary calculations 
following a damage.  The use of the vague phrase “… sufficient, accurate or reliable hull model data …” (as in the 
draft text of the guidelines, paragraph 30) will lead to inconsistent application of the guidelines and potentially includes 
the means to avoid the regulation. 

Lloyd’s Register provides an emergency response service (SERS) which can give rapid shore-based support to any ship 
which has been registered with it in an emergency.  For further details please visit the SERS website or contact 
sers@lr.org. 

 

Review SOLAS chapter II-1, parts B-2 to B-4, to ensure consistency with parts B and B-1 with 
regard to watertight integrity  

(Agenda item 5)  

This is a new subject for the SDC Sub-Committee.  Inconsistencies between the philosophies behind the probabilistic 
stability calculation method contained in parts B and B-1 and the regulations found in B-2 to B-4 have been identified.  
The probabilistic method does not rely on a single deck (the bulkhead deck) to provide the uppermost watertight 
boundary, instead the upper boundary of the buoyant volume may be used.  In theory this does not need to be a single 
horizontal surface.  The watertight integrity requirements contained in parts B-2 to B-4, however, continue to make 
reference to the bulkhead deck. 
 
The following regulations have been identified as requiring a review: 

– 12 Peak and machinery space bulkheads, shaft tunnels etc. 
– 13 Openings in watertight bulkheads below the bulkhead deck in passenger ships 
– 13-1 Openings in watertight bulkheads and internal decks in cargo ships 
– 15 Openings in the shell plating below the bulkhead deck of passenger ships and the freeboard deck of cargo 

ships 
– 17 Internal watertight integrity of passenger ships above the bulkhead deck 
– 17-1 Integrity of the hull and superstructure, damage prevention and control on ro-ro passenger ships 
– 22 Prevention and control of water ingress, etc. 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register will follow the discussion on this subject closely.  There is the potential for 
significant impact on ship designs. 

 

Finalization of second generation intact stability criteria  

(Agenda item 6)  

The IMO continues its discussions on developing intact stability criteria for dynamic intact stability issues: 

– Parametric rolling (excessive roll in head seas) 
– Dead ship conditions (when large roll is possible when the stabilising effects of speed are removed) 
– Surf riding/broaching (typically in following seas) 
– Excessive accelerations 
– Pure loss of stability on a wave crest (ship loses buoyancy because it is effectively stationary on the crest and the 

water profile is different from design i.e. level waterline) 

Inconsistences between the two calculation levels remain evident in further numerical testing of the criteria. 

 

The aim of the IMO is to have some consistent criteria against which ships can be tested to identify whether they are 
susceptible to any of the above intact stability phenomena.  A pass at the simplest level (level 1) will mean that there is 
no need to progress to the more complex calculation at level 2.  However, if level 2 is required and not passed then the 
vessel is subject to further complex studies such as direct stability assessment techniques or operational limitations 
and/or operator guidance. 

 

http://www.lr.org/en/services/ship-emergency-response/
mailto:sers@lr.org
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Different proposals have been made to try and reduce the inconsistences between level 1 and level 2 calculations.  
Accompanying explanatory notes have been drafted and developed intersessionally, but will require further revision 
when the criteria are finalised. 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register notes with concern that there appears to be no solution to the 
inconsistency problems which have been and continue to be identified with the proposed criteria.  The delay this will 
cause to the finalisation of the second generation intact stability is to be regretted, however it is essential that any new 
requirements are robust and have been thoroughly verified. 

Lloyd’s Register continues to be actively involved in this work and will keep clients advised of any progress. 

 

Mandatory instrument and/or provisions addressing safety standards for the carriage of 
more than 12 industrial personnel on board vessels engaged on international voyages 

(Agenda item 7)  

With the increase in the development of offshore wind farms and other similar projects, there is an increasing need to 
transfer workers to the site to work on the construction or to service existing installations.  These workers have been 
termed “industrial personnel” (IP).  Currently there is inconsistency in the requirements which are being applied by 
different flag Administrations.  A correspondence group has been working intersessionally to try and develop a new 
chapter in SOLAS (potentially chapter XV) and a related non-mandatory Code (the IP Code). 

Significant decisions taken by the group: 

– MODU offshore personnel are not industrial personnel when they are onboard the MODU. 
– The IP Code should apply to both new and existing ships, noting that that some existing ships may need special 

consideration. 
– Where both passengers and IP are carried, if there are more than 12 passengers then the ship has to comply 

with SOLAS passenger ship requirements and be certified as such. 
– Goals and functional requirements should be contained in the IP Code and not SOLAS (but could be 

reconsidered later if necessary). 
– The minimum safety standard would be the SOLAS cargo ship or HSC cargo craft as applicable.  The 2008 SPS 

Code would be used as a benchmark for the new IP Code and safety standards should not be lower than those 
contained in the SPS Code. 

 
Areas where further discussion is expected: 

– The application of SOLAS I/2(e) (definition of passenger) to IP ships if it is not made clear that in earlier chapters 
of SOLAS, IP are not to be considered as passengers. 

– The carriage of both special personnel and industrial personnel and the regulations which should apply. 
– The location of the criteria for being considered as industrial personnel, in SOLAS or in the Code. 
– The draft text of SOLAS and the IP Code. 

 
To help with the discussions the guidelines which the Danish Maritime Administration have developed for national use 
have been sent to SDC for consideration (SDC 5/7/1, SDC 5/INF.2 and SDC 5/INF.3). 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register has been closely involved in the development of the IP Code and SOLAS 
amendments.  Lloyd’s Register has concerns about the lack of clarity of the application of the earlier chapters of SOLAS 
to vessels carrying IP and considers that the new chapter in SOLAS should be explicit in this matter.  There needs to be 
clarity on the difference(s) between Special Personnel and Industrial Personnel and when the SPS Code rather than the 
new IP Code should be used.  If the only difference is whether they work onboard the vessel or not then it becomes 
necessary to define what “working” is.  For instance is a briefing considered working or not? Is being transported to 
the place of work to be considered as working or not?  What happens if an IP undertakes some “work” to assist an SP 
while onboard?  
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Amendments to the 2011 ESP Code  

(Agenda item 8)  

The 2001 ESP Code contains the survey requirements for bulk carriers and oil tankers.  It repeats much of the IACS 
unified requirements contained in the Z10 series.  It has been noticed that during the updates some non-mandatory 
language has been included.  During a review of the text to prepare a consolidated version of the Code it has been 
further noted that some of the existing footnotes contain substantive text.  Extensive work has been undertaken to 
identify instances of non-mandatory language and places where footnotes contain substantive text.  IACS has 
additionally made further amendments to the UR Z10s and identified consequential amendments to the 2011 ESP 
Code.  A text with all these items identified has been prepared for review by the SDC Sub-Committee. 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register recognises the need to ensure consistency between the IMO and IACS 
requirements for survey.  Lloyd’s Register will closely monitor the discussions on this subject and will do what it can to 
ensure that consistent requirements are produced. 

 

Unified interpretation to provisions of IMO safety, security, and environment-related 
conventions  

(Agenda item 9)  

Two subjects are addressed under this agenda item: clarification on the Safe Return to Port requirement for liquid level 
monitoring systems and a possible unified interpretation on the means of escape from various spaces in the event of 
flooding. 

Clarification on the safe return to port requirement for liquid level monitoring systems 

SOLAS II-1/22-1 requires that passenger ships are fitted with a flooding detection system and refers to 
MSC.1/Circ.1291 in a footnote (a non-mandatory circular).  This flooding detection system is required (by SOLAS II-
2/21.4.13) to remain operational after a fire or flooding incident to enable the ship to safely return to port.  The circular 
states that a watertight space fitted with a liquid level monitoring system is excluded from “these” requirements. This 
apparent contradiction is causing confusion in the industry and clarification is sought from the SDC Sub-Committee.  

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register is of the view that water level detection systems should comply with the 
Safe Return to Port requirements, i.e. that the undamaged/unflooded systems should remain operational.  The text of a 
circular cannot over-ride the SOLAS requirement. 

Means of escape from various spaces 

Access to vertical escape trunks can either open out of the trunk or into the trunk itself.  Doors in escape routes from 
control stations, accommodation and service spaces are generally required to open in the direction of escape.  In theory 
if there was a head of water on the “wrong” side of the access to the escape trunk, then it would require significant 
force to open.  There is a proposal to only permit accesses to vertical escape trunks to open into the trunk when 
situated below the bulkhead deck.  

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register notes that machinery spaces have been excluded from the interpretation 
which would apply to both cargo and passenger ships as currently written. 

 

Revised SOLAS regulation II-1/3-8 and associated guidelines (MSC.1/Circ.1175) and new 
guidelines for safe mooring operations for all ships  

(Agenda item 10)  

The correspondence group established by SDC 4 prepared the following texts: 

− Draft revised SOLAS regulation II-1/3-8 to introduce new requirements on design guidelines. 
− Draft new Guidelines for safe mooring operations (these guidelines are actually aimed for design of deck 

arrangements).  
− Draft revised MSC.1/Circ.1175. 
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− Draft separate guidelines on safe mooring operations (so called “separate guidelines”, which are aimed at 
operation aspects only). 

 
The Group also identified consequential changes that are needed to existing IMO instruments. 
 
Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register welcomes the outcome of the correspondence group, as well as submission 
papers.  We understand the following is the development and pending works. 

− Draft revised SOLAS regulation II-1/3-8 to introduce the new requirements on design guidelines 

– Should the SOLAS regulation (requirements) cover mooring lines or not. This element is also addressed by 
submission documents. 

− Draft new Guidelines for safe mooring operations 

– This is aimed at non-mandatory guidelines. 
– Despite the name, these guidelines have design elements. 
– The correspondence group could not conclude if this includes normal (anticipated) mooring only, or unexpected 

(emergency) situations. 
– There were discussions on the degree of prescriptive requirements (or just keep it as functional requirements to 

allow flexibility). 
– The use of terminology “as far as reasonably practicable” is under debate. 
– Introduction of “snap back zone” is one of the key remaining issues. 
– Two new terminologies - "Line Design Brake Force (LDBF)" and "Ship Design Minimum Break Load (MBLSD)" 

were introduced. 
– Use of risk assessment that had been included in section 6 was deleted. 

− Draft revised MSC.1/Circ.1175 

– This revision takes into account the recent update of the IACS Unified Requirement (UR) A2 and IACS 
Recommendation 10. 

– The issue of the definitions of “emergency towing” and “other towing” were raised in conjunction with SOLAS 
regulation II-1/3-4. 

– The use of the term "Safe Working Load" or "Working Load Limit (WLL)" remains unsolved. 
– Also the markings of the Safe Working Load (SWL) and Safe Towing Load (TOW) are yet to be solved. 

− Draft “separate” guidelines (on operation). 
− Common issues over the instruments. 

– If the shore party is subject to the application of these requirements/guidelines. 
– The terminology of, human element, human centred design, occupational health etc. 

 
Based on the above understanding, Lloyd’s Register has the following observations: 

− Draft revised SOLAS regulation II-1/3-8 to introduce the new requirements on design guidelines. 
− If SDC 5 decides to include mooring lines, it needs to address 

– Possible consequences to fittings, especially to those on existing ships. 
– If that is new ships only or existing ships as well. 
– If the decision is to apply the new requirements to existing ships, consideration is needed on the application 

deadline. 
– Alignment of terminology pointed out by OCIMF should also be addressed, i.e.  

− Ship Design Minimum Breaking Load (MBLSD); 
− Working Load Limit (WLL); and 
− Line Design Break Force (LDBF). 

−  Draft new Guidelines for safe mooring operations (design guidelines) 

– If the flag Administration (or its ROs) need to approve the design in accordance with the guidelines, or just to 
take them into ‘consideration’.  This is also relevant in deciding the use of terminology “as far as reasonably  
practicable” 

– If IMO decides to include mooring lines, it will require global and uniform guidelines for the calculation of 
working load.  IACS Recommendation No.10 addresses the method of choosing mooring lines but it is based on 
several assumed conditions and it only provides guidance on the minimum recommended mooring lines. For 
instance, it does not even acknowledge the angles made by the mooring lines between ship and quay side, 
which has a significant influence on the line tensions.  A careful and substantial work will be required in this 
regard. 
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– Who will undertake mooring line inspection and what to examine (visual examination only, or send a sample to 
breaking test etc.), who will undertake this inspection (e.g. master/crew/flag Administration or its RO) and on 
what interval are the elements that require further considerations. 

– Lloyd’s Register shares the view that two markings (mooring and towing) will be needed. 
– With regard to the terminology issue (“human centred design" or "occupational health”), the standard 

engineering terminology is “human-centred design” (as the term is defined by ISO) and “ergonomics 
requirements”, however, in the strict sense, they were not applied in the guidelines.  It is recommended to use 
“occupational safety of the crew and safe mooring of the ship”  

– We share a view given in a submission document asking for clarification of mooring area.  If the mooring area is 
unnecessarily large, it will hasten wear of mooring lines due to non-slip coating required. 

– We also share the concerns on the inconsistency in the requirements on the distance between shipside fairleads 
and mooring winches. In this context, Japan invites the Sub-Committee to consider this issue with a view to 
solving it. 

− Draft revised MSC.1/Circ.1175  
– The circular is being revised to accommodate changes done to IACS UR A2 and Recommendation No.10. 

− Draft separate (operational) guidelines 

– Lloyd’s Register understands the need for such guidelines.  It would be clearer if two different guidelines are 
referenced from two different paragraphs under SOLAS Regulation II-1/3-8. However, since design cannot be 
achieved without assumed operation, we suggest the following structure: 

− Design guidelines:  that may take into consideration the operation thereof that could have a prescriptive 
minimum element and may be presented as a mandatory guideline (or code) to ensure that designers and 
Classification societies will be able to come to an agreement with the approval of the actual design 

− Operation guidelines:  that may stress how to set up a maintenance plan (and training etc.)( These could be a 
non-mandatory guidelines) 

− Common issues over the instruments (SOLAS, Circular, Guidelines) 

– Lloyd’s Register considers that avoiding wear and tear of lines is one of the most important factors which 
should be properly addressed.  There may be a need to develop guidelines on inspection/assessment of mooring 
line in use (e.g. if we are only to rely on visual inspection or undertaking more than that) 

– If the idea is to identify a “normal” operation and approve the design and equipment based on the normal 
operation, we may need to define the normal operation and provide a safeguard to prevent an operation that 
goes beyond approved normal operation. 

– How to address if the intended use of the mooring line is changed, e.g. change of trading route/berth, change 
of draught, change of operator etc. 

 

Any other business  

(Agenda item 14)  

Three subjects have been raised for the consideration of the Sub-Committee at this session: amendments to the 2008 
Intact Stability Code, minor corrections to mandatory instruments and the fire integrity requirements for steering gear 
compartments. 

2008 IS Code amendments 

MSC 98 considered and agreed with a proposed amendment to the 2008 IS Code to ensure that references to the 
non-mandatory part of the Code (Part B) did not, inadvertently, make them mandatory.  The IMO Secretariat has 
proposed that references to sections and chapters of Part B should be contained in footnotes and that all existing 
footnotes should be checked and if considered to be intended as mandatory text moved into the main text of the 
Code.  A further submission includes proposals for the required changes. 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register welcomes the proposals to revise the 2008 IS Code to make references 
clear.  It should be noted, however, that Lloyd’s Register’s practice is to use non-mandatory requirements in the 
absence of any specific flag requirements. 

Minor corrections to mandatory instruments 

It has been noted that some mandatory instruments had references to the Guidelines on the enhanced programme of 
inspections during surveys of bulk carriers and oil tankers (resolution A.744(18)).  These guidelines have been 
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superseded by the 2011 ESP Code and the references require updating.  Proposals for the necessary amendments have 
been made. 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register welcomes the proposals to correct the references to the old guidelines. 

Fire integrity requirements for steering gear compartments 

There is confusion in the industry over the fire integrity requirements for steering gear requirements on ships carrying 
not more than 36 passengers.  It is proposed that SOLAS II-2/3.30 is amended to include steering gear spaces in the 
definition of machinery spaces.  This would require a new agenda item to be proposed and agreed. 

Lloyd’s Register’s view: Lloyd’s Register notes the discussion and will follow the subject with interest. 
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