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IN T R O D U C T I O N

This  p ap e r  is a discussion o f  the  p rob lem s expe r ienced  by navigators  in the 
D over  Strait Traffic  S epara tion  S chem e in cons tru ing  and  applying the  In te rn a t io 
nal R egula tions for P reven ting  Collisions at Sea, 1972.

T h e  Traffic  S epara tion  S chem e (TSS) in the  D o v e r  S tra it  is n o t  new , having 
been  in existence since 1967. In terna t ional  Regu la tions  for P reventing  Collisions at 
Sea (Collision R egula tions)  have existed in o n e  fo rm  o r  a n o th e r  since 1863, o v e r  one  
h u n d re d  years longer. W h y  then ,  have  these  p rob lem s sudden ly  materia lised ?

W h e n  the  co n c e p t  o f  R ou te ing  w as  first in tro d u c ed  it existed side by side 
w ith ,  bu t  qu ite  independen tly  of, the  Collision R egula tions .  I M C O 1* * 1 p ro d u c e d  
rec o m m en d a t io n s  fo r  the  co n d u c t  o f  vessels in R o u te in g  System s bu t the  Collision 
R egula tions,  being m a n d a to ry  to  all ships, w ere  th e  s u p re m e  au thori ty .  T h e n  the  
1972 Collision R egu la tions  cam e into force in 1977, a n d  for  the  f irs t . t im e  a rule 
specifically applicable to  TSSs w as  included. This rule, R u le  10, w as  basically an 
ex trac t  f rom  the  IM C O  G enera l  Principles o f  S h ips’ R ou te ing .  It n o w  ap pears  that,  
a l though  quite suitable as a general principle, it is no t  so as a legal instruc tion  liable 
to rigid, literal in te rpre ta t ion .  T h a t  it is co n ta in ed  a m o n g s t  the  S teering and  Sailing 
Rules ra the r  than  in p a r t  a . g e n e r a l , an d  has also b ee n  selected for  exclusive

(*) 120 London Road, Deal, Kent CT14 9PL, U.K.
(**) Editor’s note : Now IMO (International Maritime Organization) since May 1982.



en fo rc e m e n t  w ith  severe  penalties,  has  also caused  its s ta tus  to be artificially 
enhanced .  This leads to conflicts  b o th  w ith  the o th e r  Rules and  with c o m m o n se n se ,  
and  thus  to  the p ro b lem s  to be discussed.

In M ay 1979 the Nautical In s ti tu te  D over  B ranch  held a sem ina r  to  discuss 
Practical N av iga t ion  in the  D o v er  Strait.  It w as well a t tended  by a w ide c ross  
section o f  m ariners  and  by o th e rs  c o n n e c te d  w ith  sh ipp ing  in general. D uring  the 
course  o f  the discussion it b ecam e a p p a re n t  tha t th e re  a re  a n u m b e r  o f  aspec ts  to 
navigation  in the S tra it  w ith  w h ic h  m a n y  o f  those  p resen t  were  n o t  happy . 
C onsequen t ly ,  a C o m m it te e  o f  B ran c h  m e m b ers  w as  fo rm ed  to identify the  
par t icu lar  p rob lem s and  to  m ake r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  as to h o w  they m igh t be 
e l im inated  or  r ed u c ed  in severity.

The need for the  C o m m it te e  to  o b ta in  a balanced  v iew  o f  the p ro b lem s  and  
possible solu tions as they appear  to the m a n y  users o f  the D o v er  Strait requ ired  the 
d is tribu tion  o f  a n u m b e r  o f  c ircu lars  a n d  ques tionna ires ,  and  careful s tu d y  o f  the  
replies. This  all took  time, b u t  the  C o m m it te e  co ns idered  it necessary  in o r d e r  th a t  
it m igh t avoid m ak ing  any  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  based u p o n  u n rep resen ta t ive  o r  biased 
in fo rm ation .  Indeed ,  it w as  fear o f  this tha t  caused  the  C o m m ittee  to avo id  m ak ing  
an y  direct re c o m m e n d a t io n  in respect  o f  crossing traffic in its first R e p o r t  to  the 
Nautical Institute.  Since tha t  R epo rt ,  h o w e v e r ,  it has satisfied itself tha t  it is n o w  
justified in r e c o m m e n d in g  a p a r t icu la r  solution. T h e  w o rk  o f  the C o m m ittee  fo rm s  
the basis o f  this P ap er  w h ich  e n d e a v o u r s  to explain  the p ro b lem s and  describe  the 
reasons  for the  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  for  th e ir  solution.

A n u m b e r  o f  ab b rev ia t ions  an d  initials are used for the sake o f  b revity .  A list 
o f  these is inc luded  for re ference  at th e  end o f  th e  Paper.

G E N E R A L

T h e  D o v er  S tra it and  its a p p ro a c h e s  fo rm  one  o f  the w o r ld ’s busiest 
w a te rw a y s .  P erh ap s  inevitably, th e re fo re ,  it has o v e r  the years  been the  scene  o f  a 
large p ro p o rt io n  o f  the  w orld 's  collis ions and  s trandings.  Precisely because  o f  this 
it b ecam e the site o f  the w o r ld ’s very  first T raffic  S epara t ion  Schem e. A t first the 
S ch em e  w as  only  vo lu n ta ry .  H o w e v e r ,  the  in troduc t ion  ten  years la ter o f  the 
In terna t ional  R egu la tions  for  P re v en t in g  Collisions at Sea-1972 m ade  c o m p lia n ce  
w ith  IM C O -a p p ro v e d  TSSs m a n d a to ry  for all vessels.

T h e  M aster  o f  a vessel transiting  the  D o v er  S tra it  to d ay  has a lot m o re  in his 
fav o u r  th a n  he w o u ld  have  had so m e  few years  ago. D uring  the transit  his vessel 
will bec o m e  part o f  a co m p re h e n s iv e  Vessel Traffic System . C o m m a n d  o f  his ship 
will rem ain  firmly on  his bridge, th a t  being the  best place for  it, b u t  the  var ious  
facets o f  the  sys tem  will closely gu ide  him. His choice  o f  rou te  th ro u g h  the  Strait 
will be g o v e rn e d  by  the  TSS an d  R u le  10 o f  the Collision Regulations. T h e y  will 
assu re  him o f  a w e l l -m arked  pa th  th r o u g h  the shoals o f  the  a re a  that will also keep 
him clear o f  the m a n y  vessels trans i t ing  in the  opposite  direction . His on ly  collision 
th rea ts  should  c o m e  from  crossing  vessels and  f ro m  vessels overtak ing  o r  being 
o v er tak en ,  bo th  readily identifiable s i tua tions  for w h ich  the Collision R egula tions  
give clear instruc tions.  He will receive  o n  V H F  C h a n n e l  10 (British) o r  11 (French)
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half-hourly  b roadcas ts  from  the C N IS  giving ac cu ra te  up-da tes  on : adverse  
w e a th e r  cond it ions ,  defective o r  o ff-s ta tion  navigational m ark s ,  h a m p e re d  vessels, 
rogues,  and  any  o th e r  c i rcum stances  affecting the safety o f  nav igation .  In addition  
to all this, pilots a re  available should  the ir  services be des ired  and  they m ay  be 
em b ark ed  well befo re  the  vessel en ters  the  D o v er  Strait.

T o g e th e r ,  the re fo re ,  the TSS, the Collision R egu la tions ,  the  C N IS  an d  the 
Pilotage Service fo rm  a c o m p re h en s iv e  package  o f  regu la tion ,  gu idance ,  in f o rm a 
tion and  advice to assist the M aster  to w a r d s  a safe transit .  H o w e v e r ,  there  are  still 
difficulties and  d an g e rs  w ith  w h ich  he has to  con tend .  A m o n g  these  are  the  s trong  
tidal s t rea m s  in the Strait an d  the  trad i t ional  enem ies  o f  fog an d  s to rm . T h e re  are 
so m e  new  difficulties also w h ich  arise f ro m  the  p re se n ce  o f  the  TSS an d  the 
application o f  Rule  !0 o f  the Collision R egula tions.  B oth  o f  these are des igned  for 
general in te rna tiona l use, b u t  the  physical lim itations u p o n  se a ro o m  in th e  S tra it  
and  the heavy density  o f  bo th  th ro u g h  an d  crossing traffic subjects  th e m  to a severe  
test w h ich  has  exposed  the flaws w h ich  w e re  first discussed at the  N au tica l  Institu te  
sem ina r  on Practical N av iga tion  in the D o v er  S trait in 1979. M o st  o f  the  flaws 
m ight be expec ted  to  ap p e a r  to som e e x ten t  in all those  T SS s to w h ic h  the Collision 
R egula tions apply. T h e ir  effects, h o w e v e r ,  are p ro b ab ly  m agnified  in the  D o v e r  
Strait by the  pa r t icu la r  c i rcum stances  prevailing there.

V E S S E L S  C O N S T R A I N E D  BY D R A U G H T

Vessels co n s tra in ed  by their  d rau g h t ,  as  defined by R u le  3(h), have to  co n te n d  
w ith  o the r  p ro b le m s  as well as that o f  h av ing  only limited deep  w a te r  in w h ic h  to 
navigate. T h e  tides in the  S tra it can  at t im es  set th e m  s trong ly  to w a r d s  sha llow  
w ater .  "Spring tides can have a rem a rk a b le  effect on  V L C C s near  the ex t rem ity  o f  
b anks . . . ' ’ [1], T h e  necessity  for these ships to  adhe re  closely to the ir  p re -p lan n e d  
t rack  can  m e an  tha t  a req u irem en t  for th e m  to alter c o u r se  for traffic rea sons  m ay 
be exceedingly  em b arra ss in g ,  o r  even  dange rous .

This difficulty is recogn ised  in the R egulations.  R u le  28 gives the co n s tra in ed  
vessel the r ight to exh ib it  a signal to  indicate th a t  she is so cons tra ined ,  an d  Rule 
18(dXi) requires  th a t  vessels o th e r  th a n  th o se  not u n d e r  c o m m a n d  o r  res tr ic ted  in 
their  ability to m anoeuvre  shall "... if the  c i rc u m sta n ce s  o f  the  case adm it ,  avo id  
im peding  the  safe passage o f  a vessel co n s tra in ed  by h e r  d ra u g h t ,  exh ib iting  the 
signals in R u le  28” . It m igh t be expected  the re fo re  th a t  the  need  w o u ld  se ldom  arise 
for a cons tra ined  vessel to alter  cou rse  for traffic reasons .  H o w ev er ,  timely ac tion  
by ships th a t  sh o u ld  o th e rw ise  s tand-on  is d e p e n d e n t  u p o n  their  identifying the 
signal in t im e to  avo id  a close q u a r te rs  situation. T h e  n igh t- t im e signal is usually  
readily ap p a ren t  a n d  even  at such  a range  tha t  all th ree  red lights are  not 
individually d is t inguishable,  the  existence o f  the  red  g low  se rves  to  a ler t  the  
app ro a ch in g  vessel.  T h e  day t im e  signal is n o t  so easy to  see. It is a black cy l inder  
w ith  a d iam eter  o f  at  least 0 . 6  m etre  and  a  height o f  tw ice  its d ia m ete r  exh ib ited  
w h e re  it m ay  bes t be seen. W h e n  exh ib ited  over the  b r idge  o f  a V L C C  it ap p e a rs  
very  insignifiant, e v e n  w h e n  seen f rom  close-to. F ro m  a d is tance it can  be  very  
h ard  to spot, even  w h e n  its existence is suspected .  W h e n  ac tion  is req u ired  u n d e r



R ule 18(dXi) by  a vessel tha t w ou ld  o th e rw ise  have  to s tand -on ,  and  tha t ac tion  is 
d e p e n d e n t  u p o n  the  vessel seeing an d  recognising the  cylinder, there is a  significant 
p robabil ity  th a t  the  ac tion  will n o t  be  taken  until a close q u a r te rs  s ituation  is 
im m in e n t  o r  has  ac tua lly  o c c u r re d  By tha t  time the  cons tra ined  vessel is herse lf  
requ ired  to  give w ay  w ith  a t ten d a n t  r isk and  the ob jec t  o f  the Rule is lost.

It is th e re fo re  su b m it te d  th a t  the  day t im e  signal for a vessel cons tra ined  by 
her  d ra u g h t  is in a d eq u a te  in p resen t-d ay  cond it ions  a n d  th a t  it should  be ch a n g ed  
to  som e th ing  m o re  readily  detected . It is suggested  tha t  an  increase in the size o f  the 
cy linder,  m o re  in keep ing  w ith  the scale o f  a V L C C , a n d / o r  a stipulation as to  
w h e r e  in the  vessel it sh o u ld  be exh ib ited  m ight se rve the purpose .  A lte rna tive ly ,  
p e rh a p s  a h igh-in tensity  light o f  p resc ribed  rh y th m  and  c o lo u r  m ight effectively 
ca tch  the  eye and  co u ld  also be used a t  night.

L A R G E  V E S S E L S

S peake rs  a n d  delega tes  at the  S em in a r  discussed the  special p rob lem s o f  large 
vessels. It w as  po in ted  o u t  th a t  a V L C C  in the S tra it,  w h e th e r  o r  no t  she  w as  
c o n s tra in e d  by  her  d ra u g h t ,  w a s  p ro b ab ly  restricted in her  ability to m anoeuvre  in 
a c co rd an c e  w i th  the  R egu la tions  by  h e r  size and  low  p o w e r /w e i g h t  ratio. T ak ing  
into a c c o u n t  th e  L an e  w id th s  an d  th e  likelihood th a t  a c rossing  vessel m igh t not 
a d o p t  h e r  c ross ing  c o u r se  until nea r ly  in the Lane, d o u b t  w as  expressed  as to the 
ability o f  a V L C C  s team ing  a t  s low speed  to achieve, in the  tim e available to  her,  
sufficient ch a n g e  o f  d irec tion  o r  speed to  avoid  a collision by  her  o w n  ac tions  alone 
w ith  a  15-knot s ta n d -o n  vessel ap p ro a c h in g  on a  cou rse  at r ight-angles to  hers. 
D espite  her  inability to  m anoeuvre  as  requ ired ,  th e re  is n o  prov is ion  w ith in  the 
R egu la tions  for  her  to  ind icate  this  to  ap p ro a ch in g  vessels. T h e  definition in Rule 
3(g) o f  the  te rm  “vessel res tr ic ted  in h e r  ability to m a n o eu v re” refers to  th e  n a tu re  
o f  the  vessel’s w o rk  as th e  restricting factor,  w h e re a s  the  V L C C  is restricted solely 
by her  o w n  lack o f  m anoeuvrabil ity .  She is no t  th e re fo re  perm itted  to  sh o w  the 
signal p resc ribed  in R u le  27(b) w h ic h  m igh t  o th e rw ise  be cons idered  the  m os t  
app rop r ia te .  N o r  is she able to exh ib it  the  signals con ta ined  in Rule 27(a) for a 
vessel n o t  u n d e r  c o m m a n d ,  as the  definition in Rule  3(f) o f  such  a vessel requ ires  
th e  inability to  m an o eu v re  as requ ired  by the  Rules  to  be d u e  to  “som e excep t ional  
c i rc u m s ta n c e ” . It m igh t p e rh a p s  be a rg u e d  tha t  the  cond i t ions  prevailing in the  
D o v e r  Strait (i.e., limited se a ro o m ,  n a r r o w  traffic lanes, high density  traffic, 
n u m e ro u s  crossing  vessels f requently  steering s tra igh t  cou rses  for on ly  sho r t  
p e r iods  o f  time), cons ti tu te  a n  excep t ional  c i rcum stance .  I f  th a t  a rg u m e n t  w ere  
upheld ,  h o w e v e r ,  it w o u ld  radically c h a n g e  the  p resently  accepted  m ean ing  o f  the 
te rm  “n o t  u n d e r  c o m m a n d ” .

T h e  C o m m it te e  co ns idered  it im p o r ta n t  th a t  a  V LC C  should  be able to  
indicate to a p p ro a c h in g  vessels th a t  she is restricted in her  ability to keep o u t  o f  the  
w ay .  It r e c o m m e n d s  th a t  special rules,  sim ilar to those  for the  Straits o f  M a lacca  
a n d  S ingapo re  ( IM C O  res. A . 375 (X), AN NEX 5) be  in troduced  for V L C C s in the  
D o v e r  Strait,  inc lud ing  a definition o f  w h a t  constitu tes  a V L C C  and g ran ting  
au th o r i ty  for th e m  to  exhib it  a signal indicating the ir  restric ted  ability to  manoeu-



vre [2]. Such  rules shou ld  also serve to check  the  m isuse o f  the "constra ined  by 
d ra u g h t"  signal by those  vessels w h o  presently  exhibit it solely in o rd e r  to  evade 
their  responsibility to  give way.

H O V E R C R A F T

H overcraf t  first started to opera te  on  a regular basis in the D over  Stra it  in 
1968. Since then  the ir  nu m b e rs  and  the  frequency  o f  c rossings has increased to the 
ex ten t  that they  n o w  fo rm  a significant p ro p o rt io n  o f  the  c rossing  traffic. T he  types 
o f  craft  in use opera te  at speeds o f  up  to sixty knots  and ,  being  o f  the  “fully sk ir ted" 
varie ty , are subject to  drift angles, depend ing  on the w in d ,  o f  up to tw en ty -f ive  
degrees.

A t the onse t o f  hoverc ra ft  opera tions  in the Strait it w a s  u n ders tood  tha t  they  
w ou ld  keep ou t  o f  th e  w ay  o f  all o the r  vessels [5], It w a s  subsequen tly  decided tha t  
the d ifference in p e r fo rm a n c e  capabilities o f  the va r ious  types  o f  hoverc ra ft  m a d e  
this unsa tisfac tory  as a general Rule and in the  1972 Collision Regulations Rule  3 (a) 
specifically includes non-d isp lacem ent craft in the definition o f  the w ord  “vessel” . 
H overc ra f t  are now  the re fo re  required  to com ply  w ith the  Regulations in th e  sam e 
w ay  as any o th e r  p o w er-d r iv e n  vessel, a n d  g ive-w ay o r  s ta n d -o n  as appropr ia te .

T here  are few difficulties w h en  the  hoverc ra ft  is the  g ive-w ay vessel. An 
alteration  o f  course  o f  ten degrees  or so is usually am p le  to  achieve the desired safe 
passing distance. It is w h e n  the  conven tiona l  vessel is requ ired  to g ive-w ay tha t  
difficulties m ay arise, and  these are caused  by the speed a n d  drift o f  the hovercraft .

W h e n  a conven t iona l  ship steam ing at fifteen kn o ts  en co u n te rs  a s ix ty-knot 
hoverc ra ft  crossing a t  r ight-angles on a collision course  th e ir  com bined  closing rate 
is app rox im ate ly  s ix ty -tw o  knots. W h e n  the  hoverc ra ft  is on  the  sh ip ’s s ta rboa rd  
side the  ship is the g ive-w ay  vessel u n d e r  R ule  15. T h e  ac tion  she then  has to  take 
to achieve a part icu la r  passing distance depends  u p o n  the  d istance apa r t  o f  the 
vessels w h en  tha t  ac tion  is initiated. That ,  in tu rn ,  dep e n d s  u p o n  the  d is tance apa r t  
w h en  the ship first apprecia tes tha t the hoverc ra f t  is a threat.

It is quite p robab le  tha t  the existence o f  the th rea t  will no t  be de term ined  by 
the  ship until the  h o v e rc ra f t  is significantly closer than  w o u ld  be the case if bo th  
w ere  ships. T h is  is due  solely to the speed o f  the hoverc ra ft .  T h e  fast closing rate 
m eans  that every  m inu te  spent in ascerta ining w h e th e r  risk o f  collision exists 
represen ts  a decrease in the  range o f  o ver  o n e  mile. W e r e  the  th rea t  from  a n o th e r  
fif teen-knot ship, th a t  m inu te  w o u ld  rep resen t only 1 /2  mile. Additionally , if the  
ship is using a visual look-ou t as the principal m eans  o f  detecting ap p ro a ch in g  
vessels, the aspect o f  the  hoverc ra ft  m ay  initially give th e  im pression  th a t  it will 
pass clear and  th e reby  fu r th e r  delay the  realization tha t  a collision s ituation exists.

T he  ab u n d a n c e  o f  o the r  d istractions, in the  fo rm  o f  ships, fishing vessels, 
yachts ,  o the r  hoverc ra ft ,  a n d  even sw im m ers ,  m akes it unlikely th a t  th e  h o v erc ra f t  
will be detected at a range  o f  m ore  th a n  six miles. F requen t ly  it will be less. 
There fo re ,  the ship in this exam ple  has less than  six m inu tes  in w h ich  to recognise  
and  respond  to the th re a t  and  ach ieve the  desired result. In  o rd e r  to  pass 1 /2  a  mile



Fig 1 -  Both  the  h o v e rc ra f t  a n d  th e  sh ip  e ach  has the  o th e r  o n  its o w n  p o r t  side, a n d  it 
a p p e a r s  t h a t  th ey  sh o u ld  pass  clear .  H o w e v e r ,  the  w in d  cau ses  th e  h o v e rc ra f t  to m a k e  an  
ang le  o f  drif t  o f  25°,  c au s in g  th e  h o v e rc ra f t  to m ake  g o o d  a c o u rse  a long  the  d o t te d  line to 
p o in t  X w h e r e ,  un less  ev as iv e  ac t io n  is t a k e n ,  she a n d  th e  sh ip  will collide. R u le  15 d irec ts  the  
vessel w h ic h  has  the  o th e r  o n  h e r  o w n  s t a r b o a r d  side to  keep  o u t  o f  th e  w a y .  By im plica t ion ,  
th e  vessel w h ic h  has  th e  o th e r  on  he r  o w n  p o r t  side sh o u ld  s tan d -o n .  In th is  ex am p le ,  

th e re fo re .  B o t h  vessels sh o u ld  s ta n d -o n .

from  the hoverc ra ft ,  the  ship m u s t  a l te r  course som e forty  degrees to s ta rb o a rd  or 
reduce speed  to  ten kno ts  ins tan taneously .  In practice , a l lowing tw o  m inu tes  to 
assess the risk and  calculate  th e  m a n œ u v re ,  a n d  for  advance  or  run -on .  the 
al terat ions will be m o re  in the region o f  ninety degrees  o r  zero knots.  This is 
feasible in th e o ry  b u t  difficult in p ractice and one  m ight suggest tha t it is se ldom 
achieved. T h is  m ay be due to  the  p rox im ity  o f  o th e r  vessels o r  possibly s im ply to 
the  lack o f  rea lization by nav iga to rs  o f  the r eq u irem en t  to execute  such  drastic 
m anoeuvres.

T he  co n fu s io n  tha t  may be caused  by the drift o f  hoverc ra ft  is d em o n s tra te d  
by figure I. This  is the  m ost ex t re m e  exam ple  likely to be met w ith  in practice. T he  
tw o  vessels in the  d ia g ra m  are  c ross ing  on a collision course . Each  vessel has the 
o th e r  on  her  p o r t  side. E ach  is th e re fo re  the s tand-on  vessel u n d e r  Rule 15 T he  
h o v erc ra f t’s yellow  flashing light, requ ired  by Rule 23 (b), should  serve to w a r n  o f  
this p rob lem , bu t  the  solu tion  requires  a bending o f  the Rules by at least one  o f  the 
participants.

H overcraf t  pilots a re  well a w a r e  o f  all these difficulties and ,  in general,  take 
early evasive ac tion  to  avoid  a c lo se-quar te rs  s ituation [3], C aptain  S y m s  says tha t 
“T h e re  is no  deny ing  that... every  h o verc ra f t  C ap ta in  and  N av iga to r  ap p ro a ch es  
any  situation initially f ro m  the  po in t o f  view o f  a g iv ing -w ay  vessel... [4], Rules 2 (b) 
a n d  17 (a) (ii) o f  the  Collision R egu la tions  require  due  regard  to be had  to “all 
d angers  o f  nav igation  and  collision a n d  to any  special c ircum stances ,  inc luding the 
limitations o f  the  vessels involved , ...” a n d  perm it the  s tand -on  vessel u n d e r  specific 
c i rcum stances  to “take action to avoid  collision by her m anoeuvre  alone..." 
respectively. T h e  hoverc ra f t  C ap ta in  is p resum ab ly ,  the re fo re ,  covered  for his 
actions, and  it m a y  be said th a t  th e  R egula tions,  the re fo re ,  adequately  deal w ith  the
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situation. But it is the  N av iga to r  in the g ive-w ay ship w h o  has the prob lem , and  
Rule 17 goes on to rem ind  him in part (d) tha t  he is no t  relieved o f  the obligation 
to keep o u t  o f  the  w ay . His p rob lem  therefore  remains.

One w ay o f  lessening the problem  w ould  be to include hoverc ra ft  in Rule 
18(e) and  require  th e m ,  like seaplanes, to  “ . . . in  general,  keep  well clear o f  all 
vessels and  avoid im peding their nav igation” . T he  ensuing requ irem en t  to com ply  
with the Rules in c ircum stances  where  risk o f  collision exists w ould ,  how ever,  
result in a reversion to the presen t unsatisfactory  situation at a critical time. An 
alternative solution, tha t  has been received with som e interest by hoverc ra ft  
personnel w h en  previously discussed, is to re-classify the  a ir-cushion vehicle 
flashing yellow light required  by Rule 23 (b) as a signal to  indicate that the vessel 
exhibiting it will keep ou t  o f  the w ay o f  all vessels not exhibiting that signal. This 
also possesses the  merit of including a failsafe in that a hoverc ra f t  experiencing 
difficulties, o r  o f  a type not having the manoeuvrability o f  those  being discussed 
here, w ould  not exhibit the signal and thus fall into the ca tegory  o f  “vessel”.

C R O S S IN G  T R A F F I C

T he un d o u b te d  success o f  the D over  Strait Traffic Separa tion  Schem e in 
reducing the n u m b e r  o f  collisions in the a rea  has been ach ieved  for the m ost part 
by separating the  opposing  streams o f  th ro u g h  traffic and  the reby  reducing  the 
n u m b e r  o f  head-on  encoun te rs ,  in  m ost  TSSs this w o u ld  result in the virtual 
elimination o f  all en d -o n  situations. In the D over  Strait, h o w ev e r ,  the n u m b e r  o f  
crossing vessels m ay equal o r  even exceed the n u m b e r  o f  th ro u g h  vessels. T he  
subject o f  the p rob lem s experienced  by crossing vessels, a n d  the difficulties that 
crossing vessels p resen t to th ro u g h  traffic, becam e one o f  the principal po in ts  o f  
discussion at the  S em ina r  and  at various meetings since. W idely  differing opinions 
have been expressed  o f  the nature  and  significance o f  those  p roblem s, depending  
upon  the  v iew poin t  o f  the  observer ,  and  similarly differing solutions proposed .

T he  C om m ittee  w as  therefore  faced first o f  all w ith  the task o f  ascertaining 
which  problem s, if any ,  do exist and  the  degree o f  im p o r ta n ce  that should  be 
attached  to them . Being aw are  tha t  the a t ta inm en t of perfec tion  is unlikely in any 
h u m a n  en deavour ,  a n d  tha t the  system  apparen tly  w o rk s  well in o the r  parts  o f  the 
world ,  the C om m ittee  had  no desire to solve a set o f  p ro b lem s ,  possibly w ith  the 
risk of  detracting f rom  the safety o f  navigation  in o th e r  w ays ,  unless those 
p roblem s w ere bo th  real and  significant. T h e  p rocedu re  descr ibed  at the  beginning 
o f  this paper  finally led the  C om m ittee  to the  conclusion  th a t  th e  principal p rob lem s 
in relation to crossing vessels that significantly detract f rom  the  safety o f  navigation 
are :
(a) the zig-zag (dog-leg) courses  steered by crossing vessels in o rd e r  to com ply  w ith  

Rule 10(c);
(b) the constra in t im posed  by Rule 10(c) u p o n  the choice o f  a safe crossing co u rse ;
(c) the conflict b e tw e en  Rule 10 and  Rule 15;
(d) the  conflict b e tw e en  Rule 10 and  Rule 17;
(e ) the  effect tha t  the  know ledge  o f  the existence o f  traffic surveillance has  upo n  

the m ariners ’ choice o f  anti-collision manoeuvres.



A fu rthe r  p rob lem , o f  relatively m in o r  im portance  so far as safety is c o n c e rn ed  but 
w hich  is fu n d am en ta l  to  all the  o th e r  p rob lem s and  w h ich  looms particularly  large 
in the m inds  o f  m ariners  faced w ith  traffic surveillance by shore-based  radar,  is;
(f) the  m eaning  o f  the phrase  con ta ined  in Rule 10(c) “ . ..shall cross  as nearly  as 

practicable at right angles...  ».

The Meaning

T o  discuss the  last p ro b lem  first, it is clear tha t  there  is som e confusion  
am o n g s t  m ariners  as to w h e th e r  “shall cross” m eans “shall steer a c o u r se ” o r  “shall 
m ake  good  a course".

Discussion at the  S em ina r  a p p e a red  to indicate tha t  the majority  o f  m ariners  
u n ders tand  the w o rd s  “shall c ro ss” to  m ean  “shall s teer  a course" ,  b u t  it w as 
pointed  ou t  that case law tends  to  look  upon  “s teer" as m eaning “m a k e  g o o d ” [6]. 
O f  those  m ariners  ques tioned ,  independen tly  o f  the  sem inar,  on  their  unders tand ing  
o f  the  phrase ,  som e sixty per  cen t gave “shall steer a c o u rse ” as the ir  choice of 
m eaning . Interestingly, very few o f  those ques tioned  considered  tha t am biguity  
existed in the  w ord ing  o f  the Rule. M o s t  believed tha t  the ir  particular in te rpre ta t ion  
w as  expressed  qu ite  clearly.

T h o se  w h o  s u p p o r t  the  "shall m a k e  good  a co u rse "  in te rpre ta t ion  po in t out 
tha t  the  req u irem en t  con ta ined  in the  Rule is to “cross  as nearly as p racticable at 
right angles to the  general d irec tion  o f  traffic f low ” . T h e  general direction o f  traffic 
flow is dictated by the o r ien ta t ion  o f  the  Traffic Lanes and  is the re fo re  fixed and 
unaffec ted  by any  outside in fluences such  as tide o r  w ind .  T herefo re ,  in o rd e r  to 
"cross as nearly  as practicable a t  right angles" to  tha t  p re -de te rm ined  direction o f  
traffic flow, the crossing vessel m u s t  achieve a p re -de te rm ined  course  by allowing 
for tidal set and  leew ay as necessary .  T ha t  is, she “shall MAKE GOOD A COURSE as 
nearly as practicable at r ight angles".

A n  additional fac tor  th a t  re in fo rces  this view in the  m inds o f  nav iga to rs  in the 
D o v er  S trait is tha t  the  m u c h  publicised system  o f  rada r  surveillance includes 
am o n g s t  its functions the  policing o f  the  area, and  the detection  and  report ing  o f  
vessels cons idered  to  be  co n t ra v e n in g  Rule 10. S h o re  based radar  is, naturally , 
g ro u n d  stabilised a n d  indicates a vessel’s course  m ade  good. Also naturally , 
therefore ,  m a n y  m a rin e rs  look to  e n su re  tha t  it is their  course  m a d e  g o o d  that 
crosses at right angles.

T hose  supporting  the  “shall s teer  a course"  in te rpre ta t ion  believe tha t  all the 
Rules con ta ined  in Par t  B (The Steering and  Sailing Rules) o f  th e  Collision 
R egula tions  direct the  m a n n e r  in w h ich  vessels, u n d e r  particu lar  stated c i rc u m s ta n 
ces, m u s t  be STEERED and  sailed. T hose particular  circum stances,  w h e n  they 
involve m o re  th a n  o n e  vessel,  are  defined  by the  aspects  o f  the  vessels to each  other  
o r  their  relative bearings o r  m otions ,  all o f  w h ich  are  d e p e n d en t  u p o n  their  courses 
steered. It is, there fo re ,  quite w ro n g  to  in troduce additional,  ir re levant criteria such 
as set a n d  leew ay into the  in te rp re ta t ion  o f  just one p arag raph  o f  o n e  particular 
Rule.

T h e  C o m m ittee  favours  the  "shall steer a co u rse” in terpre tat ion ,  believing that 
it m eets  the  in tention  o f  R u le  10(c) by p roducing  an  unam b ig u o u s  crossing
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situation be tw e en  th r o u g h  traffic and  crossing vessels, th e re b y  ensu ring  tha t there 
is no  d o u b t  as to  w h e th e r  a vessel is following a Lane o r  crossing it, no d o u b t  as 
to w h ich  Rule applies w h e n  risk o f  collision exists and  the re fo re  no  dou b t  as to the 
action required  o f  the  vessels involved. I f  the  "shall m ake good  a c o u r se ” 
in terp re ta t ion  w as to  be accep ted  it w ou ld  im m ediate ly  in troduce  a degree o f  dou b t  
to all these s ituations w h e n  vessels are obliged to  allow for set and  leew ay, and  
w ould  re - in troduce  the d a n g e ro u s  fine-angle en c o u n te r  situation, this time be tw een  
crossing vessels on reciprocal tracks.

The Dog-  Leg Courses Steered by Cross ing Vessels

“Crossing vessels, an d  in particular  crossing ferries, are now  steering a 
‘dog-leg’ track in o rd e r  to  com ply  with  the  req u irem en t  o f  Rule 10 (c). The resultant 
large alterations o f  cou rse  at high speed on  the edges o f  the  Lanes m ake 
conven tiona l  radar  plotting difficult, can cause  con fus ion  to th ro u g h  vessels, and  
are not in ac co rd an c e  w ith  basic anti-collision precepts  w h ich  anticipate that vessels 
o the r  than  ‘g iv e -w a y ’ vessels will m ainta in  their  course  an d  speed. T h e  p rob lem  
becom es  m o re  d a n g e ro u s  w h e n  a vessel app ro ach in g  the Lanes from  an In sho re  
Z one  alters course  to  p o r t  to  rem ain  within tha t  Z one  until it is safe for it to en ter  
the Lane an d  cross a t  r ight angles" [7].

T h e  principle m e th o d  o f  determ in ing  w h e th e r  risk o f  collision exists is by 
carefully  w atch ing  the co m p ass  bearing o f  an ap p ro a ch in g  vessel. I f  the bearing  
does no t  appreciab ly  change ,  such risk is deem ed  to exist.  Rule 7 -  Risk o f  
Collision, states the m e th o d s  by w hich  the  bearing  m ust be w a tc h ed  and  co n c lu 
sions reached , and  w a r n s  o f  tw o  par t icu la r  cons idera t ions  tha t  “shall be am ongs t  
those taken  into a c c o u n t” [11]. One considera t ion  tha t is n o t  m en tioned ,  bu t  w hich  
is fundam enta l ,  is tha t  the  m e thod  dep e n d s  in prac tice  up o n  bo th  vessels 
mainta in ing a steady co u rse  and  speed. T h e  m o m e n t  e i ther  vessel alters her course  
or  speed the  a n s w e r  is invalidated. Only w h e n  the  a ltera t ion  has been com pleted ,  
and  bo th  vessels are  once  again  m ain ta in ing  a steady cou rse  and  speed, m ay the 
exercise be repeated  an d  the new  an sw e r  eventua lly  found .

T raffic  and navigation  exper ience  usually  render  it im practical for the crossing 
vessel to  adop t the right angle crossing co u rse  directly f ro m  her po in t o f  d ep a r tu re  
in the Inshore  Traffic  Z o n e  (ITZ). She m u s t  the re fo re  m ake  a large al teration o f  
course ,  o f  perhaps  seven ty  degrees, befo re  she  en ters  the  Lanes. This  m akes  it 
difficult fo r  her  to  assess the  likely fu tu re  traffic s ituation  a n d  increases the 
probability o f  her  pu tt ing  herse lf  into a collision situation w ith  th ro u g h  traffic w h en  
she does alter course .

A lthough  this p ro b lem  is caused  by the  m a n œ u v re s  execu ted  by the crossing 
vessel in o rd e r  to  co m p ly  with  Rule 10(c) as she  starts to c ross  the Lanes, it is the 
th ro u g h  vessel th a t  bea rs  the  b ru n t  o f  this erratic  b ehav iou r .  She has no certain  
w ay o f  k now ing  w h e th e r  a vessel obse rved  in the ITZ in tends  to  cross, o r  w h e n  or 
w here  she will a lter  cou rse  to  do  so, if th a t  is her  intention. T h e  only  certain ty  is 
that,  if the vessel does  s ta rt  to  cross and  a collision situation  develops,  the th ro u g h  
vessel will be the o n e  requ ired  by Rule 15 to keep o u t  o f  the  w ay. F igure 2 
illustrates the  reason  for this.



It will be realized tha t the m a x im u m  time available for the th ro u g h  vessel to 
assess the situation and  m anoeuvre  as necessary  depends  u p o n  her  d istance from  
the outs ide b o u n d a ry  o f  the Lane  plus the  distance o f  the crossing vessel inside the 
ITZ w h en  tha t  vessel ad o p ts  the  crossing course ,  i.e. the  t im e during  w hich  the 
crossing vessel m ain ta ins  her  course  an d  speed pr ior  to reaching the point at w h ich  
she passes clear o r  collision occurs .  A ny  assessm ent m ade before  the  crossing vessel 
adop ts  her crossing cou rse  and  speed is invalidated as soon  as she does so. It m ay 
be said tha t the th ro u g h  vessel is subjected  to a period o f  d o u b t  whilst initially 
w atch ing  the  vessel in the ITZ, follow ed by surprise w h e n  the  alteration o f  up to 
ninety degrees is m ade to  c ross  the Lanes, an d  then a larm  as the need for a large 
anti-collision m a n œ u v r e  b ecom es  clear. O ne  hopes that this over-s ta tes  the  case, but 
it p rov ides an indication o f  the unsatisfactory  natu re  o f  the  situation.

T h e  length o f  the per iod  o f  doub t,  and  the degrees  o f  surprise  an d  a larm , are 
icuuL cJ  m e fu n n e r  apar t  m e  vesseis are w h en  the  crossing course  is adopted .  In 
the D o v er  Strait, Lane w id th s  o f  less than  fou r  miles, coupled  w ith  ITZ tha t,  in 
places, are only one  and  a half  miles w ide,  severely  limit the m a x im u m  distance at 
w hich  this m ay occur. W h e n  o th e r  traffic, o r  simple lack o f  apprecia tion  o f  the 
p rob lem , leads to  a co m bina t ion  o f  a th ro u g h  vessel navigating  close to  the  outside 
b o u n d a ry  and  a vessel tha t  w ishes to  cross altering on  the  edge o f  the  Lane , the 
m in im u m  distance m ay be very  short.  T he  e lem en ts  o f  surprise and  a larm  m ay 
indeed be real and , added  to this, an y  a l teration  o f  cou rse  to s ta rb o a rd  by the 
th ro u g h  vessel will d irect her  o u t  o f  the  co m p ara t iv e  safety o f  the traffic Lane  into 
the tw o -w a y  traffic in the  ITZ.

A In this s i tua t ion  
R ule  15 a lw a y s  d irec ts  
the  th r o u g h  vessel to  
g iv e -w av .
B In  this  s i tuat ion  
R ule  15 a lw a y s  d irec ts  
the  c ross ing  vessel to 
g ive-w ay .

F i g . 2
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A fu rthe r  sou rce  o f  dange r  arises w h e n  a crossing vessel app roach ing  the 
Lanes realizes tha t  the  adop t ion  o f  the r ight-angle course  will result in a collision 
situation w ith  th ro u g h  traffic in the  Lane. She is then  faced w ith choosing 
be tw een  :

(a) adopting  the  right-angle course-,
(b) en tering  the  L ane on  her existing cou rse ;
ic) altering cou rse  to  s ta rboard  ;
id) s topping;

or
(e) altering cou rse  to  port.

Every  one o f  these  al ternatives possesses d isadvantages .  If  she adopts  the  
right-angle cou rse  she  deliberately in troduces risk o f  collision w here  no n e  p r e 
viously existed, p robab ly  co n travenes  Rule 2 (b), and  causes the  th rough  vessel the  
difficulty discussed above . If  she en ters  the L ane on her existing course she possibly 
co n travenes  Rule 10 (c), will be classified as a “ rogue", and  will be acutely aw a re  o f  
the risk o f  punitive ac tion  being taken against her  at som e fu tu re  date. An alteration 
o f  course  to s ta rb o a rd  to  rem ain  outside the  Lane will m ere ly  m ainta in the status 
quo  as she and the  th ro u g h  vessel s team  in parallel until any  speed differential 
changes  the  situation. T h is  is likely to take too  long to be seriously considered. To  
stop m ay be the  best alternative, bu t  only if o the r  traffic permits ,  w ea ther  
conditions are  suitable a n d  the re  is searoom . T he  act o f  stopping  is not so readily 
a p p a ren t  to o the r  vessels as a change o f  heading, so any tendency  for her to fall o ff  
as steerage way is lost m ay  cause confusion. T he  last a l ternative  is to alter course  
to po r t  to  rem ain  ou ts ide  the Lane u n t i l ' th e  th ro u g h  vessel is past and  clear. This 
m ay seem a t  first to  be the  best action to take, as it results in the vessels steam ing 
in opposite  directions a n d  the re fo re  clearing in the shortes t possible time. H ow ever ,  
it possesses the in h e re n t  danger  o f  involving a s ta rboa rd  to  s ta rboa rd  passing. 
Should  a th ro u g h  vessel, obse rv ing  the  o th e r  o n  her  s ta rb o a rd  side, alter cou rse  to  
s ta rboa rd  in acco rdance  w ith  Rule 15 to  pass astern o f  her,  the  likelihood o f  
collision becom es b o th  real and  imminent.

S uch  a selection o f  al ternatives pu ts  the  crossing vessel in an u n h ap p y  
position, bu t  at least she is left w ith  the initiative and k n o w s  her  o w n  intentions. 
T he  th ro u g h  vessel c a n n o t  k n o w  w h a t  they  are  until they  have been ca rried  out,  
and  can only wait to  see w h e th e r  she is sudden ly  going to  b ec o m e the  g ive-w ay 
vessel w ith  not very  m u c h  time in w h ich  to  respond.

The  Constraint

Rule 10 (c) states : -  “A vessel shall so far as practicable avoid  crossing traffic 
lanes, but,  if obliged to d o  so, shall cross as nearly as p racticable at r ight angles to 
the  general direction o f  traffic f low ” .

T h u s  is re m o v e d  any  choice o f  crossing course. A n y  varia tion  f rom  the  right 
angle course  is limited to  th a t  deviation th a t  may be requ ired  in o rd e r  to com ply  
with the  o the r  Rules w h e n  risk o f  collision exists.

If  she is to co m p ly  w ith  Rule 10(c) the  crossing vessel should  not start to 
cross  until she has ga ined  a position w ith in  the  ITZ from  w h ich  she m ay steer the



right angle course  w ithou t d an g e r  from  such navigational hazards as shoals in the 
area be tw een  the Lanes. In the D over Strait m ost crossing vessels e n d e a v o u r  to 
com bine  this w ith a gap in the  traffic in the first Lane in o rder  to spare  tha t  traffic, 
and themselves, the p roblem s previously  discussed associated with  the “dog-leg” . 
Having once started to cross  she m ust perm it  herself  to  be precip ita ted  into any 
situation that may lie in w ait for her. She will probably  obse rve  tha t  situation 
developing, bu t is obliged to  con t inue  on her course  until the danger  is sufficiently 
im m inent for one o f  the o the r  S teering and  Sailing Rules to over-r ide  Rule 10. N o t 
for her  the small, early al terat ion  that would prevent the risk occu rring  at all, for 
that w o u ld  place her  in co n tra v en t io n  o f  Rule 10(c).

T he  sam e difficulty is expe r ienced  by vessels wishing to cross one Lane from  
the o ther  in o rder  to  gain the  ITZ. In the D over  Strait these are frequently  vessels 
bound  for the T ham es  tha t have arrived in the N o rth -E a s t  Lane, and  include 
VLCCs w ith  their  a t tendan t handling  problems. F rom  July  1982, w h e n  the eastern 
ex trem ity  o f  the English ITZ is to be m oved, the n u m b e r  will be increased by 
vessels b o u n d  for U nited  K ingdom  east coast ports. T hey  are denied  the f reedom  to 
select the safest and most exped ien t  course th ro u g h  the traffic in the S ou th -W est  
Lane, to w h ich  they are the g ive-w ay vessel, and  have to place them selves beam -on  
to the  tide and prevailing w in d  at a time w h e n  they w ould  p resum ab ly  prefer  to 
pay particu lar  at ten tion  to staying on  track. “T h e  course  w hich  m ay  well be safe 
and practicable for a fast, h ighly m anoeuvrable ferry, could equally be suicidal for 
a VLCC at reduced  speed across the tide" [8]. If  the oppo r tun i ty  to cross the 
South-W est Lane at r ight angles does not arrive before  the vessel reaches the area 
of  the M P C  Buoy she has to  give up the idea for  the time being and  canno t  try 
again until she has steam ed som e thirty  miles a ro u n d  the Sandettie Bank to the F2 
Buoy [9],

The Confl ict  between Rule 10 and Rule 15

Rule 10 directs tha t vessels in a Traffic S epara tion  Schem e either  follow a 
Lane in the correc t direction for tha t Lane or  cross  at right angles. Rule 15 directs 
that, w h e n  tw o  po w er-d r iv e n  vessels are crossing so as to  involve risk o f  collision, 
the vessel w h ich  has the o th e r  on  her  o w n  s ta rboa rd  side shall keep ou t  o f  the way 
and shall, if the c i rcum stances  o f  the case adm it,  avoid  crossing ahead  o f  the o ther  
vessel. T aken  individually, b o th  these Rules seem simple and  sensible. T aken  in 
con junction ,  as they m ust be in a TSS, they conflict, in that any vessel crossing a 
Lane tha t is obliged to g ive-w ay  to a th ro u g h  vessel on  her  s ta rb o a rd  side is 
directed o ff  the  right-angle crossing course on to  a course against the general 
direction o f  traffic flow. W h e n  m ore  than  one  th ro u g h  vessel becom es involved, as 
can frequently  happen , the crossing vessel m ay find herself  obliged to  steer a course 
directly opposed  to the general d irec tion  o f  traffic flow. T he  alternative, w h ich  is to 
slow d o w n  or  stop, will ju s t  as frequently  lead to p roblem s from  o th e r  vessels 
w hich  w ould  o the rw ise  have passed clear.



The Conflict between Rule 10 and Rule 17

This conflict m anifests  itself as the crossing vessel alters cou rse  to take up the 
right angle crossing co u rse  prior to entering the  first lane. T o  any  th ro u g h  vessel in 
that Lane that has been observ ing  her with a view to taking avoiding action, she is 
the s tand-on  vessel and  should keep her course  and speed bu t.  because she is 
obliged to cross the Lanes, she must com ply  with Rule 10 (c) and  alter course.

The Effect o f  Traff ic Surveil lance

There is no  d o u b t  that navigators are aw are  o f  the existence o f  traffic 
surveillance in the D o v er  Strait. They can hardly fail to be, w h e n  they hear reports  
o f  “rogues” b roadcas t  a t half-hourly intervals by the CN1S. N o r  can they be 
u n aw a re  of  the im por tance  attached by the surveillance o rganization  to com pliance 
with Rule 10.

T he  reduction in the  num bers  o f  " rogues” since surveil lance started d e m o n s t 
rates its deterren t  effect and  the impact it has had upon tha t  particular  aspect o f  
safety. This is not surpris ing  w hen  one  considers the m a gn itude  o f  the sanctions 
that may be im posed u p o n  the M asters o f  som e vessels shou ld  they con travene  
Rule 10. For instance. M asters  o f  British ships m ay be fined up to £50,000. N o r  can 
it be surprising tha t g rea ter  em phasis  frequently  appears  to be placed upon  being 
seen to com ply w ith  Rule 10 than on taking early action to com ply  with the o ther  
Steering and Sailing Rules. Both M asters and  Pilots o f  th ro u g h  vessels com plain  
tha t  crossing vessels tha t  should  g ive-way often s tand-on  n o w a d a y s  for m uch  
longer than used to be case before they give-way. This leads the s tand-on  vessel to 
doub t w h e th e r  the  g ive-w ay ship will keep o u t  o f  the w ay , in troduces  a dan g e r  that 
did not previously exist, and  has been b lam ed for a n u m b e r  o f  “near-miss" 
situations [10]. T he  only  possible reasons for this reluctance o f  crossing vessels to 
g ive-way w hen  required  are  ignorance o f  Rule 15 or  u n due  at ten tion  to Rule 10 (c). 
As the majority of  crossing vessels are  ferries and  “ . . .on ly  by adher ing  strictly to 
the Rule of  the R oad  can a Ferry M aster  s u r v iv e " [12] the first possibility m ust be 
disregarded in m ost  cases. This  leaves undue  attention to Rule 10(c) as the reason 
and one assum es tha t  this is due to  the  over-em phasis  and  too  literal interpre tat ion  
o f  that Rule by the surveillance system and  shore authorities.  T h e  closer liaison 
th rough  the N autical Institu te  o f  the C oastguard  and local m ariners  involved in 
c ross-Channel shipping appears  to have increased unders tand ing  and  allayed fears, 
resulting in greater  readiness  to give-way early.

The Cause

Having identified and  studied the problem s it appears  tha t  they all possess as 
a co m m o n  cause the  requ irem en t  for crossing vessels to steer a specified course . 
T h a t  the specified co u rse  lies at right angles to  the general d irec tion  o f  traffic flow 
is in itself un im portan t .  T he  p roblem s are caused by the  inflexibility o f  the course  
as it crosses the Lanes, coupled w ith the frequent impracticability  o f  its early 
adoption  in the ITZ.



T he S olu tion

T he requ irem en t  for vessels crossing traffic lanes to steer the specified course 
is laid d o w n  in Rule 10 (c). T h e  suggestion tha t careful rew ord ing  o f  the Rule w ould  
be the best m ethod  o f  rem oving  the  p roblem  w as  one  o f  the first p roposed  to  the 
C om m ittee .  T he  idea w a s  studied  at g rea t length, bu t  the difficulty lies in achieving 
the necessary balance b e tw een  p rovid ing  sufficient f reedom  for  the  crossing vessel 
and  retaining the  pu rpose  o f  the Rule by producing  an  unm is takab le  crossing 
situation and  m in im um  crossing time. It is considered  im por tan t  to retain these 
functions o f  the  Rule in o rd e r  to  avoid reduction  o f  its effectiveness in TSS 
elsew here .  It w as  finally decided tha t  a satisfactory balance could  not be achieved, 
and  the  C om m ittee  could  initially only decide th a t :  “W hile  the dan g e ro u s  crossing 
pa t te rn  is the easiest and  the m ost im portan t  p rob lem  identified, a construc tive  
solu tion  to it has  been the m ost  difficult to find” , and  “T h e  a im  o f  the re c o m m e n 
dation should  be to avoid the  ‘dog- leg’ and  to allow a single crossing cou rse  w ithout 
the rigidities o f  the right angle, yet at a sufficiently large angle to  ensure  tha t  the 
crossing vessel is recognised as such. The D over Branch C om m ittee  strongly 
endorses  C o m m a n d a n t  O u d e t ’s v iew  read ou t  at the  Sem inar  tha t the  Rule is badly 
w o rd e d  and  tha t  the  in te rpre ta t ion  does not accord  w ith  the original in tentions of  
the legislators.. ." [1 3].

T h e  al ternative is to find a purely  local solution to  w h a t  are appa ren tly  purely 
local problem s. T he  dangers  o f  such  a solution w ere  m ade  clear at the  Sem inar  
w here  it was pointed  o u t  tha t  the in troduction o f  local ex em ptions  f rom , or  
additions to, the Collision R egula tions  w ould  in effect result in a fo rm  o f  “D over  
Straits Collision R egu la tions” , a n d  cou ld  be the p recu rso r  o f  a w ho le  series o f  local 
collision regulations for various par ts  o f  the world . T h u s  the w o rd  ‘In ternat ional"  
w ould  be rem oved  from  the title “In ternational R egula tions for  P reventing 
Collisions at Sea", w ith  co n seq u e n t  confus ion  and  possible chaos  as navigators 
grapple  w ith  differing sets o f  Rules govern ing  different sections o f  their  routes.

T o  avoid  this pitfall it w as  dec ided  to  investigate w ays  in w h ich  the  TSS might 
be adap ted  to be t te r  p rov ide for the  large n u m ber  o f  crossing vessels. Study 
indicated tha t the provision  o f  “gates"  in the  Separation  Z o n e  w ou ld  merely 
aggravate  the situation, for by  concen tra t ing  crossing traffic into a smaller a rea  the 
f reedom  to m anoeuvre  w ould  be fu rthe r  decreased and  the  risk o f  collision 
increased. Rule 10(c) w o u ld  still app ly  and  the “dog-leg” w ou ld  rem ain .  Traffic 
lanes for  crossing vessels w ou ld  su ffe r  from  all the  sam e d isadvantages excep t that 
Rule 10(c) w ou ld  no longer apply .  H ow ever ,  it w ould  be replaced by the 
requ irem en t  o f  Rule 10 (b) (i) to “proceed.. .  in the general direction o f  traffic flow 
for tha t  lane”. In any  case, the  local topog raphy  prevents  the  extension  o f  such 
lanes sufficiently far into the  existing ITZ for th em  to be either practical o r  effective 
in rem ov ing  the p rob lem  o f  the dog-leg.

A s a t tem pts  to m odify  ei ther th e  Rule or  the TSS had failed to prov ide  a 
solution, the  nex t step w as to  co n s id er  rem oving  entirely the effects o f  one  or  the 
other. This  m ay be ach ieved  by declaring Rule 10(c) invalid in the D o v e r  Straits 
TSS o r  by w i thd raw ing  the TSS itself.

Invalidation  o f  Rule 10(c) involves  the in troduction  o f  a local rule, w ith  the 
associated dangers  outlined previously. W ith d raw a l  o f  the TSS sounds  like heresy.
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P erh ap s  surpris ingly ,  how ever,  it was fo u n d  tha t a fo rm  o f  limited w i th d r a w 
al o f  the TSS p rov ides  the  best solution to the  p rob lem s yet p roposed .

Rule 10 applies to TSS adopted  by the  O rganization  (IMCO). W i th d ra w a l  o f  a 
section o f  the  TSS in the D over  Strait rende rs  Rule 10 inapplicable in tha t section 
o f  the Strait. C ross ing  vessels a re  the re fo re  freed o f  the cons tra in ts  im posed  by 
p a ra g ra p h  (c) o f  tha t  Rule, a n d  so need not follow the dog-leg and  may select the 
best course  across. W i th d ra w a l  o f  Rule 10 also rem oves  the  conflicts w ith  Rules 15 
and  17.

C om ple te  rem o v a l  o f  a section o f  the  TSS also m e an s  the rem ova l o f  the 
un d o u b te d  benefits accru ing  to the  Schem e. This is unacceptab le .  H o w ev er ,  Part A 
o f  the IM C O  reso lu tion  on S hips’ Routeing defines in p a ra g ra p h  2.1. (j) a P re c a u 
tionary  Area. This  is : "A routeing m easure  com pris ing  an area w ith in  defined 
limits w h ere  ships m ust navigate w ith  particu lar  cau tion  and  w ithin w hich  the 
d irection o f  traffic flow m ay be rec o m m en d e d " .  P a ra g ra p h  2.1 (m) defines a 
re c o m m e n d e d  d irec tion  o f  traffic flow as : “A traffic flow pat te rn  indicating a 
rec o m m en d e d  d irectional m o v e m en t  o f  traffic in a rou te ing  system  w ith in  w h ich  it 
is impractical o r  unnecessary  to adopt an established d irec tion  o f  traffic flow".

A P recau t ionary  A rea,  strategically posit ioned  to replace a section o f  the  TSS 
and  including rec o m m e n d e d  directions o f  traffic flow for th ro u g h  vessels will serve 
to :
(«) alert m ariners  to  the need to “navigate w ith  part icu la r  cau tion"  in an area  o f  

dense  traffic;
(b ) m ainta in the p resen t separation  o f  th ro u g h  traffic on  opposing  cou rses ;
(c) rem ove the existing p roblem s relating to  crossing vessels as Rule 10 will not 

app ly ;
(d) encou rage  th r o u g h  vessels that have becom e m esm erized  by the m o to rw a y  

aspect o f  the TSS to g ive-w ay w hen  it is their duty to do  so.

Positioning, a n d  the precise limits o f  a P recau tionary  A rea  a re  m ost  im p o r 
tant. T h e  C o m m ittee  cons ider  that it should  replace as large a part o f  the  TSS as is 
necessary  for  cross ing  vessels to derive the  m a x im u m  benefit,  com patib le  with  
retaining the  m a x im u m  possible degree o f  safety for  all vessels. This  cr iter ion  
requires tha t the  a re a  should  be so posit ioned and defined as to :

(/) c o v e r  as m uch  as possible o f  the tracks  w ithin the  p resen t  TSS that crossing 
vessels w o u ld  be expected  to follow if free o f  the d u ty  to cross  at right angles, 
the reby  avoid ing  concen tra t ion  o f  crossing vessels and  giving th em  m a x im u m  
freedom  ;

(//) replace as little o f  the  TSS as is necessary  to satisfactorily  fulfil (/'), the reby  
limiting the  reasons  for th ro u g h  vessels to  stray f rom  the  re c o m m e n d e d  tracks 
and  the oppor tun i t ie s  for those undesirab le  activities presently  p rev e n ted  by 
Rule 10;

(/7/) cause th ro u g h  vessels to  en ter  on a track  dictated by the  d irection o f  the  lane 
in w h ich  they  a p p ro a c h  the P recau t ionary  A rea  and  w h ic h  m ay be m ain ta ined  
th ro u g h  it and  into the resum ption  o f  the  lane, the re b y  aiding the  con t inued  
separation  o f  th r o u g h  traffic on  opposing  courses.

R e qu irem en ts  (/') and  (/7) exemplify th e  co m p ro m ise  involved, bu t  it is cons i
dered  tha t  this m ay  be  satisfactorily ach ieved  by d iscon tinu ing  the  TSS b e tw e e n  a 
line d raw n  from  the  ZC2 Buoy th ro u g h  the N o r th -E a s t  V arn e  Buoy in the



sou th -w es t ,  and  a line d ra w n  b e tw e e n  the  O u te r  R uy tingen  S o u th -W es t  Buoy to 
the S ou th -E as t  G o o d w in  Buoy in the north-eas t,  redesignating the a rea  b e tw een  the 
lines a P recau t ionary  A rea and  re c o m m e n d in g  the direction o f  traffic flow within 
the  P recau tionary  A rea  in the sam e direc tions and  in the sam e places as in the 
p resen t Lanes. A l though  com pliance w ith  the  R e co m m en d e d  Direction o f  Traffic 
F low  will not be m a n d a to ry ,  the effects o f  requ irem en ts  (//) and (//7) a n d  the 
p resence  o f  rada r  surveillance will s trongly  d iscourage th ro u g h  traffic f rom  not 
com ply ing .

The  C o m m it tee  the re fo re  r e c o m m e n d s  the in troduction  o f  a P recau tionary  
A re a  as described above .  T he  A n n e x e  rep ro d u ce s  the re levant par t  o f  the 
R e c o m m e n d a t io n  pu t to  the N autical Institute Council.

C O N C L U S I O N

T h e  p resen t  D o v er  Straits TSS encom passes  an area that is peculiar in its 
com plex i ty  o f  sh ipping routes, density  o f  traffic, offshore  dangers  and  confined  
se a ro o m . T h a t  p rob lem s have been s h o w n  to exist is no adverse  criticism o f  the 
TSS o r  the Collision Regulations, o r  o f  their in tentions or au thors .  T he  m ajo r  part 
o f  this P aper  is taken -up  w ith d iscussion  o f  the conflicting requ irem en ts  o f  traffic 
in the Strait, and  the fact tha t  the safe ty  o f  navigation  has been so greatly im proved  
since the  in troduc tion  o f  R ou te ing  speaks  best for its success in bringing o rd e r  out 
o f  w h a t  m ay  fairly be described as chaos .  It is due only to the general im p ro v e m en t  
in safety tha t  the  p rob lem s discussed have  assum ed  the  im portance  they n o w  have. 
T h e  C o m m it tee  is grateful to those  w h o  orig inated  and instituted the presen t 
S ch em e  and  its Rule, and  it is aga ins t  the  b ac k g ro u n d  o f  the benefits derived  f rom  
the ir  w o rk  th a t  the r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  p resen ted  herein  have been form ula ted  and 
are  p roposed .

Abbreviations Used in the Text

C N I S .............................. C h a n n e l  N av iga tion  In fo rm a tion  Service
Collision R egula tions  In te rna t iona l  R egula tions  for P reventing  Collisions at Sea, 

1972
C o m m i t t e e .................  N autica l Institu te  D over  B ranch  C om m ittee  se t-up in 1979 to

ex am ine  the  p rob lem s 
ITZ ................................  In sh o re  Traffic  Z one
S e m i n a r ......................... N autica l Institu te  D o v er  B ranch  "Discussion o f  Practical

N aviga tion  in the  D over  S tra i t”, M ay  1979 
T S S ................................  Traffic S epara t ion  Schem e
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A N N E X E  

Extract from “ Recommendat ions to Improve Safe ty  o f  Navigation  
in the Dover Strait”

3.1 In a t tem pting  a solu tion  on the  lines discussed above ,  the  C o m m it tee  has 
d r a w n  heavily on  this IM C O  resolution  (A.378X) entitled ‘G enera l  P rov is ions  
on  Ships' R o u te in g ’. T he  following ex trac ts  from  the  reso lu tion  are  q u o te d  in 
su p p o r t  o f  the subm ission  :

1 Objectives

1.1 T h e  pu rp o se  o f  sh ips’ routeing is to im prove  the  safety o f  nav igation  in 
conve rg ing  areas  a n d  in areas w h ere  the density  o f  traffic is g rea t  o r  
w h e re  the  f reedom  o f  m o v e m e n t  o f  sh ipping is inhibited by restric ted 
sea room , the  exis tence o f  obs truc t ions  to nav iga tion ,  limited d ep th s  or  
u n fav o u rab le  meteorological conditions.

3.2 Listed u n d e r  the  ‘precise objectives o f  any rou te ing  sy s te m ’, the  fo llow ing  
su b -p a rag rap h s  are relevant to the D o v e r  Strait s c h e m e  :



1.2 (a) T h e  separation  o f  opposing  stream s o f  traffic so as to reduce the 
incidence o f  head-on  en coun te rs ;

(b ) T h e  reduction  o f  d ange rs  o f  collision betw een  crossing traffic and  
shipping in established lanes;

(/") T h e  reduction  o f  risks o f  g rounding  by providing special gu idance to 
deep d rau g h t  vessels in areas w here  w ater  dep ths are uncertain or 
critical.

3.3 T he  C o m m ittee  subm its  tha t  while the D over  Strait schem e effectively 
com plies w ith  pa ra g ra p h s  1.2 (a) and  (f) in achieving the  desired main objective 
o f  im proving  the  safety of  navigation  as stated in parag raph  1 . 1, the  sam e 
canno t be said o f  p a ra g ra p h  1 .2 (b). In fact, it could be argued  that the  schem e 
is p ro m o tin g  quite the  opposite  result and  is actually increasing the dangers  o f  
collision be tw een  crossing traffic and  shipping in established traffic lanes.

3.5 5.4 R ou te ing  system s should  be reviewed, re-surveyed  and  adjusted as
necessary ,  so as to  m ainta in  their effectiveness and  compatibility w ith  
t rade  patterns ,  o ffshore  exploration  and resource  exploitation, changes  in 
dep th s  o f  w ate r ,  a n d  o th e r  developm ents .

The C om m ittee  m akes its subm ission on the basis o f  the above  provision.

3.6 6 Design Criteria 

Traffic separa tion  schem es

6.7 T h e  ex ten t  o f  a traffic separation  schem e should  be limited to w h a t  is 
essential in the  interests o f  safe navigation.

Converg ing  and  junc tion  areas

6.14 W h ic h e v e r  o f  the several available routeing m e thods  is chosen for use at 
a rou te  junc t ion  o r  in a converg ing  area, it m ust  be a cardinal principle 
tha t  any  am bigu ity  or  possible source o f  confusion  in the application o f  
the  Collision Regulations m ust be avoided. This principle should  be 
particularly  b o rn e  in m ind  w hen  establishing or recom m end ing  the  
d irection o f  traffic flow in such areas.

6.15 At rou te  ju nc t ions  the following particular considerations apply :
(c) the  need to  enable a s tand-on  vessel to m ainta in a steady course ,  as 

required  by the Collision Regulations, for as long as possible before 
the rou te  junc tion .

3.7 The C o m m ittee  subm its  tha t  a l though  parag raphs  6.14 and 6.15(c) refer 
specifically to conve rg ing  a n d  junction  areas, the principles involved m ust 
have re levance to  the  D o v er  Strait, considering the high vo lum e o f  crossing 
traffic is in effect creating  a ‘crossing ju n c t io n ’.


