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INTRODUCTION

At its 283rd Session (March 2002) the Governing Body of the International
Labour Office decided to place an urgent item on the agenda of the 91st Session (June
2003) of the International Labour Conference, concerning improved security of sea-
farers’ identification with a view to the adoption of a Protocol to the Seafarers’ Iden-
tity Documents Convention, 1958 (No. 108). The Governing Body also decided that
thisissue would be governed by the single-discussion procedure under article 38 of the
Standing Orders of the Conference and approved a reduced timetable for the prepara-
tory stages of that procedure.

The Office has aready produced a preliminary report® intended to serve as the
basis for the discussion of this question. This report gives an overview of the back-
ground, analyses the relevant law and practice in various countries and contains a
guestionnaire including a preliminary draft of possible provisions. The report and
questionnaire were communicated to the governments of the member States of the
ILO, which were invited to send their replies so as to reach the Office in Geneva by
31 December 2002 at the latest.

In order to assist with the preparation of the new instrument, a Consultation Meet-
ing on Improved Security of Seafarers’ Identification was held from 9 to 10 May
2002.% Informal sittings were held in conjunction with other ILO maritime meetings
on 25 June 2002, 17 October 2002 and 4-5 February 2003.2 The reports of these meet-
ings and other informal sittings are published on the ILO web site in English, French
and Spanish (http://ilo.org/public/english/dial ogue/sector/sectors/mariti.htm).

The ILO was represented by atripartite del egation at the IMO Diplomatic Confer-
ence of Contracting Governments to the International Convention for the Safety of
Life a Sea, 1974 (SOLAS) (9-13 December 2002). This Conference adopted two
resolutions (Nos. 8 and 11) relevant to the question of identity documents. The first
(No. 8) concerning “the enhancement of security in cooperation with the International
Labour Organization” invites, inter alia, the ILO to continue the development of a
seafarers’ identity document as a matter of urgency, which should cover, among other
things, a document for professional purposes, a verifiable security document, and a
certification information document. Conference resolution No. 11 concerning the “hu-
man element related aspects and shore leave for seafarers’ urged governments to take
the human element, the need to afford specia protection to seafarers and the critical
importance of shore leave into account when implementing relevant provisions of the

1 1LO: Improved security of seafarers’ identification, Report VI1I(1), International Labour Confer-
ence, Geneva, 91st Session, 2003.

2 ibid., Annex IIl.

3 1LO: Reports on informal sittings on improved seafarers’ identity documents, SSID/2002/1, SSID/
2002/2 and SSID/2003/1.
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IMO Safety of Life at Sea Convention (SOLAS) and the Internationa Ship and Port
Facility Security (ISPS) Code. It also encouraged the reporting to the IMO of any
instances where the human element had been adversely impacted by the implementa-
tion of the same provisions.

This report consists of a summarized compilation of the replies to the
abovementioned questionnaire received by the Office. The proposed text of the Sea-
farers ldentity Documents Convention (Revised) has been published in a separate
volume, Report V11(2B). It contains brief office commentaries on the proposed instru-
ment.

At the time of drawing up this report, the Office had received replies from the
governments of the following 61 member States:* Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Aus-
tralia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia,
Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, EQypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan,
Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

In accordance with article 38, paragraph 1, of the Standing Orders of the Interna-
tional Labour Conference, governments were requested to consult the most represen-
tative organizations of employers and workers before finalizing their replies to the
guestionnaire, to give reasons for their replies and to indicate which organization had
been so consulted. Governments were also reminded of the importance of ensuring
that al relevant departments were involved in the consultation process, including the
departments responsible for labour and social affairs and maritime transport and the
immigration authorities.

The governments of 50 member States pointed out that their replies had been
drawn up after consultation with employers’ or workers' organizations: Albania,
Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Costa
Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Netherlands, New
Zedland, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Saudi
Arabia, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraine, United Kingdom and United States.

The governments of the following member States sent separately the replies from
employers’ or workers organizations; and in some cases, replies were received di-
rectly at the Office: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark,
France, Germany, Italy, Mauritania, Namibia, Netherlands, Romania, Russian Federa-
tion, Suriname and United States.

4 To be able to send this report to member States in April 2003, only those replies registered at the
ILO before 21 January 2003 have been taken into account. Replies (Belgium, Benin, Ghana, Guinea
Bissau, Iceland, Irag, Israel, Jamaica, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mexico, Morocco, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Singapore, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey and Venezuela) that arrived too late to be included in the report may be consulted by
delegates at the Conference.
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Introduction

A reply was also received from the International Shipping Federation (ISF). The
Australian Shipowners Association identified itself with the ISF reply.

Thisvolume, Report V11(2A), which has been drawn up on the basis of the replies
from governments and from employers’ and workers organizations, contains the es-
sentia points of their observations.®

5 In view of the restrictions on the length of the report, priority has been given to reproducing the
replies received — although these have had to be considerably shortened.






REPLIES RECEIVED AND COMMENTARIES

This section contains the substance of the replies to the questionnaire in the first
report (Report V11(1)). It begins with some general observations submitted by the gov-
ernments and employers’ and workers' organizations, preceded by a brief summary of
these observations. Each question is subsequently reproduced and followed by lists
indicating the governments, as well asthe employers’ and workers' organizations, that
replied toit, grouped in accordance with the nature of the replies (affirmative, negative
or other). Where replies are accompanied by qualifying remarks or explanations, the
substance of each observation is given, in aphabetical order of countries, after the
abovementioned list. Observations that are the equivalent of a simple affirmative or
negative reply are not reproduced. Where a reply deals with several questions to-
gether, the substance of the reply is given under only one of these questions.

Some governments gave information on their national law and practice in their
replies. While this is most useful for the work of the Office, this information has not
been reproduced unlessit is essential to an understanding of the reply.

Each section is followed by a summary of replies.

General observations

Only afew member States and organizations made general observations. Most of
these express minority views on issues which are nevertheless at the heart of the new
instrument. One of these views is that passports should be the most reliable travel
document, and that the seafarers’ identity document would duplicate this document.
However, this is contrary to the position expressed by the overwhelming majority of
the respondents. Australia, Canada and New Zealand, in their general observations,
would like the passport to be the only document to provide proof of identity, while the
seafarers’ identity document would state the seafarer’s occupation. The seafarers
identity document would thus be a second proof of identity providing the advantage of
facilitated entry into countries which have ratified the instrument. The second impor-
tant issue raised is the nature of the new instrument to be adopted. Whereas the Gov-
erning Body had decided that a Protocol to Convention No. 108 should be considered,
anumber of countries, including Liberia, as well as certain organizations, have indi-
cated their preference for a completely independent, stand-alone Convention. More-
over, many other replies seem to infer — through reference to a new instrument — that
this would be the best way forward.

Australia. The two requirements for security of seafarers’ identification, i.e. proof of iden-
tity and proof of engagement as a seafarer on a ship, are not met by the seafarers identity
document as envisaged by the ILO questionnaire. The proof of identity requirement could be
met if the seafarers’ identity document was upgraded to include passport-like features — in
which case seafarers could use their passports to confirm identity. It would be unnecessarily
duplicative and expensive to require a country to issue a seafarers identity document, rather
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than a passport, for identity purposes. Proof of identity should remain with passports. However,
the seafarers’ identity document could establish a useful link between a seafarer’ s passport and
his’her employment record. States with security concerns are unlikely to grant visa-free access
to seafarers, unless definite evidenceis provided that they are actually engaged for employment
on a particular ship. This need can be satisfied by crew lists, articles of agreement or letters
from a manning agent or ships' agent attesting to the person’s status as a crew member of a
specific ship. The seafarers’ identity document should be issued by the employer (the ship-
owner, the ship operator or a manning agent) as a proof of employment, with right of accessto
a particular ship. The document should take the form of a standard ILO-IMO approved pass.
Employment data could be delivered via a machine-readable chip and be combined with fea-
tures providing access control to the ship and related port facilities, as required by the IMO
International Ship and Port Facility Security Code (ISPS). International Civil Aviation Organ-
ization (ICAO) standards should also be taken into account. The seafarers’ identity document,
together with the passport and the aforesaid supplementary documentation, would provide a
basis upon which border authorities could assess the seafarer’s bona fides. For security pur-
poses, the seafarers’ identity document alone cannot be accepted as a basis for visa facilitation,
unless it has a machine-readable chip, which indicates that the seafarer is currently or prospec-
tively engaged in employment as a seafarer. Any instrument revising Convention No. 108 should
clearly include recognition that some States, such as Australia, do not issue seafarers  identity
documents, and set out an obligation for ratifying member States to recognize a validly issued
passport with additional proof of engagement as a seafarer (e.g. letters of appointment) as an
acceptable dternative. From 1 November 2003 all seafarers will be required to hold both a na
tional passport and a seafarers’ identity document to be admitted to Australia. Any new form of
segfarers’ identity document will, to Australian immigration authorities, be viewed as a secondary
form of identity providing assurance that the person is a seafarer. A nationa passport will be the
primary document required to establish identity for entry purposes. The Australian Government’s
replies to the questionnaire have to be viewed in the light of these general observations.

Canada. The proposed ILO instrument would set high criteria, which would incorporate
some of the security and other features of a passport in seafarers’ identity documents. However,
even with new measures to upgrade the security features of documents, it is essentia that the
issuance process itself be secure, reliable and produce a document of consistent quality. It
would be counterproductive (i.e. promote false confidence) to have high-quality featuresin a
document that had been issued in an unreliable way. A passport remains the most reliable travel
document for the purpose of establishing the identity and nationality of the holder. Canada
supports the use of passports to verify the identity and nationality of the bearer, plus the use of
some reliable internationally recognized document, which indicates status or credentias as a
seafarer. The Canadian Government’s replies have to be read in the light of these consider-
ations.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization has integrally
endorsed the general observations made by the International Shipping Federation (I1SF).

Germany. The Government still has misgivings about Convention No. 108 — as well as
about the new instrument. Especialy in the light of the international war against terrorism, it
does not seem advisable to facilitate entry or provide admission to a country without a visa.
Moreover, the decision to waive the existing visa requirementsis taken at EU level. In order to
prevent the fraud of identity documents, the EU Council has adopted the resolution of 17 Octo-
ber 2000 regarding minimum security standards for travel documents of EU Member States.
The standards established in this resolution have become an integral part of the ICAO Docu-
ment 9303. According to the Government, the seafarers’ booklet rather represents a proof of
qualification and experience than of identity, as it cannot attain the security level of identity
documents. The Government would neverthel ess welcome a greater international uniformity of
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seafarers’ booklets; but this aim could aso be achieved without an ILO instrument. Further-
more, the inclusion of biometric data should not be perceived as an isolated solution for one
single issue, but rather as an inter-operable procedure, which could be used in several docu-
ments. However, this system has not been adequately developed and standardized at the inter-
national level and it would be premature to adopt already the biometric procedure for the
seafarers’ booklet. Most notably, according to the agreed international standards, the materias
and technologies used for the production of security documents should not be generally acces-
sible on the market. Besides, the questions on the physical characteristics of the document
(lamination, material, other technologies) cannot be answered separately, as only certain com-
binations of security elements are necessary, feasible and forgery-proof.

Liberia. The Government is in favour of a new ILO instrument, but new international
demands for security suggest that a Protocoal to the existing ILO Convention No. 108 would not
be the most expeditious approach. A new Convention would be the most appropriate means to
achieve the objective of improved seafarers’ identification. The Government reserves, how-
ever, its position on the fundamental issue of which State should issue the new document,
recalling that the flag State is the single authority involving the ship and its multinational crew.
Further, ensuring the reliability of a smaller number of major flag States would be more practi-
cal than ensuring that of a large number of crew-providing States, which might not be able or
willing to implement the quality control system. Finaly, it should be borne in mind: (i) that the
new instrument should be capable of being widely ratified; and (ii) that the principle that seafar-
ers need not apply for visas under the normal procedure should be stated in the new instrument.

Netherlands. The added value of the proposed seafarers' identity document is question-
able. First, the document could only provide proof of identity if it included passport-like fea
tures — in which case why not use a passport for this purpose? Second, neither the proposed
document nor a passport could provide proof of employment as a crew member on a particular
ship, and issuing countries would not be in a position to confirm such arrangements. Border
control authorities will always require appropriate additional documentation as evidence of a
crew member’s proof of employment. This documentation could be best provided by a ship’s
agent, manning agency or crew list, according to the current practice.

Dutch Seafarers Federation (FWZ): The seafarers’ identity document should be a global
visa for joining and leaving ship, and especialy for shore leave and welfare purposes. The
document should be used for positive identification and verification. The use of biometrics
would not be appropriate for seafarers documents, if it is not common practice with other
individuals, as seafarers would feel treated as potential criminals. Attention is drawn to stan-
dard 3.24 of Annex 9 of the ICAO Convention on International Civil Aviation (Chicago Con-
vention), International Standards and Recommended Practices on Facilitation, according to
which a crew member certificate (CMC) should be issued without delay and without charge.
Thereis no reason to apply a different regime to seafarers. FWZ proposes to add to Article 2 of
the preliminary draft a provision according to which the document should be issued free of
charge to the seafarer.

New Zealand. Under New Zealand law, policy and practice with regard to seafarers’ iden-
tity documents, a person from another country entering or leaving New Zealand must provide a
passport or certificate of identity to an immigration officer. A certificate of identity is accepted
if no passport is available, and the seafarers’ identity document is accepted as a certificate of
identity. However, a passport is the preferred form of identification because: (i) passports are
the only form of identification which establish and link biodata and nationality; (ii) alterations
can easily be made to seafarers’ identity documents and, due to the different standards applied
internationally, they are not considered to be as secure or durable as a passport. Crew of sea
going craft are exempted from visa requirements if the crafts are in New Zealand for less than
28 days from their first arrival in port. However, anyone who has been sentenced to a term of
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imprisonment of 12 months or more in the last five years, or at any time to aterm of five years
or more, is not entitled to any permit or exemption to enter New Zealand. New Zealand has not
ratified Convention No. 108, largely because its immigration policies emphasi ze the protection
of the interests of the country. If the proposed seafarers’ identity document were to be adopted
as a strengthened identity document for entry into a country, afull revision of existing security
and issuing procedures would be necessary. In New Zealand the passport is the primary pre-
ferred form of identification, and the adoption of a new document would result in a duplication
of current procedures and infrastructures. Given the universal recognition and acceptability of a
passport, New Zealand would not support the adoption of a new identity document as a substi-
tute passport. It would be preferable that all seafarers present a passport as identification for the
purpose of arriving in or leaving the country. New Zealand does however support the supple-
mentary use of seafarers’ identity documents for the purpose of ensuring entitlement to the
28-day visa exemption provided under its legislation. New Zealand also supports the adoption
of an agreed international model to reduce the ability to alter the documents. Its response to the
ILO questionnaire is based on the above indications.

Business New Zealand: The employers' organization agrees with the Government’s pos-
ition as reflected in its response to the ILO questionnaire.

Poland. Seafarers’ identity documents are, in fact, their passports, which confirm their
identity, define their relations with the country of issue and alow them to cross nationa bor-
ders. Under the current national legislation, seafarers’ books do not fulfil the basic requirements
concerning documents' protection against forgery.

International Shipping Federation (I1SF). | SF supports anew ILO instrument to update the
provisions of Convention No. 108 that would address concerns about maritime security and
facilitate the movement of legitimate international trade. However, it is important not to lose
sight of the principa purpose of seafarers’ identity documents as embodied in Article 6 of
Convention No. 108. They must provide a means by which seafarers can avoid the need to
apply through conventional channels for visas when entering the territory of a State party for
whatever purpose (shore leave, transit to join a ship or for repatriation). Any new instrument
should retain this important principle and continue to acknowledge the special nature of sea
farers employment. The current preliminary draft does not sufficiently emphasize this issue.
Specid attention istherefore drawn to the | SF response to questions B4(a), (b) and (c). Itisalso
important for ILO member States to acknowledge that any new instrument seeking to address
theissue of identity documentsin the context of maritime security will be unlikely to achieveits
objective, unlessitisratified by all of the major maritime nations, including those that have not
ratified Convention No. 108. The text of the new instrument should therefore be as simple as
possible, and the inclusion of unnecessary details, which would prevent widespread ratifica-
tion, should be avoided.

A. Improving the security features relating to the seafarers identity document

Al. Issue of the identity document to the seafarer

Qu. Al(a) The seafarers identity document provided for in the new instrument
should (save in prescribed exceptional cases) only be issued by the State
of the seafarers’ nationality (which is in the best position to verify the
information contained in the document). (See preliminary draft, Ar-
ticle2.1)



Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(a)

Affirmative: 57. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lithuania, Namibia,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation,
Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. National Union of Maritime Shipping Companies
(Syndarma) (Brazil); National Shipowners' Association (ANA) (Chile); Confedera-
tion of Production and Trade (CPC) (Chile); Danish Shipowners Association (Den-
mark); French Shipowners Association (Armateurs de France) (France); Association
of German Shipowners (VDR) (Germany); Indonesian Employers Association
(APINDO) (Indonesia); Indonesian Shipowners' Association (INSA) (Indonesia);
Italian Confederation of Shipowners (CONFITARMA) (Italy); Namibian Employers
Association (NEF) (Namibia); Panamanian Chamber of Fishing (CMP) (Panama);
Assaciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); United States Council for Interna-
tional Business (USCIB) (United States).

Workers' organizations. National Confederation of Workers in Water and Air
Transport, Fisheries and Ports (CONTTMAF) (Brazil); Canadian Labour Congress
(CLC) (Canada); Rerum Novarum Confederation of Workers (CTRN) (Costa Rica);
Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); National Union of Merchant Marine Officers
(SNPOMM), Federation of Officers of the Merchant Marine (FOMM), National
Union of Merchant Marine Executive Staff (SNCNMM), National Federation of
Maritime Trade Unions (FNSM) (France); Indonesian Nationa Workers' Union
(SPNI) (Indonesia); Italian Federation of Transport Workers (FILT-CGIL) (Italy);
Genera Confederation of Workers of Mauritania (CGTM) (Mauritania); National
Union of Namibian Workers (NUNW) (Namibia); National Trade Union Bloc (BNS)
(Romania); Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Work-
ers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive
Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 3. Hungary, Liberia, United States.

Workers organizations: Panamanian Association of Ships Officers (APOM)
(Panama).

Other: 1. Australia

Comments

Algeria. The document should only be issued to nationals by the national competent au-
thority.

Australia. If the option of a seafarers’ identity document based on identity was to be cho-
sen, a centralized issuing authority in each country that issues this document only to nationals
would be anideal situation. However, the national passport already fulfils this function, and the
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seafarers identity document should not be a document based on identity. The purpose of the
document should rather be to establish a person’s employment as a seafarer. Given the interna-
tional nature of the shipping industry, it would seem acceptable for States to issue identity
documents to nationals of other countries working or living within their borders, on the under-
standing that the documents included links to the seafarer’s passport. Alternatively, the docu-
ment could be issued by the company employing the seafarer for the duration of the term of
employment, with identity to be established by the country of nationality through issue of an
official passport.

Azerbaijan. The Government indicates that the Trade Unions Confederation disagrees.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The issuing process would be more secure.
Syndarma: The relevant national authority has the best means of verifying the person’s
identity and nationality.

Bulgaria. The national authorities in the country of nationality are clearly in the best pos-
ition to establish and verify the holder’ sidentity and nationality. This solution would also bein
conformity with Bulgarian nationa legislation.

China. Only the State of the seafarer’s nationality can effectively confirm and verify a
seafarer’s identity and his/her personal records.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. The provisions of the instrument should regulate al the aspects of the docu-
ments.

Eritrea. This would make it possible to control forged documents.

Estonia. Estonian Shipowners' Association (ESA): If the country of residence is different
from that of nationality, it may be unreasonable to set such a criterion.

France. The wording of Article 2, paragraph 2, of the preliminary draft (“Notwithstand-
ing ..."”), referring to the relevant provisions of Convention No. 108, seems to be incoherent
with respect to the proposal to restrict the issuance of the identity document only to nationals. It
is advisable not to weaken the scope of the new instrument.

Germany. VDR: The authorities in the State of the seafarer’s nationality are in the best
position to establish and verify the identity and nationality of the document holder. Further-
more, the State of nationality should aready have the necessary procedures and infrastructure
in place for this purpose.

Honduras. Exceptional cases should only be permitted if and when there is sufficient docu-
mentation.

Hungary. According to new national legislation, the identity document will contain infor-
mation on nationality, etc.; however, it will beissued by the Hungarian authoritiesto all persons
who work on board a Hungarian ship regardless of nationality.

India. Only national authorities can clearly establish the identity of the seafarer.

Indonesia. APINDO: The flag State should, whenever possible, process the identification,
as most of the seafarers on board have different nationalities.
INSA: The status of seafarers can be established through a signing onboard procedure.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
National League of Cooperatives and Mutual Aid Associations (Lega Pesca): The organ-
ization agrees.
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Japan. In Japan such a document has aso been customarily issued to citizens of foreign
countries joining a Japanese ship, in order to guarantee conditions of employment, etc., for each
seafarer and to certify identity. The scope of the exceptional cases indicated in the preliminary
draft is, therefore, too narrow. The Government’s consent to this proposal is conditional on the
expansion of the scope of the exceptional cases indicated under question A1(b).

Liberia. The flag State is in a better position to issue identity documents. First, the flag
State is the common link between the seafarer, the vessdl, the vessel owner, the vessel’s safety
manager and, in the case of Liberia, the vessel’s crewing manager. Second, under the IMO
STCW Convention, the flag State is responsible for certification of the qualifications of the
seafarer. Therefore, the flag State is already equipped to provide standardized identification and
already has modern infrastructure in place to ensure uniform biometric standards. Furthermore,
the proposed solution could unduly delay vessels. Most cruise vessels have from 20 to 100 dif-
ferent nationalities serving on board and the verification of the identity of a multinational crew
would take many hours or even days, if immigration authorities of the port State needed to
check multiple web sites and contact numerous crewing States. A single inquiry to the flag
State could be sufficient to verify the seafarers’ identities. Moreover, some crewing States have
aready indicated that they are unable to assume the responsibility of issuing seafarers’ identity
documents without international assistance. The Government believes that the passport should
serve as the ultimate identity document, thereby leaving the issue of seafarers’ identity to the
flag State. The master of the ship could easily recognize possible discrepancies in flag state
documents — which are the same for every crew member — but would not be familiar with
national documents from several crewing States.

Panama. Panamanian Association of Ships Officers (APOM): The open register of
Panama would be affected unless validations are permitted.

Romania. The State of the seafarer’s nationality is in the best position to verify the infor-
mation.

United Kingdom. The State of the seafarer’s nationality/citizenship is the most competent
authority for issue of documentation.

United States. Noting current practices, this would preclude the United States from con-
tinuing to issue documents to persons who are nationals of other countries, but are admitted to
the United States for permanent residence. As a consequence, this would negatively impact
efforts to combine the merchant mariner document (MMD) with the Seafarers' Identity Docu-
ments Convention, 1958 (No. 108). The text should therefore include “or from the State where
the seafarer is a permanent resident or has been granted asylum”. Moreover, the system should
demonstrate that documents are only issued based on valid passports fulfilling the requirements
of this instrument.

USCIB: Alien seafarers legally residing in a country should be afforded an opportunity to
be issued a document on the same basis as nationals except in exceptional circumstances.

ISF. The ISF agrees to the proposal. The issuing authority must be the relevant national
authority in the seafarer’ s country of residence, which is normally the same country that issues
the seafarer’ s passport. The authority should already have proceduresto establish and verify the
holder’s identity and nationality. If a number of different agencies from the seafarer’s country
of residence are involved, the competent authority in the labour supply State is clearly in the
best position to coordinate this process.
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Qu. Al(b) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Qu. Al(b) Theexceptional cases are those of refugees and statel ess persons (or per-
sons apparently bearing the nationality of countries that no longer have
records). (See preliminary draft, Article 2.2.)

Affirmative: 41. Albania, Argentina, Belarus, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Guatemala, Germany,
Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Roma-
nia, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanza
nia, United Kingdom, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: CPC (Chile); APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); NEF
(Namibia); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM (France); SPNI (Indonesia);
FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW (Namibia); Dutch Seafarers
Federation (FWZ) (Netherlands); APOM (Panama); BNS (Romania); Federation of
Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation);
Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 17. Algeria, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Greece,
Honduras, India, Italy, Kuwait, Lebanon, Netherlands, New Zealand, Philippines,
Russian Federation, Ukraine, United States.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR
(Germany); CONFITARMA (ltaly); CMP (Panama); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations:. FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); Romanian
Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania).

Other: 2. Hungary, Australia.

Other exceptional cases

Denmark. The Government suggests inserting the case of a non-national seafarer
with permanent residence in the flag State who has no connection to the country of
origin which may not be a party to the Convention or be a country without a maritime
industry.

Estonia. Estonian Shipowners' Association (ESA): The case of residents fulfilling
tax obligations in the country concerned should be added.

Japan. The case of aseafarer with foreign nationality who joinsaship that is under
the legal jurisdiction of the State concerned (i.e. the flag State) should be added.

Lebanon. The only exceptional case should be that of citizens of the same country
who are also nationals of other countries, when the information regarding the seafarer
can be verified.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(b)

Nigeria. The Government suggests the cases of naturalization and dual national-
ity.

Philippines. An identity document should be granted, exclusively for shipboard
apprenticeship and not for employment purposes, to foreign students who are not na-
tionals from “rogue States’ and are strictly pursuing maritime studies.

Comments

Algeria. No exceptional cases should be admitted. Only nationals who are seafarers ac-
cording to the definition contained in Article 1 of Convention No. 108 should be entitled to
have the identity document issued.

Australia. Refugees and statel ess persons are normally able to obtain a verifiable document
of identity from the country in which they are residing. Provided this identity document is
trustworthy, there appears to be no reason that such persons need to be treated differently as to
the issuance of the seafarers’ identity document.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization refers to its reply to question A1(a).

Syndarma: The adoption of the Protocol would only be useful if it finds the widest possible
acceptance. The complex issue of refugees might make that difficult. This question should be
dealt with in other specific international instruments or in an ILO Conference resolution.

Bulgaria. Bulgarian national legislation does not provide for the issuance of any kind of
seaman’ s passports in these cases.

Canada. The exceptional cases should be more restricted and only include persons,
whether refugees or stateless persons, who have been granted permanent residence.

Chile. CPC: The employers' organization regquests that they have a residence permit.
Cuba. See reply to question A1(d).

Czech Republic. The national legislation only allows the issuance of a seamen’s book to a
non-national if the applicant is a permanent resident.

Denmark. It should be considered whether in the exceptiona cases listed, the flag State
could issue a seafarers’ identity document.
Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.

Estonia. ESA: These exceptional cases are not broad enough, considering seafarers’ right
to work.

France. The case included within brackets in question A1(b) cannot be envisaged, as it
would concern persons whose identity and nationality could not actually be verified, which
would not be acceptable in terms of security. The terms “refugee” and “ stateless person” have
to be read according to the definitions given in the relevant international instruments.

Armateurs de France: This could create substantial difficulties as concerns the ratification
of the new instrument.

Germany. VDR: In principle the Association has no objection to the proposed solution; it
endorses the | SF comments.

Greece. According to nationa legislation, the seafarers’ identity document is only issued
to Greek nationals.

Honduras. The seafarers’ document should only be issued to refugees and statel ess persons
as defined in the relevant international Conventions.
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Qu. Al(b) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Hungary. The Government considers it unnecessary to mention exceptional cases.
India. The inclusion of such exceptional cases might compromise security.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers’ organization evokes the problematic case of a sea-
farer who might not be able to get a document from his own country.

INSA: The employers’ organization recalls that refugees and statel ess persons have neither
a passport nor a seafarers’ identity document.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.

Japan. A member State should not be deprived of the right to issue the identity document
to foreign seafarers who join a ship under its legal jurisdiction.

Liberia. The Government agrees, provided that the identity of the stateless person can be
verified and that the flag State issues the document.

Myanmar. This corresponds to the national policy.

Namibia. Some national laws may not allow issuance in such cases.
NUNW: This must be in accordance with the national laws of the country.

Netherlands. FWZ: No State other than the State of residence would be able to issue the
document.

New Zealand. Exceptional cases would concern those who have been determined as having
the status of refugees according to the relevant United Nations Convention. For those who are
seeking refugee status or who are stateless, an exception should not be made. It would under-
mine the purpose of the document, which lends credibility to the identity of the holder, when
there was no means of establishing it initialy.

Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purpose of proper identification and recording.

Norway. Such exceptions should be made only when the identity of the person concerned
has been established.

Panama. The identity documents should only be issued to refugees, if the documents in
their possession are valid and have been issued by an administration on the IMO White List.
CMP: The document should only be issued to refugees who have been granted asylum.

Philippines. The country of the foreign students should formally agree with the host State
that their temporary stay isfor educational purposes only, and that they will be repatriated upon
completion of their maritime studies.

Romania. Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: Identity documents should only be issued to
seafarers who have obtained or at least clarified their nationality.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: Non-citizens should be employed as seafarers in accordance with the residence and
employment permit issued by the State of residence.

United Kingdom. Y es, but there might be other third country nationals resident in the con-
tracting State who are unable to obtain documentation from their national authorities. Further-
more, consistent definitions of these categories should be agreed upon, and contracting States
should have the right to reject documentation, where such standards do not apply or are in
doubt.

United States. The only non-citizens presently receiving Merchant Mariner Documents
(MMDs) are those admitted to the United States as permanent residents. Providing for this
exemption would thus require a statutory change.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(b), (¢)

USCIB: The exceptiona circumstances in this question are too narrow, as it also includes
those of legal aliens. The instrument should be very specific on the exceptional circumstances.

ISF. The ISF disagrees with the proposal. In principle, ISF has no objection to the concept
that a State can issue identity documents to refugees or stateless persons. The critical issue,
however, iswhether port member States should be required to accept identity documents issued
by other member States to non-nationals for the purpose of facilitating shore leave or transit.
ISF's main concern is that the new instrument will be unlikely to achieve its objective unlessiit
is ratified by al the mgjor maritime States. In ISF's view, the inclusion of the proposed pro-
vision would introduce afurther level of complication that could substantially reduce the possi-
bility of the new instrument being widely ratified. This might especially be the case when
governments consider the implications of Article 2, paragraph 2, in the context of Article 6 of
Convention No. 108 and their obligations with regard to facilitating the entry of refugee sea
farers for the purpose of shore leave or transit notwithstanding the ultimate right of States
parties to refuse entry to individuals under Article 6, paragraph 4, of the Convention. |SF be-
lieves it more appropriate to address the question of issuing identity documents to refugees in
other more encompassing international treaties. If it is nevertheless decided to address thisissue
in the new instrument, this should be done through the adoption of a separate resolution of the
International Labour Conference.

In these exceptional cases: Qu. Al(c)

(i) The seafarers’ identity document may only be issued by the Sate in
which the refugee has sought or been granted asylum or by the Sate
which has granted the stateless person a residence permit including
permission to return to that Sate. (See preliminary draft, Article 2.2.)

Affirmative: 46. Albania, Belarus, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czech Republic, Den-
mark, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Guatemala, Indonesia, Italy,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Poland, Por-
tugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United
States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations:. APINDO (Indonesia); INSA (Indonesia); NEF
(Namibia); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Workers' organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM (France); SPNI (Indonesia);
FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Netherlands);
APOM (Panama); BNS (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of
Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers
Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 10. Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Greece,
Honduras, India, Philippines.
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Qu. Al(c) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR
(Germany); CONFITARMA (ltaly); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations: FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France).
Other: 5. Australia, Croatia, Germany, Hungary, Lebanon.

Comments

Argentina. Not only the State of residence, but also the seafarer’s State of nationality
should have the competence to issue the identity document to the seafarer.

Australia. The Government makes reference to its answers to questions Al(a) and (b).

Brazil. CONTTMAF: A State which admits a refugee will certainly do so on the basis of
minimum guarantees of his/her identity.
Syndarma: This matter should be left to the States because of the difficulty of ratification.

Bulgaria. The circumstances in which a non-national might be issued with a seafarers
identity document should be a matter for individual States to decide.

Canada. The State should not issue seafarers’ identity documents to persons to whom it
has not granted permanent residence, but only to individuals who have acquired legal status and
are bona fide seafarers of the State. In Canada, permanent residence does include the ability to
return, so long as the person has not lost that status.

Chile. The Government agrees only with reference to the State from which the person
concerned has obtained the nationality card. In Chile, the current legislation provides that Chil-
ean nationality is necessary in order to obtain qualifications as a seafarer.

China. The Chinese seafarers’ identity document may only be issued to Chinese nationals.

Czech Republic. The Government agrees — with reference to its comment under
question A1(b).

Denmark. Theidentity document should not be issued to a person who has not yet obtained
asylum. Furthermore, the document should only be issued to persons who are in a position to
obtain a passport according to the national regulations for refugees, stateless persons, etc.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

France. In this case, the State concerned cannot be other than the State in which the refugee
has been granted the status of refugee. Likewise, only a person who has been granted the status
of stateless person under the relevant international rules can be considered to be a stateless
person. In principle, statutory refugees and statel ess persons are long-term residents and have to
be readmitted into the territory of the State which has granted them such a status.

Armateurs de France: The employers’ organization disagrees and refers to its comments
under question A1(b).

Germany. The seafarers’ identity document can only be issued to refugees who have been
granted asylum.
VDR: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.

Greece. The Government refers to its comment under question A1(b).
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(c)

Honduras. The possibility for the State of nationality or lega residence of seafarers to
issue the document should be included.

India. The issue may be left to the discretion of individual member States for security
reasons.

Indonesia. APINDO: Seafarers very rarely act as terrorists because ships are easy to
control.

INSA: The State that grants asylum should issue a passport and a seafarers’ identity docu-
ment to the refugee.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Lebanon. The Government agrees only as regards the exceptional case referred to in its
reply to question A1(b).

Liberia. The Government agrees under the condition of flag State issuance.

Lithuania. The seafarers’ identity document should only be issued by the State which has
granted a residence permit to the person concerned.

Namibia. Only the State that granted asylum should issue the seafarers’ identity document,
which in this case should expire when the refugee returns home.

New Zealand. In keeping with the Government’s reply to question A1(a), the document
should only be issued to those who have been granted asylum.

Norway. The Government maintains that the identity document should only be issued in
cases where asylum has aready been granted.

Panama. The Government refers to its comment under question A1(b).
CMP: The employers organization disagrees with the issuance of this document to state-
less persons.

Poland. The Government considers that the proposed solution is compatible with the Con-
vention relating to the Status of Refugees, 1954, ratified by Poland. At the sametimeit does not
seem advisable to insert in seafarers’ identity documents information confirming the fact of
granting a refugee status to the seafarer.

Portugal. Portugal has not ratified the Convention relating to the Status of Stateless
Persons.

Romania. The Government agrees, but only in respect of the States granting the refugee
asylum or the stateless person a residence permit, as the identity verification is secure.

Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: The workers organization only agrees with the issuance
of identity documents by the State which has granted the stateless person a residence permit.

United Sates. The Government agrees and refers to the other exceptions noted in its com-
ments under question A1(a). It mentions that the World Shipping Council requests proper
placement of this provision.

USCIB: Thisissue is subject to national laws that apply to al citizens.

ISF. The organization disagrees. The circumstances in which a non-national might be is-
sued with aseafarers’ identity document should be a matter for individual member States. Pros-
pect of widespread ratification could be reduced, should the proposed Article 2, paragraph 2, be
included.
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Qu. Al(c) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

(i) The Sate concerned would (as at present under Convention No. 108) not be
obliged to issue a seafarers identity document in such cases. (See preliminary
draft, Article 2.2.)

Affirmative: 52. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, China,
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, France, Ger-
many, Greece, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Leba-
non, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New
Zedand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO
(Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Itay); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); BNS (Romania); Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Federation
of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federa-
tion); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 7. Azerbaijan, Belarus, Chile, Ecuador, Eritrea, Honduras, Spain.
Employers organizations. CPC (Chile); INSA (Indonesia); CMP (Panama).
Workers' organizations: FNSM (France).

Other: 2. Croatia, Hungary.

Comments

Algeria. The exceptions provided for in Article 2.2(i) and (ii) of the preliminary draft
should be deleted. The absence of any certificate stating the nationality and of any information
on the past civil and criminal record of the person would prevent any real identification.

Australia. A State should not be obliged to issueidentity documentsto a statel ess person. If
the employer or the employer State issued the seafarers’ identity document, this matter would
not be a concern.

Azerbaijan. The Government indicates that the Azerbaijan State Caspian Shipping agrees.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers' organization refers to its reply to question A1(a).
Syndarma: It would be better to keep any specific reference to this issue out of the instru-
ment.

Bulgaria. This conforms to Bulgarian legislation.

Chile. The State will be obliged to confer the document when all the legal requirements for
this purpose are fulfilled.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(c)

Costa Rica. The Genera Directorate for Immigration and Status of Foreigners disagrees
because if the member State was not obliged to issue in these cases, no other State would
probably issue the document to these persons.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. A legd status has to be granted to the worker in this case, even on a provisional
basis.

Estonia. ESA: The employers organization refers to a risk of discrimination. Accepting
such persons should also imply recognition of their right to work.

France. In so far as the refugee or the statel ess person would constitute a threat to security
the State concerned may retain the right not to issue the identity document.

Armateurs de France: The employers’ organization refers to | SF comments concerning the
difficulties that this point might raise.

SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM: The duration of the period of residency should be more
than 15 years.

Germany. VDR: This solution would minimize obstacles to wide ratification. For the same
purpose, ratifying member States should not be obliged to accept seafarers’ identity documents
issued to refugees by another Member for facilitating shore leave or transit.

Honduras. The Government disagrees and refers to its comment under question A1(c)(i).

Hungary. With reference to its comment under question A1(a), the Government remains
neutral.

India. Decisions concerning such cases may be taken at the discretion of individual mem-
ber States.

Indonesia. INSA: The State that grants asylum should be obliged to issue travel documents
such as passports and seafarers’ identity documents.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization disagrees. The State must issue the identity document in any
case.

Liberia. The Government refers to its comment under question A1(c)(i).
Malta. The Government indicates that workers' representatives disagreed with this point.

Namibia. The issuance in such cases should be optional, however, given the tightening of
immigration regulations in many countries or regions, this might create a problem for seafarers.

Nicaragua. In the event of doubts about the exceptional nature of acase, it should be at the
discretion of the State to decide whether or not to issue the seafarers’ identity document.

Nigeria. It should not be obligatory to issue the identity document to non-citizens provided
that the national security requirements are met.

Panama. CMP: Refugee seafarers should have the right to exercise their occupation under
the flag of the State which has granted them asylum.

Philippines. The issuance of the seafarers’ identity document is not a birthright but a privi-
lege and a state prerogative.

Spain. It should be ensured that the seafarer has the documents.

Uruguay. The Government notes that a criterion has to be chosen in this regard.
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Qu. Al(c), (d) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

ISF. I1SF agrees to this solution, as it would minimize obstacles to wide ratification. For the
same reason, ratifying member States should not be obliged to accept seafarers’ identity docu-
mentsissued to refugees by another Member for facilitating shore leave or transit. However, the
proposed Article 2, paragraph 2, seems to provide the opposite solution in contradiction with
Article 6, paragraph 4, of Convention No. 108 (concerning the ultimate right to deny entry). As
nothing in the new instrument prevents member States from issuing seafarers’ identity docu-
ments to refugees, it would be better not to include a specific reference to this issue.

Qu. A1(d) Should it be possible for the seafarers’ identity document to be issued by
the State in which the seafarer is a permanent resident (in addition to the
cases referred to in the preceding question)? (See preliminary draft, Ar-
ticle2.2)

Affirmative: 42. Albania, Argentina, Australia, Belarus, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile,
CostaRica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Eritrea, Estonia, Ger-
many, Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Liberia,
Lithuania, Malta, Myanmar, Namibia, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Panama, Peru, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Shipowners Association
(Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO (Indonesia);
Royal Association of Netherlands Shipowners (KVNR (Netherlands)); CMP (Panama);
Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France);
SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); BNS, Romanian Seafarers
Free Organization (Romania); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 17. Algeria, Azerbaijan, China, Egypt, Finland, France, Greece, India,
Lebanon, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Qatar, Russian Federa-
tion, Saudi Arabia, Spain.

Employers  organizations:.  Syndarma  (Brazil); INSA  (Indonesia);
CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia).

Workers organizations: Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Mari-
time Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 2. Hungary, Mauritius.

Comments

Australia. The Government maintains that if the employer or the employer State issues the
seafarers’ identity document, this matter should not be a concern. In this connection, it refersto
its answer to question A1(a).
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(d)

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The State of permanent residence is fully able to verify the docu-
ments required for the issue of the document.

Syndarma: The document should be issued by the seafarer’s State of nationality and only
exceptionally by the country of permanent residence to non-nationals. It is preferable not to
include such a provision.

Canada. The Government agrees, but only as regards the cases provided for under the
exceptional circumstances mentioned in its comment under question A1(c).

Chile. ANA: This proposal should be incorporated in aresolution and not in the new instru-
ment.
CPC: The State can exercise control over its residents.

Costa Rica. The General Directorate for Immigration and the Status of Foreigners dis-
agrees because of the difficulty involved in properly controlling the use of these documents by
foreigners.

Cuba. The possibility of issuing the document to permanent residents could help to solve
the current problem of many seafarers — including Cuban seafarers —who do not reside in their
country of origin.

Denmark. The Government refers to its comments under question A1(b).
Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.

Egypt. The seafarers’ identity document should only be issued to nationals.

Estonia. Being a resident and being submitted to tax obligations in the country concerned
should be sufficient to acquire the right to be issued with the document.

Finland. In this case the document can and should be issued abroad by the national author-
ities of their country of origin.

France. The Government reserves its position with reference to the EC legislation cur-
rently being elaborated as concerns long-term residents.

Armateurs de France: The employers organization refers to detailed conditions indicated
in the |SF comments.

Germany. The Government considers that the issuance in these cases might be coordinated
with the State of origin.

VDR: In occasional circumstances, such as when the seafarer’ s country of nationality may
no longer exigt, it would be in the interest of the employersto alow non-nationals to be issued
with identity documents by the country in which they enjoy permanent residence. However,
this matter should rather be addressed in a resolution of the International Labour Conference.

Greece. The aforementioned regulation should not be mandatory.

Honduras. The Government agrees, if and when the seafarer proves his’her qudification,
and the immigration authority authorizes the issuance.

India. The seafarers’ identity documents should only be issued by the State which has
issued the passport.

Indonesia. INSA: The document should only be issued by the State of nationality.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization refers to the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. It should aso be made possible for a seafarer who is a foreign citizen and joins a
ship under the jurisdiction of a flag State to be issued with an identity document. For other
exceptional cases such as refugees, the decision should be |eft to the discretion of each Member.
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Qu. A1(d) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Lebanon. The Government disagrees because of the difficulty of ascertaining the identity
in this case.

Liberia. The Government provisionally agreesto this proposal. However, it points out that
some States of nationality would not issue valid competency and identity documents as a means
of controlling pension entitlements; for example, a seafarer eligible in his home country to
receive pension benefits would have to surrender al nautical certifications in order to receive
them. The question raised is how a seafarer, under such a system, would be able to meet the
requirements of the new instrument, unless the flag State issued the document.

Malta. The Government agrees — provided that the holder would not possess a similar
document issued by another State by virtue of another relationship criterion.

Namibia. The Government agrees to this proposd, if the relevant provision isto be optional.

Nigeria. In most States, the requirement for issuing the identity document is the permanent
residence permit.

Norway. The seafarer’s country of nationality should be responsible for issuing travel
documents, which may be obtained abroad through national consulates.

Poland. The Government considers the term “permanent residence” very general. Under
its legidation, aforeigner may stay in its territory on the basis of a residence visa, a permit for
fixed-term residence and a permit for settlement. Therefore, it seems advisable to define a
category of “permanent residence” that would give to stateless persons the right to be issued
with the seafarers’ identity document. Such aright should be exercised only by personswho are
in Poland on the basis of a permit for settlement and fixed-term residence.

Portugal. The seafarer should be a legal resident and meet further legal requirements; in
particular he/she should intend working on a ship flying the flag of the issuing State and have a
contract with a shipowner of the issuing State. The authenticity of travel documents of the
seafarer who is a national of athird State will always have to be certified.

Romania. A seafarer with a residence permit should have the right to work.
Saudi Arabia. The document is only issued to Saudi nationals.

United Republic of Tanzania. The Government agrees, provided that the seafarer has
undergone professional training and has received a competency certificate.

United Kingdom. In limited circumstances it might be appropriate for the country of resi-
dence to issue documents to non-nationals who are unable to obtain such documents from their
country of nationality.

United Sates. The Government agrees provided that the issuing authority verifies informa
tion and validity of “breeder” documents used as a basis for issuance. This aso presumes that
documents are issued pursuant to audited programmes developed in accordance with this instru-
ment.

ISF. The organization agrees to the proposal, but under certain conditions. In occasional
circumstances, such as when the seafarer’s country of nationality may no longer exist, it would
be in the interest of the employers to alow non-nationals to be issued with identity documents
by the country in which they enjoy permanent residence. In order to limit barriersto ratification
there seems to be no need to include a specific reference to thisissue in the instrument. Again
the critical issue is whether States would be able to apply the same checks on non-nationals as
nationals to establish identity. Given that the port State has the right but not the obligation to
permit entry, when the documents do not comply with Convention No. 108 or the new instru-
ment, little clarity will be added by including specific reference to this issue which, if neces-
sary, should be addressed through a resolution of the International Labour Conference.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(e)

What documents do the competent authorities of your country require in Qu. Al(e)
order to issue a seafarers identity document? (See preliminary draft,
Article 2.)

Replies

Algeria. Certificate of nationality; criminal record; medical certificate on physical ability
to work; qualification certificate.

Argentina. The same documents required for theissuance of the passport and certificates of
competency.

Australia. Australia does not issue seafarers’ identity document to Australian seafarers.
They carry their own passports, plus documentation from their employers to demonstrate their
bona fides as seafarers.

Azerbaijan. Passport; two photographs; and the employer’s declaration.

Belarus. Passport; diploma of ship’s officer or crewmember certificate; request from the
shipowner or employer; application form for the document; excerpt from employment record
for past ten years; military service card.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: Birth or marriage certificate; an introduction from the Department of
Ports and Coasts (DPC); admission and registration book; and a photograph.
Syndarma: idem.

Bulgaria. Application form containing personal data; photographs; a letter from the ship-
owner certifying employment on a vessel; certificate of competency.

Canada. Birth certificate; citizenship card or passport.

Chile. Civil and record certificate; a medical certificate stating physical ability to work;
high school diploma; a certificate of qualification.

ANA, CPC: The employers’ organizations aso indicate an identity card and a recent
photograph.

China. The applicant should have Chinese nationality and be a seafarer by occupation.
Furthermore, there should be nothing, which, under national law, prevents him/her from leav-
ing the country.

Costa Rica. Identity card and a document issued by the employer, stating occupation and
function.

Croatia. Certificate for basic safety familiarization (IMO STCW Convention V1/1) and
certificate for medical fitness.

Cuba. Every State regulates this aspect through documents proving identity and profes-
sion.

Czech Republic. National identity card or passport; old seamen’s book or a certificate of
employment issued by the shipowner or the crewing company; blood group certificate; and
competency certificate.

Denmark. Passport or driving licence and birth certificate — original form.
Ecuador. There is no access to this information.
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Qu. Al(e) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Egypt. Birth certificate; copy of the identity card; police record sheet; military service
report; copies of basic education qualifications; and medical fitness report.

Eritrea. Seafarers have to be Eritrean nationals and have an academic background or ex-
perience as seafarers. Their personality and health conditions are examined.

Estonia. Application form; identity document; two photographs; confirmation by the em-
ployer or the employment office; receipt of state fee payment.

Finland. Application form; photographs; and a certificate stating that the person is a
seafarer.

France. A firm offer of employment by a shipowner, finaized, once the identification
procedure has been completed, by articles of agreement; a certificate stating the physical ability
to work by the seafarers’ health service; a photocopy of professional quaifications; crimina
record; two identity photographs; birth certificate or any other document stating the child sta-
tus; a document stating the naturalization for seafarers naturalized as French nationals.

Germany. Passport or residence permit, and the proof of employment onboard a merchant
ship flying the German flag.

Greece. Proof of Greek citizenship; medical certificate; certification of completion of mili-
tary service; certification of non-commitment of certain criminal offences (e.g. smuggling);
and certification of identity card information (photograph).

Honduras. Proof of attended courses and personal documentation.

Hungary. Certificate concerning fitness and health data; certificate regarding prior voy-
ages, if any; certificate of required skills; document on the personal data of the applicant; prior
employment records, if any; and competency certificate.

India. Passport; certificate of competency or training prescribed for each category of sea-
farers, medical fitness certificate; familiarization course certificate prescribed in accordance
with the STCW Code; photograph.

Indonesia. Passport and other documents.

APINDO: A conduct and behaviour statement produced by the police department is
compulsory.

INSA: Seamen’s book and letter of employment from the shipowner.

Italy. Birth certificate; nationality certificate; certificate of ability to work by the port prac-
titioner; certificate stating vaccination against smallpox; certificate of ability to swim and to
row by the maritime authority; for seafarers under the age of 18, a written authorization by the
parents or the tutor; certificate attesting the domicile in an Italian city; other minor professional
documents and a photograph.

Lega Pesca: The organization also indicates three photographs (one of which with authen-
tication), and vaccination against tetanus.

Japan. Application form; certificate of employment; copy of a family register or docu-
ments providing proof of the name, domicile and date of birth of the seafarer; afull face portrait
photograph.

Kazakhstan. Passport; the seafarer’ s certificate of competency; record of employment; cer-
tificate of employment by the shipowner. The Government notes, however, that in Kazakhstan
an identity document is not yet issued to seafarers.

Kuwait. Passport; proof of employment at seafrom a nationally registered company; appli-
cation form.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(e)

Liberia. Valid passport; valid medica physica examination; commitment letter from
legitimate employer engaged in the operation of a Liberian vessel; application with affidavit;
and recent photograph.

Lithuania. National passport and competency certificate.

Malta. Identity card or passport; a certificate stating the qualifications and sea time experi-
ence; amedical certificate; and conduct certificate from the Commissioner of Police.

Mauritania. CGTM: Diploma by a maritime school; citizenship certificate; birth certifi-
cate; medical examination certificate; identity photographs; forgery-proof paper book (contain-
ing watermarks).

Mauritius. Continuous seamen’s discharge book.
Myanmar. National identity document.

Namibia. Nationa identity documents (identity card and passport).
NEF: Identity card; seaman’s book; and documents stating qualifications.
NUNW: Seafarers’ book.

Netherlands. Dutch seafarers are not issued with a seafarers’ “identity document” but only
with a Master book (Monsterboekje). This is a professiona book of sea service and other
records, not an identity document.

New Zealand. New Zealand has not ratified Convention No. 108 and therefore does not
issue a seafarers’ identity document.

Nicaragua. In the case of nationals — an identity card, passport and birth certificate; in the
case of foreigners — a residence permit and passport.

Nigeria. Visa; birth certificate; surname and other names; residence address of applicant;
and data of employers.

Norway. Passport.

Panama. APOM: Passport; medical certificate; academic diploma; and competency
certificate.

Peru. Competency certificate issued by the National Merchant Marine School (Almirante
Grau), and medical certificate.

Philippines. Birth certificate on security paper (SECPA) authenticated by the Nationa Sta-
tistics Office (government agency); clearance from the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI);
proof of highest educational attainment (completion of at least secondary level for ratings/non-
ship officers); licence to practise marine profession for deck and engine officers from Profes-
sional Regulation Commission (PRC); basic safety course and other training course certificates
pursuant to the IMO STCW Convention as amended; proof of seagoing experience for ratings/
non-ship officers.

Poland. Identity card or passport; decision of a body responsible for civic issues that the
applicant may cross the border; and, in the case of foreigners, certificate of permanent residence.

Portugal. Two recent colour photographs; photocopy of the identity card; authorization of
the father, mother or tutor with signature recognized as authentic by a notary, (in case of sea-
farers over 16 years of age and under 18 years of age); a document or documents stating quali-
fications; certificate of physical and psychic ability to work, photocopy of the personal heath
card stating vaccination against tetanus and other vaccinations required under the current legis-
lation; a certificate stating training or knowledge concerning safety and survival at sea.
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Qu. Al(e) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Qatar. Seafarers competency certificates and the employers’ references.

Romania. Identity card; certificate of qualifications, medical certificate; and a basic train-
ing certificate of proficiency according to the IMO STCW Convention.

Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: Birth certificate and the employment request document
issued by the shipowner or shipping company.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: Curriculum vitae; application form; and a certificate from the military commissariat
or amilitary service book proving that the seafarer is not on military service.

Saudi Arabia. Saudi nationality; technical qualification with experience in the field of
work on board; maritime working contract (if any); and a minimum age of 18.

Syrian Arab Republic. Criminal record of the criminal police; military service clearance;
health certificate; certificate of completion of primary seafarers’ course; two identity pictures.

United Republic of Tanzania. Birth certificate or affidavit of birth declaration and relevant
maritime competency certificates issued by a nautical institute.

Ukraine. The competent authorities require documents confirming the seafarer’ s skills and
the assignment from the shipowner/employer.

United Kingdom. (i) British citizen status; or other British passport holders who have per-
manent residence status in the United Kingdom; or Commonwealth citizens who have perma
nent residence status in the United Kingdom; or Irish citizen status; (ii) a qualifying letter from
a bona fide shipping company.

United Sates. Proof of United States citizenship (e.g. birth certificate, United States pass-
port, certificate of naturalization); or for non-citizens “ documentary evidence from the United
States Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) that the mariner islawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence’, whereby a properly endorsed INS-issued alien regis-
tration receipt card or a naturalization court-issued declaration of intention to become a citizen
is considered acceptable evidence.

Uruguay. Identity card; health card; embarkation notebook; blood group certificate.

Office summary

The replies agreed amost unanimously with the proposal that the seafarers’ iden-
tity document should only beissued by the State of the seafarers’ nationality, whichis
in the best position to verify the information contained in the document. One negative
reply strongly supported issue by the flag State.

Support for the issue of the seafarers’ identity document, in exceptional cases, to
refugees and statel ess persons was more qualified, with only about half of the replies
being affirmative. However, certain replies suggested that other categories of seafarers
might be issued an identity document in exceptional circumstances provided that the
seafarer’ s identity could be verified.

In the case of refugees, the mgjority of replies agreed that the document should
only be issued by the State in which the refugee had been granted asylum — but they
felt that countries should not be obliged to do so.

More than half of the replies agreed that States should be able to issue the docu-
ment to foreign nationals who were permanent residents.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. Al(e), A2(a)

Most countries require more than one document giving evidence of identity in-
cluding: passport, certificate of identity, birth certificate, citizenship certificate and
also evidence of training and certification in some cases.

A2. The physical characteristics of the identity document

The new instrument should set out clear criteria concerning the physical Qu. A2(a)
characteristics of the identity document.

Affirmative: 58. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nige-
ria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States.

Employers' organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); | SF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatid); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 2. Finland, Uruguay.
Employers organizations. CPC (Chile).
Other: 1. Germany.

Comments

Algeria. Thisis necessary in order to establish an agreed international model.

Australia. The instrument should take account of the principles established by ICAO and
the identity document should be in a standard format readily recognizable by immigration au-
thorities. The instrument should only outline the basic requirements, whereas technological
requirements should be included in the model seafarers’ identity document in the appendix.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: Standardization would facilitate international recognition.
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Qu. A2(a) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Syndarma: The document should meet fixed criteria to be immediately recognized by im-
migration personnel — and to alow easy identification.

Bulgaria. The identity document should meet standard criteria, to be instantly recognized
by immigration officials. It should contain sufficient information — which can be readily
checked using affordable standard equipment.

Chile. ANA: This would facilitate the global acceptance of the document.
CPC: Each country is sovereign regarding this matter.

Costa Rica. This would prevent falsification of the document.
Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The organization endorses the | SF comments.

Egypt. The Government agrees provided that due regard is had to human rights and data
protection legislation and that practical complications are avoided.

Ecuador. The Government emphasizes that in this way the document can be checked with
more accuracy.

Finland. The Government believes that the precise form and content of the seafarers’ iden-
tity document should be decided by each ratifying member State as provided for under Conven-
tion No. 108. The requirements should continue to be specified in genera terms and there
should not be a uniform standard.

France. These criteria should be in conformity with ICAO specifications for travel docu-
ments. The document should include an integrated photograph as well as a machine-readable
zone as defined by ICAQ. The other characteristics of the document, the printing background or
materials used should not be defined too precisely.

SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM: The document should be waterproof, forgery-proof and
not subject to rot.

Germany. VDR: The organization endorses the comments of the |SF.
India. A uniform format will enhance recognition of the identity document.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Lebanon. The Government suggests increasing coded terms.

Liberia. The Government suggests that the new instrument should set out the minimum
criteria in this respect, while the issuing authority should be allowed to incorporate additional
features.

Namibia. Thiswill prohibit tampering of the documents.
Netherlands. Uniformity is an important element.
Nigeria. This will make identification of the document easy for immigration officers.

Panama. The Government agrees, provided that the latest technology is taken into account
(e.g. the new passports in Panama).

Portugal. This should be done in accordance with the criteria set out in ICAO Docu-
ment 9303 — “Security Standards for Machine Readable Travel Documents’ and in the EU
Council resolution regarding minimum security standards for travel documents of Member
States of the European Union.

United Sates. The Government agrees but requests that the document be consistent with
appropriate internationally agreed upon standards — see al'so comment under question A2(d) —
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A2(a), (b)

and the previous United States submission of 12 April 2002 (MSC 75/17/34). This paper con-
tained a set of proposals on seafarer identification reaffirming the Government’s desire to see
tighter requirements for the seafarers’ identity document, in order to improve maritime secur-
ity. It was suggested that the new instrument on the seafarers’ identity document should achieve
the following objectives: (i) positive and verifiable identification by means of a standard ensur-
ing both the identity between document recipient and holder and the validation of authenticity
by a source; (ii) uniformity by means of a universal standard; (iii) acceptability by means of a
convenient, user-friendly, cost-effective and not commerce-hindering standard; (iv) reliability
by means of a practicable standard; (v) security by means of astandard ensuring that the system
is resistant to compromise; and (vi) inter-operability by means of a standard providing for the
exchange of information among member States, in the form of a seafarer’s identification sys-
tem capable of immediate data access. The Government further believed that, in order to ac-
complish these goals, the seafarers’ identity document, or the system supporting it, should
contain the following elements: digital photograph, holder’s signature, issuing authority, proof
of nationality, qualifications of the mariner, permission to enter other countries and biometric
templates (developed under the 1SO).

Uruguay. The physical characteristics are those typical of the document itself.

ISF. An internationally recognized document, which followed a uniform format, would
clearly assist recognition and acceptance of seafarers’ identity documents by the relevant na-
tional authorities. It would also be of benefit to employers who commonly employ seafarers of
different nationalities. The key issue is to ensure that the identity document meets standard
criteria, which will render it instantly recognizable by immigration officials worldwide. It
should contain sufficient information —in aformat that can be readily checked using affordable
equipment designed to global standards — to allow identity to be confirmed by port States.

The instrument should go further than Convention No. 108 by requiring Qu. A2(b)
each identity document issued to be based on an agreed international
model, conforming to the criteria set by the instrument.

Affirmative: 54. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indo-
nesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname, Syrian
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United
States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Ger-
many); APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); ISF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
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Qu. A2(b) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers’ Free Workers' Union (Romania); Federation of
Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation);
Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 4. Ecuador, Finland, Japan, Saudi Arabia.
Employers organizations. CPC (Chile).
Workers' organizations: FNSM (France).

Other: 3. Germany, Myanmar, Poland.

Comments

Australia. The Government refersto its answer to question A2(a) above.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The organization refers to its reply to question A2(a).
Syndarma: The organization agrees, provided that it is accepted by the great majority of the
governments, so as not to prejudice the adoption of the Protocol.

Bulgaria. The Government indicates that the current Bulgarian identity documents are
worked out in conformity with ICAO Document 9303 and that the format of the passport (in-
cluding seamen’s passport) is ID-3.

Canada. The instrument should indicate only minimum criteria. The international standard
should be the specifications established by ICAO for travel documents.

China. An agreed international model would enable easy identification by the customs
officers of various countries.

Croatia. The international model should serve as guidance.

Denmark. With reference to Regulation /2 of the IMO STCW Convention and to
section A-1/2 of the IMO STCW Code, an annex describing the form of the seafarers’ identity
document could be included in the new instrument with the possibility for parties to use a
different format, provided that the required information is included.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the |SF comments.

Ecuador. The Government does not favour an international model, unless the Members
choose a model with an understandable and clear form so that it can be easily handled and
comprehensible.

Egypt. The Government agrees provided that the seafarers’ identity document is issued by
the competent authority and according to national legislation.

Finland. The Government refers to its comments under question A2(a).
France. The Government refers to its reply to question A2(a).

Germany. VDR: The employers organization agrees provided that this would be accept-
able to the majority of governments and would not discourage widespread ratification.

Honduras. The Government favours a uniform format for all countries with identical infor-
mation.

India. The Government agrees provided that the new feature is practical initsimplementa-
tion and affordable by all countries.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A2(b), (¢)

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers organization agrees provided that employment diffi-
culties are not created for the seafarers.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. This proposal seems to go too far beyond the origina purpose to establish a clear
standard.

Liberia. The Government agrees with reference to the distinction mentioned under ques-
tion A2(a). The model chosen should be acceptable on an international basis and produced
aong the lines of the ubiquitous bank card.

Namibia. The standard should continue to be specified in general terms.
Netherlands. Thiswould prevent the use of awide range of models asin the current situation.

Nicaragua. The Government agrees provided that the model conforms with international
standards for travel documents.

Nigeria. The Government agrees for uniformity.
Philippines. The Government agrees for uniformity.

Qatar. If the documents issued by the different States were not retained, the instrument
would be without purpose.

Romania. This will render it much more difficult to forge seafarers’ identity documents.
Saudi Arabia. The new instrument should abide by Convention No. 108 and not go further.

United Kingdom. The Government agrees. It would seem sensible to use the international ly
recognized standards for travel and identity documents set out by the ICAO Document 9303.

United States. The Government agrees provided that machine readability and privacy is-
sues are properly addressed.

ISF. In principle, it would be helpful to employersif al identity documents were as similar
in appearance and format as possible. An agreed international model would therefore be help-
ful, but only on the basis that this would be acceptable to the mgjority of governments and
would not discourage widespread ratification of the new instrument.

The international model should be: Qu. A2(c)

(i) adopted by the International Labour Conference and reproduced in an
appendix to the new instrument (see preliminary draft, Article 3);

Affirmative: 54. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garig, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama,
Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Suriname, Syrian
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United
States, Uruguay.
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Qu. A2(c) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); | SF.

Workers organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 3. Japan, Saudi Arabia, Spain.
Employers organizations. CPC (Chile); ESA (Estonia).
Other: 3. Germany, Myanmar, Poland.

(if) andregularly updated by the Conference in accordance with a simplified amend-
ment procedure (see preliminary draft, Article 3);

Affirmative: 49. Albania, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt,
Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Italy, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta, Mauritius, Namibia, Netherlands, New
Zedland, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar,
Romania, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers' organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (lItaly); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); USCIB
(United States); ISF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Progressive Trade Workers
Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 8. Algeria, China, Honduras, Japan, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia.

Employers organizations. CPC (Chile); ESA (Estonia); Association of Ship-
owners of Romania (Romania).
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A2(c)

Workers' organizations. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Mari-
time Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 4. Cuba, Germany, Myanmar, Poland.

(iii) under this procedure, amendments would require a two-thirds ma-
jority in favour and they would have to conform to the standards or
criteria set out in the provisions of the new instrument (see prelimi-
nary draft, Article 3).

Affirmative: 50. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indone-
sig, Italy, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Namibia, Netherlands, New
Zedland, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); USCIB
(United States); I1SF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 8. China, Honduras, Japan, Kazakhstan, Liberia, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia.

Employers organizations. ESA (Estonia); Association of Shipowners of Ro-
mania (Romania).

Other: 3. Germany, Myanmar, Poland.

Comments

Australia. The model in the appendix to the new instrument should be described with ref-
erence to the date of its adoption (e.g. the “2003 Appendix”) to ensure that updates are clearly
identifiable. The simplified amendment procedure should apply only to those provisions which
arelikely to become obsolete as aresult of technological change, and to the model in the appen-
dix. Consideration should be given to the possibility of alowing the Governing Body to
approve such amendments, according to a mechanism similar to that approved by the Interna-
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tional Labour Conference in June 2002 in relation to the list of occupational diseases provided
for under the List of Occupational Diseases Recommendation, 2002 (No. 194). Any amend-
ment proposals not related to technological change should be subject to the normal revision
procedure.

Azerbaijan. The Government agrees to all and indicates that the Trade Unions Confedera-
tion disagrees with the amendment procedure.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The reproduction of the model in the appendix will facilitate stan-
dardization, and the amendment mechanism provides for greater flexibility and security of the
document.

Syndarma: An international model would allow for updating in the light of future techno-
logical developments, but such amendments should be restricted to those absolutely essential,
in order to allow the document to fulfil its purpose. The adoption of amendments by a two-
thirds mgjority is reasonable, as long as the principal maritime nations are included in the
two-thirds.

Bulgaria. The Government agrees provided that such amendments are occasiona and only
made when absolutely necessary. A regularly updated model would lead to confusion and ad-
ministrative problems.

Canada. Seafarers identity documents must be and remain in accordance with ICAO
specifications.

Chile. This should be done in coordination with IMO, which established standards con-
cerning aspects relating to seafarers’ certificates of competence in the STCW Convention. Fur-
thermore, provisions relating to the seafarers’ identity document are being considered in the
SOLAS Convention.

China. The Government disagrees with the possibility of amendment, considering it advis-
able that the model of the identity document should remain unchanged. Regular changes would
impose a heavy burden on those governments having to issue large numbers of such documents.
It further indicates that the seafarers’ organizations feel that the cost for the renewal of the
documents should not be borne by the seafarers themselves.

Croatia. Seafarers and the administration should not be burdened with over-frequent
amendments of the document.

Denmark. Appropriate transitional provisions should ensure that seafarers’ identity docu-
ments issued before the adoption of possible amendments to the instrument do not lose their
validity before the expiry of the document.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the |SF comments.

Egypt. Member States should be granted sufficient transition time to introduce any changes
to seafarers’ identity documents, as well as national legislation and practice.

Estonia. ESA: This proposal would raise the cost of issue and could cause delays, which is
not in the shipowners' interest.

Germany. VDR: The organization agrees on condition that this would be acceptable to the
majority of governments and would not discourage widespread ratification of the instrument.
However, any subsequent amendments should not be made too often in order to avoid adminis-
trative problems in practice. Any detailed work on a revised model could be undertaken by
another tripartite body, e.g. a mechanism similar to the joint IMO/ILO working group, which
developed the detailed model format for recording work hours required by the Seafarers’ Hours
of Work and the Manning of Ships Convention, 1996 (No. 180). If amendments are to be de-
cided by the Conference, some form of two-thirds majority could be supported.
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Greece. The Government agrees on condition that there is a different distribution of votes
in this case; the sum of votes of employers and workers' representatives should be less than
two-thirds of the total votes.

Guatemala. The majority necessary to change the model seems very high.

Honduras. The Government disagrees with the amendment procedure because of the high
costs for the seafarer. It suggests maintaining important information in the document format
and thoroughly verifying the content.

Indonesia. APINDO: The organization agrees subject to costs being low.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comment.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Kazakhstan. No amendments should be necessary for the routine replacement of identity
documents, since this procedure would be costly and lengthy.

Liberia. The Government believes that the responsibility to update the identity document
should not be given to the Conference, but rather to the tripartite maritime body being consid-
ered within the consolidation of ILO maritime instruments. A Conference resolution in this
respect is suggested.

New Zealand. ICAO standards for passports should be adopted for the seafarers’ identity
document.

Romania. Amendments should require a two-thirds majority of the votes cast by the Mem-
bers who have ratified this instrument.

Spain. The Government disagrees with the proposal under question A2(c)(i) and states that
immigration authorities feel that the approval should be given by other bodies.

Ukraine. States should be represented at the Conference.

United Kingdom. A common international format would make the new document readily
identifiable and further avoid a great variation in style that would make machine readability
impossible. For instance, the IMO STCW Convention specifies in general terms the format of
the certificate of competency but each country has developed its own model — thus making
machine readability impossible. The Government also agrees with the updating procedure, but
believes that the international model should not be updated “regularly”, but rather “as neces-
sary”.

United Sates. The Government agrees while expressing concern regarding the concept of
commercially available products. Products used should have the purpose of assuring security
measures and presumes appropriate safeguards and security processes for their storage and
maintenance in a manner that will assure the integrity of the issuance process.

ISF. Reproduction of the international model in an appendix to the new instrument would
be helpful —but only on condition that this would be acceptable to the majority of governments
and would not discourage widespread ratification of the instrument. In view of the need to take
account of future technological developments, it would seem sensibleto allow any agreed inter-
national model to be amended by the Conference in accordance with a smplified amendment
procedure. However, any subsequent amendments should only be made on a very occasional
basis and only when absolutely necessary. A regularly updated model would lead to confusion
and administrative problems. As concerns the competence of the International Labour Confer-
ence to adopt amendments, the I SF has no strong views about whether this would be the best
solution. It might be useful if the instrument could provide for the possibility for any detailed
work on arevised model to be undertaken by another body, e.g. amechanism similar to thejoint
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IMO/ILO working group which devel oped the detailed model format for recording work hours
required by Convention No. 180. If amendments are to be decided by the Conference, some
form of two-thirds majority could be supported in principle, but only if this would not discour-
age widespread ratification of the new instrument.

Qu.A2(d) Inadditionto thecriteria set out in Article 4, paragraph 1, of Convention
No. 108, the following general specifications are suggested:

(i) The identity document should incor porate the latest proven technol-
ogy to prevent tampering or falsification and to enable easy detection
of alterations. See preliminary draft, Article 4.1(i).

Affirmative: 55. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt,
Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius,
Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi
Arabia, Spain, Suriname, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom,
United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR
(Germany); APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia);
KVNR (Netherlands); CMP (Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania
(Romania); USCIB (United States); ISF.

Workers' organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesi@); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 3. China, Eritrea, Syrian Arab Republic.
Other: 3. Cuba, Germany, Poland.

Comments

Algeria. The reliability of seafarers’ identity documents would be strengthened.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: Any mechanism aiming at greater security of the document is wel-
come.

Syndarma: The employers organization agrees to this logical premise, but care should be
taken that the technology adopted is accessible to the majority of States and is practical.
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Bulgaria. The technology should be sufficiently advanced to address security concerns,
while being sufficiently practical and affordable.

Canada. CLC: The identity document must be cost-effective and not place an unreason-
able burden on seafarers. Asthiswill be a requirement for North/South trade, the Government
should strongly consider fully funding initial issuance.

China. The cost brought about by using “the latest proven technology” should be taken into
consideration. Besides, this is an ambiguous term, which is not advisable to define.

Costa Rica. This will guarantee the legitimacy of the document.
CTRN: The organization notes that technologies should be effective and they should not
impose unreasonable charges on seafarers.

Cuba. The new instrument should clearly establish the criteria relating to the physical
characteristics of the identity document and an agreed international model. The Government
agrees to the necessity to take international measures in order to avoid frauds, but disagrees
with those that have been proposed, as this could imply high costs which the country is not able
to assimilate.

Denmark. The seafarers’ identity document should (as regards EU Member States) comply
with the minimum standards set out in the EU Council resolution of 17 October 2000 regarding
minimum security standards for travel documents of Member States of the European Union.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The organization endorses the |SF comment.

Egypt. The Government agrees — but only in accordance with nationally available technol-
ogy and provided that a distinction is made between seafarers working on ships on the high seas
or in territorial waters.

Eritrea. Some countries might not acquire the technology, which would create problemsin
implementation.

Estonia. ESA: The employers organization notes that some expressions used in the text

LTI

such as “most recent”, “the latest”, “as far as possible” should be softened, since they are not
reasonable.

Finland. If specific requirements for the identity document were adopted, the Government
would agree.

France. Asfar astheidentity document will take the form of abook, it should include, inter
dia, an integrated photograph, a background carefully printed and difficult to be imitated, a
machine-readable zone, an identity page separated from the cover.

Germany. VDR: The organization endorses the comment of the ISF.

Honduras. The Government agrees — provided that the costs are reasonable.

India. Such technology should be affordable and available in the mgjority of countries.
Indonesia. APINDO: The employers' organization agrees subject to low cost.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers’ organization endorses the |SF comment.

FILT-CGIL: The identity document must be cost-effective and not place an unreasonable
burden on seafarers.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. Since the cost has to be taken into consideration, the decision as to whether to adopt
such technology should be left to the discretion of the country concerned.

Kazakhstan. The cost of the identity document must not exceed US$30.
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Kuwait. The technology must be available to al member States, together with a guarantee
of financial and administrative costs.

Liberia. The Government recommends changing the terminology from “the latest proven
technology” to “proven technology”.

Malta. Since the latest technology is usually the most expensive, States could not be bound
by this requirement. Moreover, since technological advance is ongoing, it would have to be
determined: (i) how often specifications for the document need to be reviewed in order to in-
clude the latest features; and (ii) which entity would decide which latest technology should be
incorporated in the document.

Netherlands. KVNR: The employers’ organization agrees to (i) and (ii) and endorses the
ISF comment.

New Zealand. The Government notes that there may be difficulties for small countries,
such as island States, who may not have the technology.

Nigeria. The Government agrees because it takes years before the identity document is
renewed and because this measure will discourage fasification.

Romania. BNS: The workers' organization requests that the price be redistic and not un-
bearable for the seafarer.

Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: The workers' organization agrees. There should be a
unique serial number (similar to the IMO number) for each seafarer in the world, and all Mem-
bers should have access to the system for the purpose of quick verification.

Saudi Arabia. This will facilitate the detection of falsification.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The workers organization agrees
provided that the identity documents are cost-effective and do not place an unreasonable burden
on seafarers.

Syrian Arab Republic. The Government disagrees because of the inability of most coun-
triesto use the latest and most sophisticated equipment. If it was required, it should be provided
through the ILO at the lowest cost.

United Sates. The Government agrees and suggests the caveat “for which there are recog-
nized and agreed-to standards adopted by the ILO for inclusion in this document.”

USCIB: The employers organization agrees — provided that the interpretation of the
phrase “proven technology” is not limited.

ISF. The employers organization agrees in principle, but only to the extent that this is
compatible with widespread ratification of the new instrument. The incorporated technology
must be sufficiently advanced to address the security concernsfor major port States while being
sufficiently practical and affordable to be used by as many Members as possible.

(i) The material and techniques used should be easily accessible to all governments
at the lowest cost consistent with reliably achieving the purpose under (i) above.
See preliminary draft, Article 4.1(ii).

Affirmative: 58. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
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Hungary, India, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation,
Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers' organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Netherlands);
CMP (Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); ISF.

Workers' organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Progressive Trade
Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 2. Italy, Netherlands.
Employers organizations. CPC (Chile).

Workers organizations. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Mari-
time Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 1. Germany.

Comments

Australia. This question presupposes that the State will issue the seafarers’ identity docu-
ments. The Government suggests as an aternative that employers could issue such documents
and refersto its answer to question A1(a) above.

Canada. Member States should be expected to use the same material s and techniques as for
national passports. This specification would clarify Article 4, paragraph 1(ii), of the prelim-
inary draft.

Chile. CPC: The employers' organization disagrees because security obliges and produces
costs.

China. The Government reiterates that control should be achieved at the lowest possible
cost.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comment.

Egypt. Tools and equipment should be provided to developing countries as grants.

Finland. The Government agrees with reservations. Satisfactory security and quality re-
quirements would be difficult to meet.

Germany. VDR: The organization agrees and refers to its comment under ques-
tion A2(d)(i).
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Guatemala. The Government finds the evaluation of cost rather subjective and asks how
low the cost would be.

Honduras. The Government agrees for the purpose of cost reduction.
India. The Government refers to its comments under question A2(d)(i) above.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers’ organization states that more employment difficul-
ties should not be created for seafarers.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comment.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. The Government points out that an information disclosure system allowing foreign
countries, except immigration control authorities, to directly acquire information on seafarers
qualifications, raises a problem in view of the need to protect the privacy of individuals.

Kazakhstan. The material used should be agreed upon by the member States concerned.

Netherlands. Safety and protection of privacy are essential. It is very important that the
materials and equipment used to check identity documents against falsification cannot be easily
bought by “anybody”.

Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purpose of conformity.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The workers' organization disagrees in order to preclude the issue of seafarers’ iden-
tity documents by offshore States.

Saudi Arabia. Developing countries could use these materials and techniques.

United Kingdom. The Government agrees, provided that the document contains sufficient
measures to deter tampering and forgery and to make such attempts detectable. Whilst consid-
eration must be given to the practical issues of accessibility of materials, cost, production,
security of issuance and associated databases, these should not detract from the overall intended
purpose. Similarly, the requirements should not be so complex as to deter administrations from
compliance; there can be sufficient flexibility to enable administrations to adopt specific mes-
suresto their own needs (e.g. despite different technologies used in passports, each conformsto
the international model and can be machine read worldwide).

United Sates. The Government cautions that the term “reasonable cost” should be used in
lieu of “lowest cost”. With reference to its comment under question A2(c), it reiterates its con-
cerns regarding materials and techniques that are too easily available in the commercia market-
place. Furthermore, an agreed upon infrastructure should not unduly burden member States and
yet provide adequate security measures to make the instrument effective.

ISF. ISF agrees and refers to its comments under question A2(d)(i).

(iii) The identity document should be no larger than a normal passport. See prelimi-
nary draft, Article 4.2.

Affirmative: 56. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta,
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Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Nor-
way, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arabic Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); Association of
Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); | SF.

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesi@); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 4. Indonesia, Japan, Qatar, Romania.
Other: 1. Germany.

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization agrees as this would facilitate use.
Syndarma: The employers organization feels it is better to avoid developing a document
that is highly sophisticated and difficult to adopt.

Chile. The document should be as similar as possible to the passport. There should be a
record book of seaservice and qualifications, aswell asacard of the type of an identity or credit
card.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. This solution is needed to allow easy handling.
Egypt. The identity document should contain several pages and be easy to carry.

Finland. Existing international standards such as ICAO Document 9303 should be fol-
lowed.

France. The seafarers’ identity document should have the same standardized dimensions
as national passports, in order to permit an easier border control.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization agrees with reference to its comment under
question A2(d)(i).

Greece. The Government agrees to the decisions made on the content of the new
document.

Honduras. This would ensure greater comfort and easier handling.

India. Seafarers identity documents similar to passports would gain wider acceptability.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers organization agrees and suggests the card format.
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Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comment.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. Since information other than for identification purposes may be included in the
identity document, this matter should be l€ft to the discretion of the country concerned.
Kazakhstan. The identity document should be pocket-sized.

Liberia. The Government recommends the bankcard size, thereby matching many existing
portable card readers. The selection of card or passport format should be made by the issuing
State.

Netherlands. The cover should have a uniform colour different from that in use for
passports.

Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purpose of detail identification.
Poland. The Government believesthat it would be advisable, in Article 4 of the new instru-
ment and in the Annex A-I1, instead of referring to “normal passport”, to refer directly to ICAO

standards concerning travel documents (dimension, minimum data and their placement, ma-
terials and guards applied).

Qatar. Seafarers travel a great dedl; the travel document must, therefore, contain a suffi-
cient number of pages to include all authorizations for the duration of its validity.

Romania. The size of the document should be at the discretion of each Member.
Romanian Seafarers Free Union: The workers' organization refers to its submitted pro-
posal to change the new identity documents for seafarers.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The workers' organization agrees for the convenience of the seafarer.

Saudi Arabia. The Government agrees because it can be carried easly.

United Kingdom. The Government requests that the identity document conform to the
ICAO Document 9303.

United Sates. The Government recommends the card format.

ISF. For practical purposes, the ISF agrees, but only to the extent that this is compatible
with widespread ratification of the instrument.

(iv) Other specifications concerning the physical characteristics of the identity docu-
ment.

Comments

Australia. The physical characteristics of the document will be determined by what it in-
corporates, e.g. if certificates of competency and a record of employment are included, it is
more likely that it will be abook or a machine-readable card. Therefore, the decision should not
be finalized until it is clear what the view of the Conference is on this matter.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers' organization states that the document should be resis-
tant to wear and humidity.
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Syndarma: The information contained in the document should be the minimum essential to
achieve its purpose.

Bulgaria. If it is strictly necessary to address the security concerns for major port States,
other specifications should be incorporated — provided that they are sufficiently practical and
affordable.

Canada. The Government again refers to the ICAO specifications.

Chile. There should be an embarkation book and a separate card of professiona identifica-
tion. The first should be used for the identification registry and state sea service, vocational
training courses, physica ability, and validity in accordance with the IMO STCW Convention;
the second should be used for the seafarer’s personal identification.

Croatia. The document should contain a photo covered by protection (lamination) or seal.

Denmark. The Government refers to its answer to question A2(d)(i).
Danish Shipowners' Association: The organization endorses the |SF comments.

Ecuador. The document must be bilingual: the original language and English.

Egypt. The identity document should have a distinctive colour, bear the coat of arms and
the flag of the issuing State and be kept in a folder for protection.

Estonia. ICAO standards should be used.
Finland. The Government refers again to ICAO Document 9303.

France. The Government refers to its comments under questions A2(a) and (d).
Armateurs de France: The employers organization notes that the document should contain
the minimum information needed for secure identification.

Germany. VDR: The organization endorses the |SF comment.

India. Specifications should be kept to the bare minimum to ensure the positive and veri-
fiable identification of seafarers.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers' organization considers that before joining the vessel,
seafarers should undergo a medical examination and an interview.

INSA: The employers’ organization suggests that the identity document should be made of
a special paper in order to prevent forgery.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization stresses the need to keep specifica-
tions to an absolute minimum.
Lega Pesca: The document must be waterproof.

Liberia. Further specifications should be strictly limited to details, ensuring a positive and
verifiable identification.

Malta. As an alternative size for the document, the Government suggests that of a plastic
card.

Namibia. A minimum description of the identity document could be given, but member
States should be allowed to go beyond the specifications.

Netherlands. The identity document should include: (1) a photograph and biometric data
according to ICAO specifications; (2) a biographic data page according to ICAO specifications;
(3) a machine-readable zone, personal and documentary data.

KVNR: The employers organization endorses the |SF comment.
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New Zealand. If a seafarers’ identity document was adopted, a card would be preferable.
However, dueto the lack of universal technology and the problems caused by issuing non-paper
visas, a paper document is more practical .

Nigeria. These specifications make the document authentic and easily identifiable.

Panama. The main page with the general information on the seafarer and his photograph
should be water-resistant.

Syrian Arab Republic. Asfor biometric data, specifications should be limited to index print
and blood group.

United Republic of Tanzania. The document should be made of a special material whichis
not reactive to salt water.

Ukraine. Other specifications should be left to the discretion of the administration con-
cerned.

United Kingdom. The new document should conform to international identity document
standards — ICAO Document 9303, whether in passport or identity card style.

United Sates. The Government would prefer greater durability than a passport. The docu-
ment should be easily distinguishable from a passport and small enough to be carried in a
wallet. It should also be perforated or laser engraved at the time of issuance at a minimum. It
should further conform to 1SO 7810 (1SO 7816 in the case of a card with integrated circuits) and
be tested in accordance with SO 10373. NIST 1S 2.0 should be considered for inter-operability.

USCIB: The employers' organization suggests that, in the light of the working conditions
of seafarers, the document should be similar to a credit card taking full advantage of the
technology.

Uruguay. The Government notes that the characteristics should be in accordance with
Article 4.4 of the preliminary draft.

| SF. Specifications concerning the physical characteristics of the document should be kept
to an absolute minimum. Preferably, none would be added; however, if strictly necessary, other
specifications should be sufficient to address the security concerns for major port States, while
being sufficiently practical and affordable to be used by as many Members as possible.

Qu. A2(e) Specific technologies to be used, conforming with the above criteria and
specifications:

(i) Lamination over photographs and data?

Affirmative: 55. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, New Zeaand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi
Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United States, Uruguay.
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Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); Association of Ship-
owners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); ISF.

Workers organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesi@); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 2. Panama, United Kingdom.
Employers organizations: INSA (Indonesia).

Other: 4. Australia, Cuba, Germany, Netherlands.

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF: This makes the document resistant to humidity.
Syndarma: The employers organization agrees, provided that this technology is practical
and acceptable to the mgjority of the maritime community.

Denmark. The part of the document containing persona data should be laminated. As re-
gards further security features related to lamination (i.e. OVD, etc.), attention is drawn to sec-
tions 3 and 4 of the EU Council resolution of 17 October 2000 regarding minimum security
standards for travel documents of EU Member States.

Danish Shipowners Association: The organization endorses the |SF comment.

Ecuador. Security must be enhanced so that no data can be altered.

France. It isimportant to envisage the integration of the photograph, in order to bein line
with the EU Council resolution of 17 October 2000 and the ICAO Document 9303. The inser-
tion of elements for enhancing security of films is aso necessary so as to alow, in case of
attempted falsification, the partial or total ateration of the document.

Honduras. The Government agrees for the purpose of greater security provided that this
measure does not imply access restrictions to the purchase of the seafarers’ identity document.

Hungary. The Government considers that in this case it would be worthwhile to use inte-
grated photographs.

India. This feature could make the document tamper-proof.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers organization agrees for the purpose of avoiding
damage and suggests that the document should be waterproof.

INSA: The employers organization disagrees with the inclusion of photographs, as there
are already other seafarer documentation papers with a photograph.

Italy. If possible, a“total overlay kinegram” should be used.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees and notes that the document must be waterproof.

Netherlands. The answer to this question depends on a number of other security elements.
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Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purposes of safety and security.

Panama. Only the latest technology should be used, i.e. colour printing covered by a secu-
rity plastic layer.

Philippines. The Government indicates that the Seafarers’ Identification and Record Book
(SIRB) of the Philippines issued through the Maritime Industry Authority is laminated.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The workers' organization agrees in order to avoid damage to the seafarers’ identity
document.

Saudi Arabia. Lamination will prevent falsification.

United Kingdom. The photograph should be directly printed onto the paper as a minimum,
rather than a photograph that is stuck to the page and over-laminated. Consideration should also
be given to more modern technologies including polycarbonate “insert pages’ and identity
cards which are more secure and less likely to be affected by water damage than paper docu-
ments.

United States. USCIB: The employers’ organization indicates that its preference is for a
plastic card that includes the characteristics of a passport.

(if) Pages containing water marks?

Affirmative: 57. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea,
Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius,
Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zedand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation,
Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);

APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); Association of
Shipowners of Romania (Romania); I1SF.

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Other: 4. Australia, Cuba, Denmark, Germany.

Comments
Brazil. CONTTMAF. Watermarks make falsification difficult.
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Syndarma: The employers organization agrees under the conditions mentioned under
question A2(e)(i).

Denmark. The need for the incorporation of watermarks will depend on the material and
form chosen for the document — a watermark is not necessary if the persona datais printed on
adticker or on synthetic materials. Watermarks are only necessary if the relevant page contains
information. The EU Council resolution of 17 October 2000 sets out more detailed provisions
in sections 1 and 2.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments on this matter.

Greece. The Government agrees — provided that the same applies to passports.
Honduras. See comment under question A2(e)(i).

Hungary. For the purpose of uniformity, the basic material with watermarks should be
produced in a determined place.

India. Thiswill ensure that the identity document will not be easily tampered with and will
meet the security concerns of major port States.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers organization reiterates that the pages should be
waterproof.

Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization disagrees.
Philippines. The Government agrees, indicating that the SIRB aready has watermarks.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The workers' organization agrees as this would avoid falsification.

Saudi Arabia. Watermarks will prevent falsification.

United Kingdom. Thisis the most basic safeguard which should appear in al secure iden-
tity documents containing paper or similar substrates.

United Sates. The Government recommends the card format in lieu of pages.
USCIB: The employers’ organization is neutral considering that their preference is for a
plastic card.

(iii) Ultraviolet security features?

Affirmative: 56. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Canada,
Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea,
Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR
(Germany); INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); Association
of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); ISF.
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Workers organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Nether-
lands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Federa-
tion of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 2. Belarus, Japan.
Employers organizations. APINDO (Indonesia).
Workers' organizations. CGTM (Mauritania).

Other: 3. Australia, Denmark, Germany.

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF:. The workers organization refers to its reply under ques
tion A2(e)(ii).

Denmark. The abovementioned EU Council resolution of 17 October 2000 contains de-
tailed provisions regarding the utilization of various technologies to protect documents from
forgery.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the | SF comment.

Ecuador. This will avoid falsification of the document.

France. Ultraviolet security features are not sufficient per se, as they are accessible to
counterfeiters. Reactive elements in red ink and not only in fluorescent yellow or blue ink
should also be provided.

Greece. The Government agrees provided that the same applies to passports.
Indonesia. APINDO: The employers' organization disagrees because of the cost.
Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization disagrees.

Kazakhstan. As these features are used for passports issued by any State, they can also be
used for the identity document.

Malta. The Government agrees provided that this feature remains optional.
Mauritania. CGTM: The workers' organization disagrees.
Philippines. The Government indicates that the SIRB already has these features.

United Kingdom. Ultraviolet safeguards are a good safeguard against forgery, but there
needs to be careful consideration asto their use because some can be a distraction for document
examiners.

United Sates. USCIB: The employers organization is neutral as it would prefer a plastic
card.
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(iv) Materials other than paper?

Affirmative: 41. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Canada,
Chile, CostaRica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland,
France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Liberia, Malta,
Mauritius, Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Spain, Suriname, United Kingdom,
United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); ISF.

Workers' organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM,
SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Netherlands);
APOM (Panama); Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 16. Belarus, China, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lithuania,
Namibia, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine.

Employers organizations: INSA (Indonesia).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); BNS (Romania); Progres-
sive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Other: 4. Australia, Cuba, Denmark, Germany.

Comments

China. Paper is the cheapest material for a document; furthermore, a paper document can
be stamped or signed on entering or leaving the country and can be read without recourse to
machines.

Denmark. The Government refers to its comments under question A2(e)(iii).
Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF comment.

Ecuador. These materials must be easy to handle.
Estonia. The trade unions disagree.

Finland. Depending on the format, such a possibility should also exist in a passport book
format document.

France. In the case of a book format, the proposed solution can be envisaged for the pages
concerning the identity of the person. In any case, paper remains an adequate support, in par-
ticular in order to append visas or stamps.

SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM: Theworkers' organizations agree, if the material in ques-
tion makes it possible to obtain the characteristics indicated under question A2(a).
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Hungary. The Government prefers documents made of paper because the Hungarian iden-
tity document contains much information on seafarers, many annotations by the competent
authorities — and thus many pages.

India. Smart cards may also be used. They may contain details on the seafarer, such as
professiona qualifications, etc. The proof of these documents will be available with the master
of the ship on board. The seafarer may be required to carry the smart card at al times. Further,
except for the specification of a“biometric”, all other data should be capable of visual inspec-
tion.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers' organization agrees under the condition of the low-
est possible cost.

Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization agrees and notes that the material must be waterproof.
Lithuania. The Government disagrees for financial reasons.
Malta. The Government suggests plastic as an aternative material.

Netherlands. The Government notes that such materials are not yet available in al coun-
tries.

Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purpose of durability.

Norway. The Government agrees. The workers' organizations disagree, since such mater-
ials would include microchips and/or magnetic strips which could contain non-visible data.

Peru. The Government agrees provided that these materials can be easily obtained.

Philippines. The Government indicates that the SIRB is printed by the Central Bank on a
specia paper material.

Romania. The Government disagrees because the costs would increase and the material
would not be generally accessible.

Saudi Arabia. This measure is not practical.
United Kingdom. The Government agrees with reference to its comment under ques-
tion A2(e)(i).

(V) Special inks?

Affirmative: 47. Albania, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China,
Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland,
France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan,
Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria,
Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Russian Federation, Saudi
Arabia, Spain, Suriname, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom,
United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Shipowners Association
(Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); Association of Shipowners of
Romania (Romania); | SF.
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Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Nether-
lands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers' Free Union (Romania); Federa-
tion of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 10. Algeria, Belarus, Japan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Namibia, New Zealand,
Poland, Romania, Syrian Arab Republic.

Employers organizations: INSA (Indonesia); NEF (Namibia).
Workers organizations:. CGTM (Mauritania).

Other: 4. Australia, Cuba, Denmark, Germany.

Comments

Brazil. Syndarma: The employers organization remains neutral and considers that the
document should be machine-readable and easily checked by the immigration authorities.

Chile. The Government agrees, provided that it is possible to verify the authenticity of the
document.

Denmark. The Government refers to its comments under question A2(e)(iii).
Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF comment.

Estonia. The trade unions disagree.
France. The use of specia inks should not be compulsory, but it is recommended.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers organization agrees — provided that they are easily
available at the lowest possible price.

Italy. Penetrating ink should be used for numbering.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Lebanon. There is no need for additional expenses to those involved in the application of
such technology to the identity document.

Malta. The Government agrees provided that this feature remains optional.

Netherlands. The special ink should be waterproof.

Nigeria. The Government agrees for security purposes and durability.

Peru. The Government agrees on condition that the respective inks can be easily obtained.
Romania. Specia inks would not be necessary if lamination was utilized.

United Kingdom. The inks should conform to an international standard and be water-
resistant.
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(vi) Special colour design?

Affirmative: 52. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Canada,
Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia,
Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy,
Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Neth-
erlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portu-
gal, Qatar, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Shipowners' Association
(Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); Association of Shipowners of Roma-
nia (Romania); ISF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Nether-
lands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Federa-
tion of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 5. Belarus, Japan, Namibia, Poland, Romania.
Employers organizations: INSA (Indonesia); NEF (Namibia).
Other: 4. Australia, Cuba, Denmark, Germany.

Comments

Algeria. The Government agrees provided that the special colour design is established
according to an agreed international model.

Canada. The Government agrees, if reference is made here to astandard colour pattern which
would distinguish seafarers’ identity documents (e.g. in the same manner as the United Nations
laissez passer is standardized), in order to be easily recognizable and not to be confused with a
passport. This specification should be added to Article 4, paragraph 1, of the preliminary draft.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF
comment.

Ecuador. This should make any attempt at falsification more difficult.
France. It is desirable to use several tones, printing types or ink types.

India. The Government agrees — provided that thisis essential for including certain speci-
fications such as ultraviolet security features, etc.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers' organization agrees on condition that this would be
at the lowest possible cost.

Italy. The Government suggests rainbow printing and colour polychromy.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.
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Malta. The Government agrees — provided that this feature remains optional.
New Zealand. A simple distinctive colour design should be adopted.
Saudi Arabia. Not more than two colours should be used.

United Republic of Tanzania. Preference should be given, where possible, to colours of
national flags.

United Kingdom. The Government requests that the colours of the covers, pages and inks
follow an internationally agreed format.

(vii) Other suggestions?

Comments

Australia. These suggestions appear to presuppose that the document will be in a book
format. However, the physical characteristics of the identity document should not be consid-
ered until the Conference decides what data should or could be included. The list under ques-
tion A2(e) includes some of the features of passports, but it would not be necessary for all to be
adopted for the identity document. Technological considerations must also be taken into ac-
count, e.g. the need to ensure that alaminated card is machine readable. The security features
listed in this question would be advantageous, but should not be a requirement, as this might
deter States from adopting the new standard. The cost may aso be prohibitive. The Govern-
ment suggests that the principles established by ICAO should be taken into account where

appropriate.

Azerbaijan. The Government indicates that the Trade Unions Confederation disagrees with
all technologies mentioned under question A2(e)(i)-(vi).

Canada. Biometrics should not be excluded.

Chile. The Government requests that the technologies existing on the market be easily
accessible to al Members ratifying the instrument.

Croatia. The administration concerned should be free to use only a combination of the
technologies.

Denmark. The Government refers to its comments under question A2(e)(iii).
Ecuador. The Government suggests detector security bars for computer programmes.

Estonia. ESA: The employers organization maintains that not all the above technologies
should be used at the same time — if it is not reasonably necessary.

Finland. The possibility to use other technologies should be envisaged.

France. It would be prudent to use several technologies, but not on a compulsory basis
(e.g. laser engraving, perforated images, holograms, optically variable or iridescent inks, etc.).

Germany. VDR: The employers' organization endorses the comment of the |SF.

Honduras. The Government accepts other technologies, provided that the implementation
will not entail a substantial increase of costs incurred by the seafarer.
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India. Only those technologies considered for meeting the security concerns should be
incorporated. However, care should be taken in keeping the total cost low.

Italy. There should be parts printed with “intaglio-printing”.

CONFITARMA: The employers organization agrees to al the points listed in ques-
tion A2(e)(i)-(vii), provided that these proposals will not discourage the ratification of the
instrument.

Japan. The use of the technologies referred to under A2(e)(i) and (ii) (lamination over
photographs and watermarks) are sufficient to meet security requirements. Given that the use of
other technologies would require considerable expense, it is redlistic to limit the technologies,
since the purpose is to raise the level of security of identity documents on a worldwide basis.

Liberia. The new instrument should be modelled after the ICAO standard for travel docu-
ments, which provides that the issuing State shall incorporate safeguards as deemed appropriate
to prevent forgery, etc.

Malta. All possible technologies should be incorporated, so long as only those not indi-
cated as optional above be made mandatory.

Namibia. Any technology available should be used, provided that it is not below the mini-
mum prescriptions.

Netherlands. Laser engraving should be considered.

Nicaragua. The Government favours any other technology which is within the capability
of the country concerned.

Nigeria. Computer-photographing should be considered.

Panama. The Government suggests the perforation of the seafarer’ s identification number
on al pages, the enumeration of the pages, microtext and microplex.

Poland. The Government suggests water paper or holograms.
Portugal. Machine readability has to be ensured.

Suriname. If the abovementioned technologies were mandatory, technical and financial
assistance would be needed by some countries.

Ukraine. Holograms and other techniques should be at the discretion of the administration
concerned.

United Kingdom. The Government suggests the following technologies: intaglio ink print-
ing in specific areas, holograms to be incorporated, “lines’ constructed from micro-printing
(incorporating deliberate errors) and tamper-proof stitching (if the document pages are
stitched). The photograph should be digital and printed into the document, and ideally lamina-
tion heat-sealed or similar, not just sticky back plastic. The signature (or thumbprint) should be
digitally printed directly on to the paper. In addition, supplementing the paper document with a
credit card style document should also be considered.

United Sates. With reference to its comment under question A2(d), the Government fur-
ther suggests that ICAO Document 9303 should be incorporated as baseline reference.

USCIB: The employers organization would prefer a plastic card that includes the charac-
teristics of a passport.

Uruguay. A bar code should be inserted in accordance with the country.

|SF. Idedlly, specifications referred to under question A2(e)(i)-(vi) should be kept to a mini-
mum. In principle, ISF could agree to any of the proposed specifications, if they were thought
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necessary to address the security concerns of port States— and subject to practicality, affordability
and the extent to which they are compatible with widespread ratification of the instrument.

In the interest of simplicity, the model in the appendix referred to in quess Qu. A2(f)
tion A2(c) above should require uniformity only to the extent necessary to
achieve the following objectives:

(i) To makethe seafarers’ identity document easily recognizable as such.

Affirmative: 60. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Cuba, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia,
Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara-
gua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesid); CONFITARMA (ltay); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); ISF.

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 1. Germany.

(ii) To ensure that the material used conforms to the physical require-
ments established by the instrument.

Affirmative: 55. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta,
Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Nor-
way, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federa-
tion, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, United
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.
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Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Neth-
erlands); CMP (Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB
(United States); ISF.

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 2. Belarus, Ukraine.

Other: 3. Cuba, Germany, Saudi Arabia.

(iif) To enable each item of data to be recognized even by persons unfamiliar with the
language used.

Affirmative: 59. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nige-
ria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); | SF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama); BN'S, Romanian
Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of
Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Or-
ganization (Suriname).

Other: 1. Germany.
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(iv) To make the maximum use of standardized data (such as |SO country codes and
a standard representation for dates). See preliminary draft, Appendix A-1.

Affirmative: 56. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Neth-
erlands); CMP (Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB
(United States); ISF.

Workers organizations;. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Nether-
lands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers' Free Union (Romania); Federa-
tion of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 2. Chile, Guatemala.
Other: 2. Egypt, Germany.

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers' organization agrees for easy and accurate identifica-
tion.

Chile. Codes should not be used. The text should be clear in the language of the issuing
country and in English (as provided for under the STCW Convention).

ANA: The employers' organization agrees to al, provided that this will not render more
difficult the ratification of the new instrument.

Denmark. The identity document should comply with uniform international standards,
which will ensure a more efficient and thorough control of the identity of foreign seafarers.
Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF comment.

Finland. The new instrument should include recommendations or reguirements concern-
ing the language of the document. Existing international standards such as ICAO Docu-
ment 9303 should be followed.

France. Several languages have to be included. It should also be opportune to refer to the
rules established by ICAO for travel documents.
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Germany. VDR: The employers organization agrees to al and endorses the comment of
the ISF.

Guatemala. As the use of codes can cause delays, clear data should be used.
Honduras. The Government agrees to all for the purpose of more inner security.

Hungary. The Government suggests that all the data in the identity document should be
illustrated with numbers, so that persons unfamiliar with the language used can recognize each
item of data via the number.

India. The Government agrees, subject to the availability and affordability of the “bio-
metric” system in the majority of States.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization agreesto al provided that this would
not be an obstacle to widespread ratification of the instrument.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees to all.

Kazakhstan. The model should simplify the identification procedure and reduce the time
spent by immigration authority staff on board ship.

Namibia. A country may decide the colour it wishes to use on the material.

Netherlands. The Government agrees to the proposal, but cannot see the link with ICAO
recommendations.

Philippines. The Government agrees to al, in order to achieve the biggest possible uni-
formity in substance and form of the seafarers’ 1D.

Uruguay. A bar code should be implemented.

ISF. In principle, ISF could agree to all of the objectives proposed under A2(f)(i)-(iv) —
subject to practicality, affordability and the extent to which they are compatible with wide-
spread ratification of the instrument.

(V) Other objectives?

Comments

Australia. The Government notes once again that the principles established by ICAO
should be taken into account, where appropriate.

Bulgaria. Other objectives to be met include machine readability and compliance with
Article 5 of the preliminary draft concerning verification by immigration officers of other
Members.

Chile. A procedure for withdrawal and notification at the international level should be
considered in case of 10ss, theft or loss of validity. As concerns Article 4.4(f) of the preliminary
draft, the thumbprint is unnecessary. If the person concerned was not able to write, he/she
would not obtain qualification as a seafarer.

ANA: The employers organization notes that the document should be machine readable.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. These data are indispensable for the document to be appropriately used.
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Egypt. Other objectives would be: (i) to avoid the need to apply for a visa; and (ii) to
prevent this document from being used for training purposes, for medical reasons, or for the
obtention of a degree.

France. The objective is to make it very difficult to counterfeit the documents. Conse-
quently, the documents should be easily readable, standardized and able to be integrated, with
biometric data compatible with those which will be integrated in travel documents.

Armateurs de France: The employers organization observes that the document should also
be readable without recourse to machines.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the ISF.

Greece. Another objective should be to facilitate procedures for both the seafarers and the
shipping industry.

Honduras. Another objective would be “internationalization” because this facilitates in-
spection.

India. The model should meet the requirements of a machine-readable travel document
(MRTD) and the objectives mentioned in Article 5 of the proposed new instrument.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.

Lega Pesca: The organization supports the adaptation of the shipping sector to the tables
provided for by maritime authorities through a mobile system of recognition, valid for al coun-
tries.

Liberia. The document should also be machine readable.

Malta. The document should be machine readable.

Nigeria. Other objectives would be the creation of employment, data recording and secur-
ity.

Peru. The Government believes that another objective should be standardization in com-
pliance with international provisions.

Philippines. Another aim should be the easier detection of fake seafarers’ identity docu-
ments.

United Kingdom. If machine readability was a requirement, another objective would be the
uniformity of the design/production of at least that part of the document intended for machine
readability.

United Sates. USCIB: The employers organization considers that not al data need be

visible on the card athough the holder should know or have accessto all information contained
therein.

ISF. Other technical objectives to be met include ability to be machine readable and to
meet the requirements of the proposed Article 5 concerning verification by national immigra-
tion officers.

Office summary

Thereis almost unanimous support for the new instrument to set out clear criteria
concerning the physical characteristics of the identity document.

Thereis clear support for the new instrument to go further than the existing Con-
vention No. 108 by requiring an identity document based on an agreed international
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model, conforming to the criteria set by the new instrument. The use of internationally
recognized standards, such as those of ICAO, has been suggested.

The majority of the replies suggest that the international model should be adopted
by the International Labour Conference and reproduced in an appendix to the new
instrument; furthermore, it should be regularly updated in accordance with a simpli-
fied amendment procedure under which amendments would require a two-thirds ma-
jority in favour. These amendments would have to conform to the standards or criteria
set out in the provisions of the new instrument.

There was amost total support for the proposals on the specifications of the new
document. The identity document should incorporate the latest proven technology to
prevent tampering or falsification and to enable easy detection of alterations. The ma-
terials and techniques used should be easily accessibleto all governments at the lowest
cost consistent with reliability, while achieving the objectives of preventing tampering
and falsification. The document should not be larger than a normal passport. Several
references were made to ICAO specifications concerning the physical characteristics
of the document.

There was general agreement asto the use of security technology such aslamination
over photographs and data, watermarks, ultraviolet security features, use of special inks
and specia colour design. Support for the use of a material other than paper was not so
widespread. A few replies suggested the use of plastic. Many more suggested the use of
other technologies such as laser engraving, holographic markings and others. Some re-
plies reiterated reference to ICAO specifications for travel documents.

The replies broadly agreed that there should be a requirement for uniformity only
to the extent necessary to achieve the objectives of easy recognition; conformity with
the physical requirements established by the instrument; recognition of data by per-
sons unfamiliar with the language used; and use of standardized data.

A3. Theform and content of the information to be provided for on the identity
document

Qu. A3(a) Should theidentity document also indicate the seafarer’s sex (a particular
not required by Convention No. 108)?

Affirmative: 56. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Austraia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt,
Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nige-
ria, Norway, Panama, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation,
Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); CPC (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); USCIB (United States).
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Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Workers Organization of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM,
SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 5. Belarus, Croatia, Peru, Poland, Ukraine.
Employers organizations. Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Workers' organizations: PNI (Indonesia).

Comments

Azerbaijan. The Government indicates that the Trade Unions Confederation disagrees.

Bulgaria. The Government agrees for security purposes. Furthermore, Bulgarian legida-
tion provides for the indication of the seafarer’s sex in the application form for the seafarers

passport.
Canada. The Government notes that the place of birth should be optional (Article 4, para-

graph 4(b) of the preliminary draft). Furthermore, specifications are needed as to the type of
physical characteristics to be included (Article 4, paragraph 4(d) of the preliminary draft).

Denmark. For the purpose of enforcement, the seafarers’ identity document should contain
as many relevant personal data as possible. Information regarding the seafarer’s sex facilitates
searches in the Schengen Information System.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. This element is as necessary as for passports.
Estonia. ICAO Document 9303 specifies this item.

Germany. VDR: Since many women are employed at sea, the seafarers’ identity document
should indicate the sex of the holder.

Greece. Thiswould facilitate the work of authorities checking the seafarers’ identity docu-
ment.

Honduras. Some names are the same for men and women, which could facilitate fraud.

India. The seafarer’s sex is a major component of his or her identification, given that an
increasing number of women are employed as seafarers.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Lebanon. The Government refers to the current concerns regarding gender mainstreaming.

Liberia. Some names do not convey the sex of the holder to inspectorsin foreign countries.
Data on the seafarer’ s sex would thus assist in verification. However, the data need not be listed
as a separate data point, as they are already incorporated into the machine-readable zone of

passports.
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Malta. In the event of a seafarer’s inability to communicate, this might help assisting par-
ties in cases where gender features are not obvious.

Namibia. Agrees, since both sexes can perform a similar job for equal pay.

New Zealand. This is important in cases where a hame does not necessarily distinguish
gender.

Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purposes of proper identification, accommodation
and sanitary facilities.
Poland. The Government indicates that, according to the Polish Seafarers Union, the

document should indicate the seafarer’s sex, as such information does not invade seafarers
privacy or offend their dignity.

Romania. Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: It is sometimes difficult to determine from a
name whether the bearer is male or female.

Saudi Arabia. This indication would avoid confusion.

United Kingdom. Some first names can be used for people of either sex, and as with other
identity documents, including the seafarer’s sex would reduce the possibility of fraudulent
change of photograph.

United States. The Government agrees, but recognizes that, depending on the biometric
chosen, this may be of limited additional value beyond aiding in physical verifications.

ISF. ISF agrees for security purposes, especially as an increasing number of women are
employed at sea.

Qu. A3(b) (1) Atemplate or other representation of a biometric of the bearer of the
identity document could be required under the new instrument, pro-
vided that the necessary preconditions (see below) were all satisfied.
See preliminary draft, Article 4.5.

Affirmative: 43. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, CostaRica,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia, France, Finland, Greece, Guate-
mala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta,
Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic
of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); CPC (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations: FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI
(Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia); Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania).

Negative: 14. Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, China, Croatia, Cuba, Eritrea, Italy,
Germany, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia.

Other: 4. Hungary, Japan, Mauritius, Namibia.
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Employers organizations. ESA (Estonia); NEF (Namibia); Association of Ship-
owners of Romania (Romania).

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); FWZ (Netherlands);
APOM (Panama); BNS (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of
Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers
Organization (Suriname).

Comments

Australia. The Government refers to its replies to question A2(a) and (€). Biometrics
would appear to be a costly and unnecessary duplication, given that they will increasingly be
stored in passports. Furthermore, it would be preferable to wait until the appropriate technology
has been proven before requiring it in the seafarers identity document. A machine-readable
card, which can be programmed with employment details, should have a higher priority than
biometrics.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: Such a measure could represent an invasion of privacy.

Syndarma: The concerns of many States regarding human rights, information protection
legislation and difficulties of implementation, such as the non-availability of internationally
standardized biometric templates and high costs, should be taken into account.

Bulgaria. The Government agrees in principle for the purpose of positive verifiable identi-
fication. However, it will be important to take into account any concerns that member States
may have with regard to human rights, data protection laws and difficulties concerning practi-
ca implementation.

Canada. The Government supports the inclusion of a biometric as an option. The expres-
sion “may also be required” is vague: it either “is required” or “may be included” (Article 4,
paragraph 5 of the preliminary draft).

Costa Rica. This will guarantee the accuracy and reliability of the document.
Cuba. Thisimplies high equipment costs.

Denmark. Biometric data could in the future be incorporated in the document, thus limiting
therisk of forgery. Work is currently under way in some countries to explore the possibilities of
incorporating biometrics into national passports. However, the actual incorporation is still
sometime off.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Egypt. The Government agrees, provided that it will be provided with the necessary equip-
ment, material and technical support for their operation.

Estonia. ESA: The use of biometrics is too expensive. It should be an option, but not a
requirement.

Finland. The issue of biometric data should not be addressed at this stage.

France. The digital identity photograph should be used in conjunction with another bio-
metric.

SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM: The biometric could be useful in cases of accident or
illness.
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Germany. The term “or other representation of a biometric” is too broad, for data protec-
tion reasons: the risk of identity theft should be considered, if the biometric reference data are
not codified. Fingerprint templates in particular represent excellent masters for the production
of artificial fingerprints. The loss of the seafarers’ identity document would also compromise
irreplaceable biometric material. However, biometrics could provide solutions for certain situ-
ations, e.g. the case of persons who cannot sign.

VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the ISF.

Greece. The Government has already planned to include a fingerprint in the current Greek
seafarers identity document.

Honduras. This does not entail higher costs for the seafarer.

Hungary. The Government has no experience of this technology, which is not available in
Hungary.

India. The Government agrees, provided that the technology is easily availableto all coun-
tries a low cost and under reasonable terms of reference.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization disagrees. The use of biometric datais too complicated and
bureaucratic.

Japan. Unless al the preconditions referred to in point (2) of this question are fulfilled
when the new instrument is adopted, an answer cannot be given at present. At the moment there
appears to be no prospect of this. Moreover, the seafarers’ organizationsin Japan are opposed to
adding conditions applicable only in the case of seafarers. Unlessthereisaproven advantagein
using a hiometric compared to the present identification method, taking into consideration the
importance of protecting privacy, they have stated clearly that they cannot agree to the use of
biometric templates.

Lebanon. Fingerprints could be sufficient, as they are used by all countries.

Liberia. The Government agrees, provided that the concerns of some States regarding hu-
man rights can be addressed. Otherwise, the ILO should put this issue aside and prepare a
Conference resolution on further investigation of the problems of adoption. The Government
urges those States insisting on the inclusion of biometrics to recognize the difficulties they
impose on some other States. However, the issue of human rights could be overcome through
the use of biometric templates, as electronic databases would then contain only records of the
unique template, not a copy of the actual biometric. Likewise, afingerprint could not be repro-
duced from the record, and conflicts with human and civil rights would be avoided.

Lithuania. The Government disagrees for financial reasons.

Namibia. The Government is not sure about this issue.

NEF: Not all countries would have the technology or enough seamen to warrant its acqui-
sition.

Netherlands. FWZ: The requirement is not acceptable at this stage.

New Zealand. Aslong as all the preconditions are met, the Government agrees. Biometric
data might not be needed for an identity document, aslong as the holder’ sidentity is verified at
the time of issue.

Panama. Fingerprints should be included.

Poland. This could infringe the privacy and dignity of the seafarer even if the proposal to
use biometrics corresponds to the world trend. Data processing and storage of thiskind requires
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specialized and expensive equipment, which means that the requirements of Article 4(5)(iii) on
universal and low-cost access to equipment are not fulfilled. Since the Government is generally
against the introduction of a representation of a biometric, no answer has been given to ques-
tions A3(b)(2) and A3(c).

Romania. The Government disagrees because costs would increase, and because biometric
data are not even required when applying for a passport.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: A biometric template would be aviolation of seafarers’ persona freedom and dignity,
as provided for in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

United Kingdom. Note should be taken of the ongoing work in ICAO on thisissue. From the
legidative perspective, there is awide range of data protection, privacy and human rights legisla
tion worldwide. There are legal concerns regarding the collection, storage and use of biometric
data, as well as its availahility to outside persons. Currently three systems could be used for the
purpose of using biometric data: facial scans, fingerprint scans, or iris biometric templates.

Uruguay. Even if the seafarers have the right to refuse, the State may till require the
biometric template to be included in the identity document.

ISF. The organization agrees in principle for the purpose of positive verifiable identifica-
tion, if thisis necessary to address the security concerns of major port States. However, it will
be important to take into account any concerns that member States may have with regard to
human rights, data protection laws and difficulties concerning practical implementation. |SF
also notes that the G8 countries have announced their intention to develop biometric template
standards for use with personnel engaged in aviation and shipping, and to make them available
to the ILO for examination by the spring of 2003.

(2) The following preconditions are suggested:

(i) That the biometric can be provided by persons without invasion of
their privacy or offence against their dignity. See preliminary
draft, Article 4.5(i).

Affirmative: 47. Albania, Algeria, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, France,
Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Leba-
non, Liberia, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica
ragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Spain, Suriname,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); Association of
Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indone-
sia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union
(Romania); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).
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Negative: 5. Argentina, Eritrea, Kazakhstan, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic.

Workers' organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); APOM (Panama): Federation of
Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 9. China, Croatia, Cuba, Denmark, Germany, Lithuania, Poland, Romania,
Russian Federation.

Comments

Argentina. It is not advisable to include conditions that could be detrimental to reliability.
Azerbaijan. The Government indicates that the Trade Unions Federation disagrees.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization refers to its comment under ques-
tion A3(b)(1).
Syndarma: The employers organization requests a guarantee of privacy.

Canada. CLC: Theworkers' organization agreesto this precondition, but reiteratesthat the
requirement for biometrics is not acceptable.

Costa Rica. The seafarer should consent to the use of the biometric data.
CTRN: The workers' organization agrees to this precondition, but reiterates that the re-
quirement for biometrics is not acceptable.

Denmark. This depends on the type of biometric chosen, nationa legislative restrictions,
etc.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. Strictly personal data should be protected.
Finland. The Government refers to its comments under question A3(b)(1).

France. France will conform to its national legislation concerning protection of personal
data and to the EC Directive 95/46/EC of 24 October 1995 on the protection of individual s with
regard to the processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the |SF.
Honduras. The precondition promotes respect for the seafarer’s human dignity.
Hungary. The Government agrees in principle.

India. The biometric is an identification feature and would not invade the privacy of the
individual .

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comment.

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization agrees to the precondition, but reiterates that the
requirement for biometrics is not acceptable.

Lega Pesca: The organization disagrees with the use of biometric data.

Japan. The seafarers organizations consider the adoption of biometric templates itself to
be a violation of human dignity.

Kazakhstan. The document must contain standardized data for all the ratifying member
States so as to simplify identification.
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Norway. Biometric data should not be collected without the permission of the seafarer.
Romania. BNS: The workers' organization suggests that such data should be requested.
Saudi Arabia. The Government disagrees as a matter of respect to privacy.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers Organization: The workers' organization agrees,
while stressing that the requirement for biometrics is not acceptable.

Syrian Arab Republic. The Government excludes the use of biological characteristics other
than fingerprints, blood group and apparent physical features.

Ukraine. Biometric data should only be provided with the consent of the document owner.

United Sates. United States law requires the use of biometrics, which do not represent an
invasion of privacy or an affront to dignity but rather, an affirmation of identity. The Govern-
ment recognizes, however, that thisis a highly charged issue in some cultures and may prove a
difficult hurdle in the current undertaking.

ISF. In the interests of meeting the concerns raised by seafarers representatives, and if
practicable, | SF could agree, although the definition of “privacy” would appear to be acomplex
human rights issue on which the employers group is not qualified to comment.

(ii) That seafarers should have the right to refuse to provide biometric
data and, instead, to use their national passport to authenticate their
identity. See preliminary draft, Article 4.5(ii).

Affirmative: 30. Azerbaijan, Belarus, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Egypt, Eritrea,
Estonia, Finland, Guatemala, Hungary, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Malta,
Myanmar, Namibia, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ESA (Estonia); NEF (Namibia);
Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); FILT-CGIL (Italy);
CGTM (Mauritania); APOM (Panama); BNS (Romania); Federation of Trade Work-
ers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive
Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 19. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Canada, Chile, Denmark,
Ecuador, France, Greece, Honduras, India, Italy, Lebanon, Panama, Philippines, Por-
tugal, United Kingdom, United States.

Employers organizations: ANA (Chile); Armateurs de France (France); INSA
(Indonesia); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); FNSM (France); SPNI (Indo-
nesia); NUNW (Namibia); Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania).
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Other: 12. Bulgaria, China, Croatia, Cuba, Germany, Liberia, Lithuania,
Mauritius, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation.

Comments

Algeria. The seafarer should respect the regulationsin forcein hisor her country of nation-
ality. If theinstrument admitted exceptions to the obligation to provide biometric data, it would
compromise the effort to achieve uniformity.

Argentina. Contrary to the Government, the navy agrees with the right to refuse.

Australia. Biometric data based on facial or iris recognition of seafarers would not be
invasive and there would be no justification for refusing to provide them.

Brazl. Syndarma: The employers organization agrees in principle, but wonders what will
happen to such seafarersif the port State requires biometric data for entry.

Bulgaria. The answer depends on the biometric data required. Seafarers should have the
right to refuse to provide such data and instead use their national passport to authenticate iden-
tity, following the procedures of the port State. Certain countries may shortly require al foreign
visitors to be issued with visas containing a biometric template or to carry a passport including
biometric information.

Canada. All seafarers should use a national passport to authenticate their identity, whereas
seafarers’ identity documents should only establish their status. If a State opts for inclusion of a
biometric, then all seafarers’ identity documents issued by that State must include it in order to
be consistent. Therefore, the precondition should not be included.

CLC: The document should not replace a passport or discharge book.

Chile. The rule should apply equally to everyone since “uniformity”, which should facili-
tate verification of datain any country, is the fundamental idea.

ANA: This precondition could affect the acceptance of the document by any State.

CPC: The employers' organization remains neutral. The right to refuse should exist only if
absolutely necessary.

Costa Rica. The Government agrees, whereas the General Directorate for Immigration and
Status of Foreigners disagrees.
CTRN: The document should not replace a passport.

Czech Republic. The Government agrees, provided that the seafarer does not have the right
to refuse a blood group test.

Denmark. The seafarer may use his national passport. Additional requirements (e.g. avisa)
may need to be met.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization remains neutral and en-
dorses the |SF comments.

Ecuador. The sesfarer should present the document created for this purpose, not another one.

Egypt. The absence of the new document should not lead to detention of a seafarer by the
port State.

Estonia. ESA: A seafarer should not be denied the identity document if he or she refusesto
provide such data.

France. With such a precondition, the new instrument would lose its efficacy. National
legislation could, however, regulate this question.
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Armateurs de France: This would compromise the establishment of an international iden-
tity document.

SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM: Seafarers should not be obliged to use their passports
instead.

Germany. VDR: The employers’ organization remains neutral and endorses the comment
of the ISF.

Greece. According to national legislation, only a valid identity document establishes the
seefarer’s status.

Honduras. These data facilitate the verification of identity.
Hungary. The Government agrees in principle.

India. Any specification should be applicable to al seafarers. However, the seafarers
unions are not in agreement with the Government. As to the shipowners, the requirement for a
biometric is not acceptable to them, as the proposed new document should not be intended to

replace the passport.

Indonesia. INSA: Only the national passport is atravel document.
SPNI: The two identity documents should always be verified, rather than to sometimes
replace the seafarers’ identity document with the passport.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization remains neutral and endorses the ISF
comments.

FILT-CGIL: The document is not intended to replace the passport.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Kazakhstan. Any divergence from the established standards would lead to time-wasting
disputes regarding identification.

Liberia. The Government reserves comment on this point, while pointing out that some
national passports do not comply with ICAO Document 9303.

Malta. The Government agrees provided that, if a national passport is used, privileges
linked to seafarer status are withheld. The workers' representatives disagree with the seafarer’s
right to refuse to provide biometric data.

Mauritania. CGTM: The document is not intended to replace the passport.

Norway. Refusa to provide biometric data should deprive seafarers of any privilege
granted to them under the new instrument.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers Organization: The document is not intended to re-
place the passport.

United Kingdom. This precondition seems to defeat the purpose of the document, whichis
to give seafarers access to overseas territories not available to the general public. If the seafarer
had the right to refuse biometrics and to establish identity solely by use of a passport, then
access to a given territory should be subject to the normal passport and visa requirements.

United Sates. “Breeder” documents, including passports, are subject to forgery, and it is
necessary to use biometrics to validate the holder's identity and the authenticity of the
document.

USCIB: In view of the objectives of the new instrument and the more detailed information
involved, a passport would be insufficient.

ISF. The employers’ organization remains neutral. If the inclusion of such a provision in
the instrument were necessary to secure the support of Governments, it might be acceptable.
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However, | SF points out that employment prospects of seafarers who refuse to provide biomet-
ric data could be affected, since certain major port States will insist on biometric data to facili-
tate entry. Furthermore, certain countries may shortly require al foreign visitors to be issued
with visas containing a biometric template or else carry a passport including biometric informa-
tion.

(iii) That the equipment needed for providing and verifying the biometric:
— isuser-friendly. See preliminary draft, Article 4.5(iii).

Affirmative: 52. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, CostaRica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
Portugal, Qatar, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Neth-
erlands); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations: FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI
(Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama); Romanian Seafarers Free Union
(Romania).

Negative: 3. Italy, Eritrea, Saudi Arabia.

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica), Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); BNS (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 6. China, Croatia, Cuba, Lithuania, Poland, Romania

— is generally accessible worldwide at low cost and under reasonable terms.
See preliminary draft, Article 4.5(iii).

Affirmative: 52. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
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Portugal, Qatar, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Neth-
erlands); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indone-
sia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Sea-
farers Free Union (Romania); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 3. Italy, Eritrea, Saudi Arabia.

Workers organizations. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Mari-
time Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 6. China, Croatia, Cuba, Lithuania, Poland, Romania.

— can be conveniently operated on board ship, in ports and in other
places where verification of identity is normally carried out. See pre-
liminary draft, Article 4.5(iv).

Affirmative: 52. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
Portugal, Qatar, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Netherlands); Association of
Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations. FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI
(Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia); Romanian Seafarers' Free Union (Romania).

Negative: 2. Italy, Saudi Arabia

Workers' organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (ltay); CGTM
(Mauritania); APOM (Panama); BNS (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers' Or-
ganizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade
Workers' Organization (Suriname).
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Other: 7. China, Croatia, Cuba, Eritrea, Lithuania, Poland, Romania.

Comments

Brazl. Syndarma: Article 4.5(iv) of the preliminary draft should be revised to make it clear
that verification of biometric data is an obligation for officia authorities only; the ship’s sole
responsibility is to check that the seafarer has an appropriate identity document.

Canada. The equipment should be reliable under all types of environmental conditions
(e.g. high humidity, cold, low light conditions, etc.).

CLC: The organization reiterates that the requirement for biometrics is not acceptable, as
crew members are not criminals and are generally known to their fellow shipmates.

Chile. ANA: The sole responsibility of the ship should be to verify that seafarers have their
identity document.

Costa Rica. CTRN: The organization reiteratesits view that the requirement for biometrics
is not acceptable, for the same reasons indicated by CLC of Canada.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF
comments.

Egypt. In Egypt neither the biometric measurement equipment nor the financial resources
needed to acquire it are available. The Government concludes that such equipment should be
donated, and that several specialists should be trained in its use for the preparation and verifica-
tion of the document. Otherwise, given that in Egypt the seafarer pays the feesfor obtaining the
document, such technology would raise production costs above the level of expected revenues.

France. Armateurs de France: Verifications on board ships should be carried out by any
government authority having such equipment.

Germany. It must be borne in mind that the conditions of operation of the equipment also
influence the biometric procedure itself. For instance, facial recognition systems are extremely
sensitive to changes in levels of ambient light. VVoice recognition systems are easily disturbed
by background noise.

VDR: The employers’ organization endorses the |SF comments without the amendment
proposal.

Guatemala. Assistance should be provided to member States.

Honduras. The Government agrees to all for reasons of training of the responsible super-
visory personnel.

Hungary. The Government agrees only in principle.

India. It should be borne in mind that vendors of biometric technology hardware are lo-
cated mostly in developed countries. Therefore, accessibility worldwide at low cost and under
reasonable terms should be ensured by the ILO before adopting this requirement. The Govern-
ment al so notes that the equipment should be operated at the places mentioned with a view to
enabling Government personnel to carry out identifications.

Italy. The Government disagrees because of the costs which the equipment will entail if the
technology is to be systematically used in ports.

CONFITARMA: As to the operation of equipment, the sole responsibility of the ship
should be to verify that the seafarer has the appropriate identity document, while the official
authorities of the host State will be responsible for verifying biometrics. The organization sup-
ports the I SF proposal to modify Article 4.5(iv) of the preliminary draft accordingly.
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FILT-CGIL: Crew membersare not criminals and are generally known to their fellow crew
members.
Lega Pesca: The organization disagrees with the proposal.

Kazakhstan. It would be desirable to ensure standardized equipment and training on its use.
Liberia. The Government believes such technology is readily available.

Mauritania. CGTM: Crew members are not criminals and are generally known to their
fellow crew members.

Netherlands. KVNR: The employers' organization endorses the |SF comment.

Norway. The Government agrees, provided that the equipment is the property of the com-
petent authority.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: Crew members are not criminals and
would generaly be known to their fellow crew members.

United Republic of Tanzania. The operation of equipment should be restricted to special
centres controlled by professionals in order to avoid misuse on board ships and in ports.

Ukraine. The Government agrees, provided that there is an agreement between the admin-
istration and the individual.

United Kingdom. Agrees, but considers that the equipment should be operated by Govern-
ment officials only.

United States. Agrees, although the equipment for providing the biometric should not be
on the ship but only at tightly controlled issuance locations, while the equipment for verifica-
tion should be located where Government personnel would normally carry out verification.

ISF. The employers organization agrees to all. However, the priority concerning equip-
ment for verification isthat it can be conveniently operated in ports, terminals and airports. The
proposed reference, in Article 4.5(iv), to the operation of equipment “on board ship” could be
supported, provided it applies only to the capability of government representatives to come on
board with the appropriate equipment. Nonetheless, it should be made clear that verification of
biometrics should only be a function of officia authorities. The sole responsibility of the ship
should be to verify that the seafarer has the appropriate identity document. Accordingly,
Article 4.5(iv) of the preliminary draft should be amended as follows “the equipment can con-
veniently be operated in ports, terminals and airports and in other places, including on board
ships, where verification of identity is normally carried out by Government personnel”.

(iv) Other preconditions.

Comments

Finland. The aims of standardization work done at the internationa level on biometrics
should also be taken into account.

Japan. The fact that a State imposes alegal obligation on seafarers alone a duty to provide
personal sensitive information on individual physical characteristics poses a problem. The tech-
nology would need to have become widely accepted. According to experts, at the present stage,
the biometric template technology developed in a certain country is not transferable worldwide
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since differences in climate and ethnic variations make the generation of errors inevitable.
Thus, it is necessary to improve the technology and establish global standards. In addition,
where errors occur, a malfunction of the equipment should be considered the primary cause. It
is therefore necessary to consider examination of a passport as an aternative method of verify-
ing seafarers identity. If biometric technology is required for seafarers identity documents,
then additional requirements for a visa, passport, etc., should be unnecessary.

Liberia. The Government suggests that masters and ship operators should be able, as under
the IMO STCW Convention or the International Safety Management (ISM) Code, to verify
crew competence.

Nigeria. The seafarer should be informed of the importance of the use of the new identifi-
cation certificate.

Suriname. Technical and financial assistance to technically less advanced countries would
be highly appreciated.

Syrian Arab Republic. The Government requests that the ILO be responsible for providing
the equipment at the least cost, as well as training on its use.

United Kingdom. The equipment should be easily portable, securely held and not easily
available to non-authorized persons. Furthermore, the equipment should comply with health
and safety regquirements and not cause discomfort or pose health risks to the user or seafarer
(iris, facia or fingerprint scans). International standards (1SO) should be used and/or devel oped
to ensure standardization.

United States. The Government reiterates the need for the use of the term “reasonable cost”
and requests that equipment and technologies as well as standards for their inclusion should be
internationally agreed.

Qu. A3(c) Concerning relevant biometric technology. See preliminary draft, Art-
icle4.5:

(i) What kind of biometric technology (if any) is available in your coun-
try?

Replies
Dental plaque: Honduras.
Digital photo: New Zealand, Peru.
DNA: Denmark, Lebanon, Norway.

Facial recognition: Australia, France, Germany, Japan, Norway, United Kingdom, United
Sates.

Dactyloscopy and fingerprint recognition: Albania, Algeria, Australia, Chile, Costa Rica,
Denmark, Egypt, Finland, France, Germany, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Leba-
non, Malta, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Philippines, Qatar, Spain, Suriname,
United Kingdom, United Sates.
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Hand-geometry recognition: Germany, Guatemala, Japan, Malta, United Sates.

Iris recognition: France, Germany, Guatemala, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, United
Kingdom, United States.

Retina recognition: Malta, Norway.
Signature recognition: Chile, Germany, Japan, New Zealand, Suriname.
Voice recognition: Germany, Japan, Malta, Norway.

Biometric technology not available: Argentina, Belarus, Bulgaria, Ecuador, Eritrea,
Estonia, Hungary, Nigeria, Portugal, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay.

Other comments

Algeria. The following systems are used: fingerprints, eyesight, anthropometric measure-
ments.

Canada. Thistechnology is not in usein travel or identity documents at present.
Chile. All technologies are available, but their cost is high.

France. The most tried and tested technology preferred by the French authorities is based
on fingerprints.

Japan. Except for iris recognition technology, there exist different technologies for each
biometric feature, and compatibility between the versions developed by different manufactur-
ersislow. Therefore, passport authorities have attached primary importance to the adoption of
mutually interoperable biometric technologies.

Kazakhstan. Biometric technology is available to immigration authorities.

Liberia. The Government advises that it is likely to adapt technology available in the
United States and Europe for use with Liberian seafarers.

Norway. For more information, the Government refers to the following web site: http://
www.steria.no/

Panama. Seafarers’ identity documents do not contain any biometrics.

(if) What isyour experience in its use?

The following countries and organizations state that they have no experience:
Argentina, Belarus, Bulgaria, Eritrea, Ecuador, Namibia, Nigeria, Panama, Syrian
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay.

Other comments
Algeria. Such technology facilitates the identification of the holder of the document.
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Australia. A wide variety of software for storing, interrogating and retrieving a given bio-
metric is available in Australia, but al products are in their infancy. A live tria to test facial
recognition biometrics technology using aircrew started in Sydney in November 2002. Further
evaluation will take place with the am of using facial biometrics to process aircrew at all Aus-
tralian airports.

Chile. The technology is used for private or state buildings where there are entry restric-
tions.

Costa Rica. This technology is used for identity cards and driving licences.

Denmark. These technologies are utilized in criminal investigations and prosecutions, as
well asfor medical and identification (forensic and paternity, etc.) purposes. No biometric data
are currently stored on individual identification media (e.g. passports).

France. Testsare currently under way. It isnot possible at this stage to draw conclusions as
to the use of the technology with regard to travel or identity documents.

Germany. Most available biometric systems are not very reliable. The results of ongoing
tests should be available by July 2003.

Guatemala. Biometrics are used in the private and in the public sector.
Honduras. The national investigation agencies have experience with this technology.

India. Biometrics are currently being used by police departments in criminal investi-
gations.

Japan. Biometric technology is used in supermarkets and stores where persons who wish
to do so can register their fingerprints on an integrated circuit card. This allows verification of
identity. Companies have introduced fingerprint recognition to improve security for in-house
information systems. Automated teller machines (ATM terminals) using iris recognition tech-
nology have been introduced by banks on atrial basis. Biometric technology isin genera use
for entry and exit controls for residences and for internal and external surveillancein buildings.

Lebanon. The experience in the use of the technology is good.

Malta. The maritime authority itself has no experience in the use of biometric technology
but it is used in high security areas within private industry and in forensics by the police.

Netherlands. The experience in the use of the available technology is highly secure.
New Zealand. Experience with biometric technology is limited.

Nicaragua. Fingerprint templates are used by the national police for criminal records, and
by the Supreme Electoral Council for the issuance of civic identity cards. However, the authori-
ties responsible for the identification of seafarers have no experience with this technology.

Norway. There is no recent experience in Norway.
Peru. This technology has been applied for four years.

Philippines. The SIRB does not contain seafarers’ fingerprints, but the loca police, Na-
tional Bureau of Investigation (NBI), and other Government investigating agencies are experi-
enced in fingerprinting.

Portugal. All the experience up to now concerns pilot projectsin Germany (facial recogni-
tion), Canada, Netherlands, United Kingdom (iris scan).

Spain. The Government has had many years of experience.
Suriname. Available biometric technology appears to be quite accurate and functional.
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United Kingdom. The Government has long experience in the use of fingerprints and lim-
ited experience, on atrial basis, of iris and facial imaging.

United Sates. A number of current studies and evaluations indicate the need for improved
standards and open systems that promote interoperability and reciprocity, and cite the number
of solutions using proprietary products that do not relate well with other systems. There is a
need for more robust and broadly accepted international standards for the technologies and the
biometrics. There are two different concepts of operations: open systems (that allow for local
facility selection of the biometric technology); and closed systems (one technology, or possibly
even one vendor in the case of proprietary techniques, is chosen to be used globally). The
selection is critical to data management and system business practice rules that need to be
developed. Recently a series of papers has indicated a strong consideration for using images
rather than templates owing to concerns regarding standards and interoperability with existing
infrastructures, but the Government has not, at this juncture, changed its earlier recommenda-
tions.

USCIB: Theemployers' organization states that the United States has extensive experience
in the use of this technology.

(iii) When might technology satisfying the above preconditions be avail-
able in your country?

The following countries and organizations were unable to provide this informa-
tion: Algeria, Argentina, Belarus, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Germany,
Hungary, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Portugal, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania.

Other comments

Albania. The Government replies that the technology will be soon available.

Australia. A robust software product capable of large-volume database scanning and high
quality facial matching may be available in the next three to four years. The new M-series
Australian passport due for release in 2004 will contain biometric data stored on a radio fre-
quency chip. The biometric is likely to be based on facial-recognition technology. ICAO, of
which Australiais a member, has a new technology working group that is developing a world
standard for biometrics in passports. It is anticipated that this world standard will drive the
development of readers and other technology that will suit the seaport environment.

Bulgaria. Such technology might be available in two or three years.
Canada. The technology might be available in the next five to ten years.

Chile. The technology could be available within the period fixed to this effect, which is
connected to implementation cost.

Denmark. The acquisition of technology is awaiting standards to be set up by ICAO (prob-
ably in 2003).

France. Such technology will be available in the next two or three years.

Honduras. The Government states that this technology will become available in the long
term.
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India. Such technology is aready in existence. However, a sudden demand for large quan-
tities of biometric hardware might stretch the capacity of vendors to supply it within a given
timeframe.

Japan. For more widespread use of biometric technology, it needs to be improved. It
should become: (1) user-friendly; (2) available at reasonable cost; and (3) capable of meeting
requirements in terms of recognition error rate. It is uncertain at this point when biometric
technology will be widely used in Japan. Furthermore, it is imperative to consider and respect
various conditions such as the legal system and popular sentiment.

Kazakhstan. Such technology is now available.

Lebanon. Fingerprinting technology is currently available, while DNA technology will be
available within six months.

Liberia. The Government advises that it is likely to adapt technology available in the
United States and Europe.

Myanmar. The acquisition of biometric technology will be considered after the adoption of
the new instrument.

Namibia. Such technology will be available in the near future.

Netherlands. Such technology will be available on alarge scale within a period of between
two and five years. By the end of 2002, afeasibility study on how biometric data can be incor-
porated in Netherlands travel documents will be completed. The most important question is
which biometric datawill be chosen (iris scan, fingerprint templates or facial recognition). This
decision also depends on the ICAO recommendations, which will be addressed to member
States in 2003. The reason for incorporating biometric data in Netherlands travel documentsis
basically to prevent look-alike fraud. Currently, the only means of verifying the identity of the
bearer are a photograph and signature. Biometric data appear to provide an additional means of
verification. A bill providing the legal basis for the inclusion of biometric data in travel docu-
ments is currently under discussion in Parliament.

New Zealand. New Zealand is able to deploy any number of biometric technologies, but at
this point the technology is still new and practical only in specific circumstances. For this rea-
son, New Zealand's experience in thisfield is limited.

Norway. Asthe technology exists, there should be no problem other than that of getting the
design and production process started.

Panama. The technology will be available as soon as the new instrument is adopted.

Peru. There is no problem as to the technology, but rather regarding the cost of the equip-
ment.

Philippines. A transition/compliance period of one year would be ideal.
Spain. Such technology is aready available.
United Kingdom. The technology is aready available.

United Sates. The issue of standards and interoperability among systems with different
data structures and technologies is difficult to address here. It is clear that appropriate technol -
ogy solutions are available globally, but concerns regarding standards and interoperability re-
main. Nonetheless, it is possible to proceed at the current time and develop a framework for
managing the specification of appropriate standards and the migration toward their adoption
without specifying al of the appropriate standards at this time.

78



Replies received and commentaries Qu. A3(c), (d)

ISF. ISF notes that the G8 countries are developing biometric template standards, which
will supposedly be available by spring 2003.

(1) Should the seafarers’ identity document contain information on cer- Qu. A3(d)
tificates held by seafarers with respect to their qualifications? See
preliminary draft, Articles 4.2. and 4.6.

Affirmative: 31. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bulgaria, Costa Rica, Croatia,
Czech Republic, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
Indonesia, Italy, Kuwait, Lithuania, Myanmar, Netherlands, Panama, Peru, Romania,
Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Kingdom,
United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: APINDO (Indonesia); NEF (Namibia); Association of
Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Workers' organizations: FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI
(Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama); Romanian Seafarers Free Union
(Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers (Russian Federation).

Negative: 28. Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Chile, China, Cuba, Denmark, Ecua-
dor, France, Germany, Greece, India, Japan, Kazakhstan, L ebanon, Malta, Mauritius,
Namibia, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Rus-
sian Federation, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine.

Employers organizations. ANA, CPC (Chile); Armateurs de France (France);
INSA (Indonesia); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Itay); CGTM
(Mauritania); FWZ (Netherlands); BNS (Romania); Progressive Trade Workers
Organization (Suriname).

Other: 2. Canada, Liberia.

(2) Should the inclusion of such information be a matter for each Mem-
ber to decide (see question A3(i) below)?

Affirmative: 34. Albania, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Canada,
Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, Greece, Honduras, India,
Indonesia, Japan, Kuwait, Liberia, Mdta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, New
Zedland, Nicaragua, Philippines, Poland, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States.
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Employers organizations. ANA, CPC (Chile); APINDO (Indonesia); USCIB
(United States).

Workers' organizations; SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM (France); SPNI (Indo-
nesia); NUNW (Namibia).

Negative: 23. Algeria, Argentina, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, Eritrea, Estonia,
Guatemala, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Lithuania, Netherlands, Nigeria, Nor-
way, Peru, Portugal, Panama, Qatar, Romania, Spain, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Armateurs de France (France); INSA (Indonesia);
NEF (Namibia); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Workers' organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM (France); FILT-CGIL (ltaly);
CGTM (Mauritania); FWZ (Netherlands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafar-
ers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime
Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization
(Suriname).

Other: 3. China, Germany, Italy.

Comments

Algeria. It should be mandatory to include such information, which would be another veri-
fiable proof that the holder of the document is a seafarer.

Argentina. Contrary to the Government, the navy disagrees with question A3(d)(1) and
agrees with question A3(d)(2).

Australia. The Government agrees that the issuing authority should be able to decide what
additiona information it wants to include. Australia, like many other countries, issues certifi-
cates of competency. There is no check on identity, nor is there any requirement that a certifi-
cate holder be an Australian national or resident, or be active in the industry. Similarly, holders
of valid certificates may perform duties ashore and have no reason to have access to another
country’s ports or to a particular ship. Likewise, Australia accepts valid certificates issued by
most other countries for seafarers working on Australian registered ships, and undertakes
checks with overseas administrationsto verify their validity, but it does not maintain a database
of al foreign certificates held by Australian-national seafarers who work on foreign ships. The
country of nationality of the seafarer is therefore not necessarily in a position to verify that
certificates held by seafarers are valid or genuine. Thiswould only confuse the primary purpose
of the identity document, which is to prove that a seafarer has a genuine reason for being on a
ship and should therefore benefit from minimum border control restrictions.

Azerbaijan. The Government disagrees, but the Trade Unions Confederation agrees.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The information already exists in another document which isin nor-
mal use by seafarers and can be easily checked. Leaving the matter to the discretion of each
State would undermine the standardization of the document.

Bulgaria. The Government agrees to al, as this would be consistent with national legisa
tion. Pages 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the current Bulgarian seamen’ s passport contain information on the
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seafarer’s capacity, as well as the number and date of issue and expiry of the certificate. The
entries on these pages are made exclusively by authorized persons of the Ministry of Transport
and Communications.

Canada. This information should be optional .
CLC: The inclusion of such information could delay implementation of the instrument.
Canadais aready revising its competency certificates.

Chile. The fundamental idea of the instrument is*uniformity”. All data concerning compe-
tency have to be incorporated in the embarkation book. The identification card should include
only data concerning personal and professional identification.

ANA: The inclusion of such information in identity documents should only be an option
for ratifying member States and no specific reference should be included in the new instrument.
Moreover this kind of information may need to be updated regularly.

Costa Rica. Data on qudlifications should be standardized for the purpose of international
applications. Contrary to the Government, the General Directorate for Immigration and Status
of Foreigners disagrees with this proposal because it would compromise uniformity.

CTRN: Inclusion of such information could delay implementation.

Cuba. Theinclusion of such information should not be mandatory. In any case, the fact that
thisinformation isincluded in the document does not rel ease the seafarer from the obligation to
present the original certificates.

Denmark. This proposal would compromise a uniform standard for the seafarers’ identity
document. Furthermore, the STCW Convention sets out the requirements concerning endorse-
ment, etc. for certificates of competency. The inclusion of such information could cause
confusion.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF comment.

Egypt. Theinclusion of the seafarer’s qualifications should be optional. Moreover, certain
tasks on board ships do not require certification under the STCW Convention.

Eritrea. Thisinformation hasto be part of the standard document and its inclusion should
be compulsory.

Estonia. There should be a common decision to include only information that every coun-
try can provide.

France. Such information is very difficult to keep updated. It might be possible to include
certificates held by the seafarer at the time the document is issued, but when a check is carried
out such certificates might no longer correspond to those indicated. This is connected to the
system of control and verification of certificates concerning qualifications. Identity documents
need not necessarily contain such indications, but could make it easier to verify certificates. The
Government does not oppose the inclusion of such information if it does not complicate the
implementation of the new instrument.

Armateurs de France: This would greatly complicate the issuing and updating of the
document.

Germany. Functions and grades are rapidly changing in the shipping sector. As a conse-
guence, a new seafarers identity document would have to be issued at each change in the
seafarer’s qualification if such information were included.

VDR: The employers' organization remains neutral and considers that such information
does not need to be included in the seafarers’ identity document. Whatever may be decided on
this matter, inclusion of such data should be optional, and no specific reference should be in-
cluded in the new instrument. Any new IMO regulations on the matter could be taken into
account at a subsequent revision, as provided for in Article 3.2 of the preliminary draft.
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Greece. According to the STCW Convention, the originals of the seafarers’ competency
certificates have to be available on board the ship.

Guatemala. There would be no uniformity if each Member were free to decide this issue.

Honduras. Inclusion of such information should not be mandatory, as there exist other
documents proving the qualifications of the seafarer.

Hungary. The Hungarian identity documents contain this information. Every document
should contain these important data for the sake of simplicity.

India. The decision should be |€eft to each Member.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comment.

FILT-CGIL: The inclusion of such information could delay the implementation of the in-
strument. Standardization and easy identification of the document might be impossible if there
were large differences between issuing countries.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees to all.

Japan. Theissuing authorities would have to follow awritten amendment procedure when-
ever a change arose in the qualification certificate, and it would be problematic to amend the
identity document accordingly. The type and quantity of information to be included in the
document should be l€eft to the discretion of the country concerned.

Kazakhstan. The seafarers identity document should include only the record of employ-
ment, an indication of the ships on which the seafarer has served, and the immigration authority
stamp for entering and leaving port.

Liberia. Qualification information is beyond the scope of the proposed instrument and
should neither be required nor prohibited. It should be left to the issuing State to decide.

Malta. Increasing the number of pages in the document would compromise the security
benefits of a one-page identity document. The workers representatives agree with ques-
tion A3(d)(1) and disagree with question A3(d)(2).

Mauritania. CGTM: The inclusion of such information could delay the implementation of
the instrument

Namibia. A seafarer may improve his or her qualifications after the issue of the identity
document, and there is no need to go back to the document for modifications.

Netherlands. FWZ: Information on certificates held by the seafarer has nothing to do with
security issues and should not be included in the document.

KVNR: Inclusion of such information should be only an option, and no specific reference
should be included in the new instrument. As different national agencies might be involved, the
inclusion of such information on a mandatory basis might delay the introduction of identity
documents. This kind of information may aso need to be updated frequently.

New Zealand. This type of information is not relevant for an identity document.

Nigeria. Information on certificates will make the identity document bulky and isirrele-
vant because the employer is supposed to have checked that before the engagement.

Panama. The Government requests a uniform policy of al Members.

Peru. Inclusion of such information has to be obligatory if the document is to serve any
purpose.

Philippines. The Government considers the inclusion of such information to be unneces-
sary because the original certificates are in the possession of seafarers during their employment,
and because it would require additional pages, making the document thicker.
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Portugal. For the purpose of uniformity, the type of information to be included should be
established in the new instrument.

Qatar. The certificate itself provides proof of the seafarer’s qualifications, so that such
information need not be repeated every time the seafarer obtains a higher qualification.

Romania. The inclusion of such information would provide verifiable evidence of the
bearer’ s occupation as a seafarer.

Spain. The same structure should be adopted for al identity documents.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The aim of this instrument is to ad-
dress maritime security, and the inclusion of such extrainformation would delay itsimplemen-
tation.

United Kingdom. The inclusion of seafarers qualifications would provide a useful cross
check between the COC and identity document. However, the COC (and other certificates) are
the normal place to record qualifications, and it could lead to confusion if a seafarer’ s qualifica-
tions change over the life span of the identity document. The impact on the discharge book
should also be examined. The United Kingdom therefore accepts inclusion of this information
only on avoluntary basis.

United States. Data management decisions regarding whether certain data should reside on
the card or on the database should be |eft to individua Members. However, there should be
agreement on the appropriate data elements. In the light of member States' needs to conform to
STCW requirements, placing this information on a card should be mandatory. If thisis not the
prevailing opinion of the Members, the decision to include such information should be the
prerogative of each member State.

USCIB: Mandatory inclusion of thisinformation would complicate and expand the task of
the issuing authority, as the identity card would have to be reissued whenever a seafarer up-
graded or lost certification. The decision should thus be |eft to each issuing country.

Uruguay. There must be uniform criteria.

ISF. Whatever may be decided on this matter, the inclusion of information on seafarers
qualificationsin identity documents should be only an option. Since different national agencies
might be involved, the inclusion of such information on a mandatory basis might delay the
introduction of the identity document. Moreover this kind of information may frequently need
to be updated. Given the concerns raised by the Seafarers' group, and in the interests of a
successful adoption and wide ratification of the new instrument, no specific reference to such
information should be included. However, Article 4.6 of the preliminary draft, which leaves the
option open, should be retained. Any new IMO regulations on possible requirements for quali-
fications to be included in machine-readable documents could be taken into account during any
subsequent revision, as provided for in Article 3.2 of the preliminary draft.

It has also been suggested that the identity document might include blank Qu. A3(e)
pages (for example, to enable annotations by competent authorities or the

inclusion of relevant information such as that relating to sea service). See
preliminary draft, Article 4.2.

Affirmative: 44. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
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Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Lithuania, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Po-
land, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); APINDO, INSA
(Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); Association of Shipowners of Romania
(Romania).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-
CGIL (ltaly); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Netherlands); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 12. Australia, Azerbaijan, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Cuba, Germany,
Kazakhstan, L ebanon, Malta, New Zealand, Syrian Arab Republic.

Employers organizations. CPC (Chile); Armateurs de France (France); NEF
(Namibia), USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); FNSM, SNPOMM (France);
CGTM (Mauritania).

Other: 4. Belarus, Canada, France, Liberia

Comments

Australia. This question presupposes that the seafarers’ identity document will be a book,
whereas the Conference might decide that a card format is more appropriate. All seafarers will
soon be required to hold a passport for entry to Australia, so thereisno need for blank pagesin
the new seafarers’ identity document.

Azerbaijan. The Government indicates that the Trade Unions Confederation agrees.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization disagrees and refers to its comments
under question A3(d).

Syndarma: Nothing should detract from the practicability and cost-effectiveness of the
document.

Bulgaria. The Government agrees, and refers to its comment under question A3(d).

Canada. This possibility should be optional.
CLC: Thiswould not render the document too different from the general model.

Chile. There should be an embarkation book and a separate identification card, which
should contain only arecord of signing in and out of port.

Costa Rica. Thereliability of the information is not guaranteed. In contrast to the Govern-
ment, the General Directorate of Immigration and Status of Foreigners agrees.
CTRN: Thiswould not render the document too different from the general model.
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Cuba. The matter should be decided by each member State.

Denmark. Entrance and exit stamps may be noted in the identity document. Furthermore,
the instrument should allow the possibility to combine the seafarers’ identity document with the
traditional seaman’s book. If so, blank pages should be an obvious part of the document.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

France. It is not desirable to include information on the seafarer’ s sea service, as there are
other means available for this purpose.

SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM: The additional information could include indications on
ships, activities performed, dates of embarkation and landing, medical fitness.

Germany. VDR: The employers’ organization remains neutral and endorses the comment
of the ISF.

Honduras. The Government agrees with regard to including the rank of the seafarer.

India. Extra pages will facilitate inclusion of data which might be found necessary at a
subsequent stage.

Indonesia. APINDO: Such annotations are very important for easy reference in another
State.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization agrees, if this is compatible with
widespread ratification of the instrument.

FILT-CGIL: Thiswould not render the document too different from the general model.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Kazakhstan. Any additional information included would complicate and slow down the
work of the immigration authorities.

Liberia. The new instrument should specify only the minimum criteria. The issuing State
should be alowed to incorporate enhancements as long as the basic standards are met.

Malta. The Government disagrees and refers to its comment under question A3(d).

Netherlands. FWZ: This should not render the document too different from the general
model.

Nigeria. This would provide information on the experience of the seafarer.
Norway. No sensitive or privacy-related information should be included.

Panama. The Government agrees, provided that the information is related to the service
rendered and entered by the maritime administration corresponding to the nationality of thetitle
or countersignature.

Philippines. The SIRB aready has spaces for this purpose.
Qatar. Thisis essentia in order to officially certify the seafarer’s service record.

Romania. The evidence of sea service is arequirement of the STCW Convention, and its
inclusion in the identity document would give the opportunity to double check.

Spoain. Given that the seafarer’s sea service record is used by the competent authority for
calculating pension entitlements, any document replacing it should contain dates of joining and
leaving a ship, employment category, ship’s number and reason for leaving the ship. If such
data are not recorded in the new document, the maritime authorities should be required to pro-
vide them in some other way.
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Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: This would not cause the document
to be too different from the general model.

Syrian Arab Republic. There is space available for such annotations on the pages of the
maritime passport, which is used nationally for service on board ships and for visas.

United Kingdom. Thiswould provide arecord of entry which might facilitate future admis-
sion to a territory. However, such entries in the document should be at the discretion of each
authority.

United States. The Government remains neutral, as it doubts the feasibility of validating
written entries on blank pages. Even with the card format, which the United States prefers, there
are concerns regarding data management. Data elements regarding an individua should be
accessible to him or her, but it might not be appropriate to allow the individual to access other
data, such as document management and security data, or other data elements, such as a ship
name (for crediting sea time) when the ship isin military service.

USCIB: The employers' organization favours the card format. The issuing country may
choose to include other information at its discretion.

Uruguay. The pages must be numbered.

ISF. If the document envisaged is not a card and member States believe that it would be
helpful to include blank pages, ISF has no objection, if thisis practicable, affordable and com-
patible with widespread ratification of the instrument.

Qu. A3(f) Article4, paragraph 5, of Convention No. 108 provides that “ Any limit to
the period of validity of a seafarers’ identity document shall be clearly
indicated therein.” If a period of validity is specified it should presumably
be sufficiently long, asisthe case with passports, to avoid cost and incon-
venience to the seafarers as well as administrative costs.

(i) According to advice received, a period of validity should always be
specified on the document. See preliminary draft, Article 4.4(g).

Affirmative: 60. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala,
Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia,
Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara
gua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama);
Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
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(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 1. Hungary.

Comments

Australia. An expiry date is added security. If the seafarers’ identity document is to be
issued by the employer, the period should relate to the term of employment and the document
should be surrendered once the holder is no longer in employment. If the document isissued by
a State, a standard validity limit should apply.

Bulgaria. This is necessary to address security concerns and is consistent with national
legidlation.

Canada. Currently some documents have no expiry date, which alows for abuse in the
case of short-term crew members, or in the case of very old photographs, deterioration of the
document, etc. Seafarers’ identity documents should always have expiry dates and should only
be issued or retained if the holders prove that they are still seafarers.

Chile. The validity period should be based on the hedlth certificate (as provided in the
STCW Convention).

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. Thisis necessary in order to know the date of expiry.
Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the | SF.

Honduras. The period of validity allows easy verification as to whether the seafarer keeps
his qualifications up-to-date.

Hungary. In Hungary the period of validity isnot specified on the identity document; how-
ever, the seafarers must submit their identity documents to the national issuing authority for the
purpose of verification at least once in a 12-month period, or, if thisis not possible, immedi-
ately after their return.

Indonesia. APINDO: Should not be confused with passport vaidity. Synchronization is
necessary.

Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.
Namibia. The Government agrees, but states that there is no need for such a provision.

Nigeria. Thiswould assist in updating the information on the bearer and in complying with
current changes in legislation.

Qatar. The document should be periodically renewable as a check against abuse.

United States. Specifying the period of validity depends on the technology employed on
the document. If means to record the expiry date were included, it could be incorporated elec-
tronically rather than printed on the document, which would reduce costs of reissue.

USCIB: This depends on the other information that might be on the card. A five-year
period of validity is suggested.

ISF. ISF agrees. The period of validity should be indicated to address security concerns.
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(i) 1f you agreeto (i), should the period be left to the issuing authority to specify?

Affirmative: 45. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, China, Croatia,
Cuba, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece,
Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Ni-
geria, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi
Arabia, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraine, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CMP (Panama); USCIB
(United States).

Workers organizations; SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM (France); SPNI (Indo-
nesia); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama); Federation of Trade Workers Organ-
izations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Negative: 15. Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, Germany,
India, Kazakhstan, Norway, Portugal, Qatar, Spain, United Republic of Tanzania,
United Kingdom.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); Association of Shipowners of Romania
(Romania).

Workers' organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM (France); FILT-CGIL (ltaly);
BNS (Romania); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF: This would undermine the standardized nature of the document.
Syndarma: The periods should be standardized.

Canada. CLC: An agreed period of validity should be established.

Chile. The validity period should be uniform for all ratifying member States.
ANA: The new instrument should specify the maximum period of validity.

China. The specified period could be notified to international organizations or other coun-
tries.

Costa Rica. The data must be standardized.
CTRN: An agreed period of validity should be established.

Denmark. A standard period of validity would be preferable.
Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF
comments.

Egypt. The issuing authority should set out the period of validity according to national
legidation and with due regard to the validity of the other certificates involved.
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Finland. The document should establish an agreed period of validity.

France. The period of validity should be coherent with that of the travel documents.
Armateurs de France: The validity period should be uniform.

Germany. There should be an internationally agreed period of validity.
VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the ISF.

Honduras. The Government agrees with reference to the constitutional law of Honduras.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees, provided that there is homogeneity between coun-
tries belonging to the same area or interested in the same resource sector.

Kazakhstan. A specific period should be indicated in the instrument.
Namibia. The period should be specified in accordance with national laws.
Netherlands. There should be uniformity.

Nicaragua. Every Member should provide for the same validity period.

Nigeria. Theissuing authority is best informed on the national economic situation, security
requirements and legislation.

Peru. A standardized validity should be recommended.

Portugal. The validity period should be indicated in the instrument.

Qatar. The duration should be commensurate with documents issued by other authorities.
Spain. Common criteria should be adopted at the international level.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The new instrument should establish
an agreed period of validity.

Syrian Arab Republic. The document could have the same duration as the maritime pass-
port.

United Kingdom. There should be a standardized period for al administrationsin the inter-
ests of consistency, avoiding confusion and ensuring maximum acceptability of the document.
Validity and possession of the document should be made conditional upon the holder remaining
employed as a seafarer.

United Sates. The Government agrees but suggests that an agreed range of acceptable
validity periods should be indicated in the Protocol.

ISF. The employers' organization disagrees. The new instrument should specify a uniform
maximum period of validity in order to meet security concerns.

(iii) If a specific period of validity should be provided for in the instru-
ment, how long should it be?

Period suggested in replies

Five years. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Brazl,
Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Finland, France,
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Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Italy, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta, Mauritius,
Myanmar, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, United Kingdom, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. CPC (Chile); INSA (Indonesia); CMP (Panama);
USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); SPNI (Indonesia); APOM
(Panama); BNS (Romania).

Ten years: Denmark, Estonia, Germany, India, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, Nicara-
gua, Portugal, Qatar.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); Danish Shipowners Association
(Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); CONFITARMA, Lega Pesca (Italy); VDR
(Germany); I1SF.

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Work-
ers (Russian Federation).

Five to ten years: Australia, Czech Republic, Japan, Ukraine, United States.

Workers' organizations: FILT-CGIL (ltaly); Progressive Trade Workers' Organ-
ization (Suriname).

Same as for national passport: Ecuador, New Zealand, Suriname.
Employers organizations: APINDO (Indonesia).

Workers' organizations. CTRN (Costa Rica).

Ten to 20 years. Poland.

Seven years: Azerbaijan Trade Unions Confederation.

Four years: Greece, Syrian Arab Republic.

Three years: Panama (for national waters), Eritrea.

Two years. Namibia.

One year: Romania.

Comments

Augtralia. If the holder of the document permanently leaves the shipping industry, the
document should be surrendered immediately.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers' organization favours the period universally adopted
for competency certificates.
Syndarma: The employers’ organization suggests the usual period of validity of passports.
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Bulgaria. The five-year period which it prefersisin conformity with national legislation
and with IMO STCW certificates.

Canada. CLC: Validity periods should be the same as for the United Kingdom passport, or
at least for seafarers’ vocational certificates of competency.

Chile. The validity period should be the same as that indicated in the STCW Conven-
tion 78/95.
ANA: The validity period should be in line with that of passports.

China. The period of validity should not be longer than that of a passport of the country
concerned. It would not be advisable for the new instrument to specify a period.

Costa Rica. CTRN: The period should be the same as for passports.

Croatia. The identity document should remain valid as long as the seafarer has a valid
medical fitness certificate.

Denmark. The Government favours the usual validity period for passports.
Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. The minimum period provided for a passport is suggested.

Egypt. The Government draws attention to conditions which should be taken into account,
such as military service requirements, medical certificate validity, etc.

France. The five-year period of validity would be consistent with the period provided for
in the STCW Convention.

Armateurs de France: A ten-year validity period seems reasonablein the light of the valid-
ity of most identity documents.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the | SF.
Guatemala. The standard period used for the national passport is appropriate.

Honduras. The validity period should be the same for all countries. In Honduras, in accor-
dance with the Organization of the Merchant Marine Act, it is two years.

India. An individual’s features take about ten years to undergo radical change. Moreover,
the Continuous Discharge Certificate-cum-seafarers Identity Document (CDC) in Indiais cur-
rently issued for a period of ten years.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Japan. The period of validity should ideally be determined by the country concerned.
Kazakhstan. The Government favours the standard period for an identity document.

Malta. The period of validity should be such as to mitigate difficulties presented by pos-
sible alterations in image due to age.

Netherlands. KVNR: It seems sensible to align the validity with that of passports.

Nigeria. The suggested period of five years would lower costs and be consistent with inter-
national passports. Factual data may not change over a shorter period.

Panama. If bar codes and lamination are used, the document should be renewable for an-
other five years.

CMP: Seafarers should lose their status if they are not employed on board a ship during the
validity period.
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Peru: The validity period should correspond to that of the competency certificates.

Philippines. The document should be renewable for another five years, provided that there
are sufficient pages |eft for entries.

Poland. The seafarers’ identity document should cease to be valid if the holder has not
been employed on board a ship for aperiod of five years. The validity period should bejustified
by the reason of its restriction.

Romania. The validity of the seafarers’ identity document should correspond to that of the
medical certificate.

Saudi Arabia. The suggested period would save time, effort and money.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: Five years would correspond to the
period of validity of the seafarer’s certificate of competence, and ten years to that of a passport.

Syrian Arab Republic. The validity period should be the same as for maritime passports.

United Republic of Tanzania. The period of validity should be standardized, in order to
avoid discrepancies.

United Kingdom. The period of validity should be clearly stated (e.g. expiry date in a
standard format DD-MM-YYYY).

United Sates. The shorter term of the proposed range of five to ten years would correspond
to the renewal requirements of the STCW Convention and would provide some measure of
confidence in the document’ s authenticity.

USCIB: The employers' organization suggests a period of five years, which corresponds to
the validity period of professional certificates.

Uruguay. The validity period should correspond to that of the STCW Convention and the
period indicated in the health card.

ISF. Although STCW certificates of competency are valid for five years, passports are
often valid for ten years and it would seem sensible to align the validity period of the identity
document with that of passports.

Qu. A3(g) (1) Each identity document would need to contain a reference number
so as to facilitate external verification. See preliminary draft,
Article 4.4(h).

Affirmative: 60. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon Liberia,
Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zeaand, Nicara-
gua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United
Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
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APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltay); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); | SF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatid); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 1. Germany.

(2) If you agree with (1), should the format of that reference number:

(i) beleft to each issuing authority to decide?

Affirmative: 32. Albania, Canada, China, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Den-
mark, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, France, Greece, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Japan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Panama, Phil-
ippines, Poland, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, United Repub-
lic of Tanzania, Ukraine.

Employers organizations. INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); USCIB
(United States).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatiad); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indo-
nesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); BNS (Romania); Progressive Trade
Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 28. Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Chile,
Costa Rica, FEritrea, Estonia, Guatemala, Hungary, Italy, Kazakhstan, Liberia,
Lithuania, Malta, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Portugal, Qatar, Russian
Federation, Suriname, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania);
ISF.

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); APOM (Panama); Romanian
Seafarers Free Union (Romania), Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of
Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 1. Germany.
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Qu. A3(g) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

(if) conformto a universal reference standard?

Affirmative: 41. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, France, Eritrea, Estonia, Guatemala,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta,
Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Russian Federation, Suriname, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); | SF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Itay); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 16. Canada, Croatia, Cuba, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, Greece,
Honduras, Italy, Japan, Nicaragua, Panama, Romania, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic.

Other: 4. Germany, Kuwait, Mauritius, Saudi Arabia.

Comments

Australia. The reference number should be in a standard format. Reference is also made to
the Government’s reply to question A4(a).

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization considers that the centralization of the
reference number in an international organization would make it difficult to issue false docu-
ments, and would not interfere with States’ prerogatives with regard to their internal identifica-
tion systems, but would even strengthen them.

Syndarma: A universal reference number would facilitate both security aspects and the
work of immigration authorities.

Canada. The format should be optional, but should include a check digit.
CLC: Asfor question (2)(i), the workers' organization considers that there should be an
international standard for assigning each number.

Chile. Uniformity facilitates checking. However, it has to be taken into account that this
would imply the necessity to modify databases and replace al the documents issued to officers
and crew members.

Costa Rica. CTRN: As for question (2)(i), the workers organization notes that there
should be an international standard for assigning each number.

Czech Republic. The ILO should create the necessary worldwide database.

Denmark. Protection against theillegal issuance of documents must be provided at various
levels, from a central issuing authority with adequate security facilities to the use of digital
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security features on the documents (“electronic seal”). The Government refers to the European
Council Resolution of 17 October 2000, section 4, and to regulation 1/2, 6.2 of the STCW
Convention.

Ecuador. Each issuing authority should decide, since it keeps control on the documents
issued.

France. FNSM: The workers organization agrees to question A3(g)(1) and ques-
tion A3(9)(2)(i).

Germany. VDR: The organization favours auniversal reference standard provided that this
would not complicate issuance and would be compatible with widespread ratification.

Honduras. A universal reference standard tends to be falsified.

Hungary. The Government suggests that consideration be given to the country codes and
numbers determined by the United Nations (e.g. 36 for Hungary).

India. Such feature will bring more credibility to the identity document and may address
security concerns of all port States. In addition, even if the physical format is universal, each
member State may determine the implementing authority.

Italy. CONFITARMA: Theemployers' organization notesthat it could be useful to adopt a
universal reference if thisis compatible with widespread ratification of the instrument.

FILT-CGIL: Theworkers organization states that, asto question A3(g)(2)(i), there should
be an international standard for assigning such a number.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees to question A3(g)1 and question A3(g)2(ii), but dis-
agrees with A3(9)2(i).

Japan. The method of controlling the reference numbers of the seafarers’ identity docu-
ments varies according to the situation in each country. A universal reference standard does not
seem to be practical, and may cause confusion. The format of the reference number should
therefore be left to the discretion of the country concerned.

Kazakhstan. The format of the reference number should indicate a code identifying the
issuing country which should be specified in the document.

Liberia. Every State should useitsthree-letter | SO abbreviation astheinitial three |etters of
such areference code. The total number of letters and digits (which should be chosen by each
State) should be standardized to ensure international readability.

Nigeria. The Government agrees to al for security purposes and because it will facilitate
identification for immigration officials of other countries.

Panama. Each State should provide for its own security as a measurement of the internal
control.

Spain. Each nationa authority should be free to determine the reference number format.

Suriname. Uniformity should be attempted as much as possible, in order to achieve the
goal set by the Protocol.

United Republic of Tanzania. The reference numbering should be left to the national issu-
ing authority but should conform to a universal reference standard.

United Kingdom. Each document should contain a unique reference number. That num-
ber should be recorded in a secure database by the issuing authority, should contain a country
of issue code, conform to an international standard (e.g. ICAO standard) and be machine
readable.
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United Sates. The reference number should be aphanumeric with an agreed to structure
that facilitates verification of document and issuer.

USCIB: Each card should be capable of externa verification, either through a universal
database or a national one that can be accessed by other interested parties such as port States.

Uruguay. The number of the seafarers’ identity document should correspond to that of the
national identity document issued by the issuing State.

ISF. The reference number should conform to a universal reference standard, as this re-
quirement may be needed to address the security concerns of port States and to facilitate verifi-
cation by immigration authorities. However, acceptance would be conditional on the extent to
which this would be compatible with widespread ratification of the new instrument.

Qu. A3(h) Other particularsto be included in all seafarers’ identity documents:

Replies
Albania. The number of the seafarer’s registration chart.

Algeria. The name of the ship, the date and place of signing on and off, and periodica
medical examinations.

Argentina. The title should be compatible with the STCW Convention.

Australia. If the identity document is to be issued by the employer, it should include the
employer’s name as evidence of membership of aship’s crew. The passport number and issuing
country should also be included, as well as the seafarer’ s name as recorded in his or her pass-
port, if different.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers' organization suggests including the school and year of
qualification in the activity in order to make forgery more difficult.

Bulgaria. No other particular should be included, provided that security concerns are ad-
dressed.

Canada. A machine-readable zone (MRZ) for verification (according to ICAO specifica-
tions).

Chile. The email address of the issuing administration.
ANA: No other information is required.

Costa Rica. The seafarer’s physica disabilities, blood group and illnesses.
Croatia. Blood group and Rh factor, hypersensitivity to serums, medicines and vaccines.
Czech Republic. The persona identification number, if any, and any special marks.

France. Armateurs de France: The employers’ organization maintains that the amount of
information must be kept to the minimum level that is sufficient to allow secure identification
of the holder.

Germany. A contact address.
VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the ISF.

Greece. The name of the seafarer’s father.

96



Replies received and commentaries Qu. A3(h)

Guatemala. No other information should be included, but passport number and country
should be indicated.

Honduras. The seafarer’s blood group for the purpose of health protection.
Hungary. The name of the seafarer’s mother.
India. Address of next of kin.

Indonesia. APINDO: Include, where appropriate, the remark “aways trustworthy”.
INSA: Insert the height, weight, skin and hair colour.

Italy. Lega Pesca: Specidizations, training courses, work experience.
Kazakhstan. The name of the ship and position held by the seafarer, on separate pages.

Namibia. There should be a standardized approach to additional details.
NEF: The employers' organization suggests including information on any criminal convic-
tions for violence, terrorism or drug trafficking in any country.

Netherlands. No other particular should be included.

Nicaragua. The blood group and address of the document holder in the issuing country.
Nigeria. The seafarer’s rank and the discharge book number.

Panama. The seafarer’s passport number, blood group, height and weight.

Philippines. Details of the seafarer’s next of kin (name, address and phone/fax number for
contact in case of emergency).

Portugal. The title of the issuing authority.

Qatar. Details of next of kin, including telephone numbers.
Romania. The validity period of the medical certificate.
Spain. Fitness rating based on prior medical examination.
Suriname. The date of issue.

United Republic of Tanzania. The seafarer’ s marital status, unique facial or body marks for
the purpose of easy identification, and details of next of kin in case of accident or death.

United Kingdom. The name, title and contact details of the issuing authority.

United Sates. Nicknames, passwords or PINs, passport numbers, scars, tattoos or other
identifying marks, as well as qualifications, might usefully be included as aiding identification.
Some standardization should also be developed, to deal with cases where adata element that is
ordinarily required is omitted, as in dealing with seafarers having only one name (e.g. no sur-
name).

Uruguay. No other particular should be included in the document. The document should,
however, indicate the focal point or authority which can verify its vaidity.

Comments

Brazil. Syndarma: The document should contain only the minimum data required for se-
curity purposes.

Cuba. Each member State should be free to regulate this matter.
97
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Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorsesthe | SF
comments.

Honduras. The seafarer’s blood group should be included for health protection purposes.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization suggests the inclusion of other information in order to facili-
tate recognition of the seafarer and his’her curriculum vitae.

Japan. Particulars concerning the thumbprint described in Article 4.4(f) of the preliminary
draft should be deleted, since this is a sensitive issue in Japan.

Liberia. Such details should be kept to an absolute minimum.

Nigeria. The identification document should not be bulky.

Portugal. The document should never include the religion of the holder.
Romania. The Government refers to its comment under question A3(f)(iii).

Spain. The maximum period of validity of the medical examination before embarkation is
two years.

| S-. Provided that the security concerns of member States have been addressed, | SF has no
suggestions concerning the inclusion of other particulars. The information to be included
should be kept to a minimum, consistent with general acceptability.

Qu. A3(i) Asisnow provided for in Convention No. 108 (Article 4, paragraph 7),
the new document should contain space for the issuing authority to add
further details required by the national law concerned (for domestic pur-
poses or, for example, in order to enable seafarers to meet other condi-
tions that may be imposed by port States that are not parties to the
instrument or may be required under other international instruments).

Affirmative: 52. Albania, Algeria, Argentina Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Malta, Mauritius,
Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Roma-
nia, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); Danish Shipowners Association
(Denmark); VDR (Germany); APINDO (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); | SF.

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM,
SNPOMM  (France); SPNI (Indonesia); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW (Namibia);
APOM (Panama).

Negative: 7. Germany, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, New Zealand, Norway, Panama,
Philippines.

98



Replies received and commentaries Qu. A3(i)

Employers organizations. CPC (Chile); Armateurs de France (France); NEF
(Namibia); CMP (Panama).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Roma-
nia); Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers
(Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 2. Liberia, Qatar.

Comments

Australia. Such additional details may be useful, and the document may be a useful means
of facilitating access control to the ship and related port facilities, as required by the Interna-
tional Ship and Port Facility Security Code that is being developed by the IMO. However, these
matters should not be specifically addressed by the new instrument, which should simply pro-
vide that additional data may be included, in accordance with national law and practice, on the
condition that it does not interfere with compulsory data.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers' organization agrees, provided that only details consid-
ered essential are added.
Syndarma: This will make the document more acceptable.

Canada. This space should be optional.
Chile. CPC: This depends on the controls of the issuing State.

Costa Rica. Contrary to the Government, the General Directorate of Immigration and
Status of Foreigners disagrees.

Denmark. From alaw-enforcement point of view, the provision of supplementary national
information on the seafarer may be useful.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. Each issuing authority should decide what information to include.

Estonia. Under nationa legislation, the document aso contains information on the
seafarer’s sex, next of kin and sea service.

France. The Government agrees if such additional indications are themselves not subject
to ateration.
Armateurs de France: This could compromise the establishment of a uniform document.

Germany. The Government disagrees on grounds of uniformity, and because this would
become a burden for seafarers, e.g. more questions regarding the details added by the issuing
authority. The Government in any case favours the card format.

VDR: The organization agrees and endorses the comment of the ISF.

Honduras. This will facilitate the identification of the holder.

India. The specifications in the new identity document should be acceptable and easy to
implement, thereby ensuring widespread ratification. At the same time, even countries which
do not ratify the proposed instrument should be persuaded to adopt the new identity document.

Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.
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Kazakhstan. The Government disagrees. The format and number of pages should be
standardized.

Liberia. The issuing authority should decide what additional information, if any, to add to
the ILO minimum criteria.

Namibia. Seafarers might be exposed to different laws or rules of port States.
NEF: The employers organization suggests that a sheet in the document should indicate
the countries that accept the identity document and any restrictions applicable to it.

New Zealand. The document should contain only information pertinent to a person’siden-
tity as a seafarer. Variations in detail would detract from that purpose.

Norway. The identity document should differ as little as possible from country to country,
otherwise this could create confusion for control officers.

Panama. The Government disagrees for reasons of uniformity.

Philippines. Additional blank spaces are unnecessary because blank pages in the SIRB
would serve the same purpose.

Suriname. The Government agrees, provided that the document contains the requirements
mentioned in the Protocol.
Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The workers' organization disagrees.

United Kingdom. Such information could be included at the discretion of individual coun-
tries in accordance with national legidation provided that it was not mandatory and did not
conflict with any verification or machine-reading requirements.

United States. Allowance must be made for country-specific data elements and applets in
addition to a fixed component for international use.

ISF. This is broadly acceptable, provided that it would be supported by the majority of
Governments and would not discourage widespread ratification. In practice, however, 1SF
favours a document that will be as uniform as possible.

Qu. A3()) Should Members be free to use the seafarers’ identity document also as
the document containing the record of employment referred toin Article 5
of the Seamen’s Articles of Agreement Convention, 1926 (No. 22)?

Affirmative: 42. Albania, Algeria, Argenting, Australia, Belarus, Canada, Costa
Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, Greece, Guate-
mala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Japan, Kuwait, Liberia, Lithuania,
Myanmar, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,
Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly);
Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-
CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Netherlands); APOM (Panama); BNS,
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Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers' Organiza
tions of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Work-
ers’ Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 18. Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Cuba, Eritrea, Estonia, France,
Germany, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Malta, Mauritius, Namibia, Netherlands, New
Zeadland, Portugal, Syrian Arab Republic.

Employers organizations: ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Shipowners Association
(Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama).

Workers' organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); FNSM (France); CGTM
(Mauritania).

Other: 1. Italy.

Comments

Argentina: This would make it possible to merge the identity document with the embark-
ation booklet.

Australia. If the identity document isto comprise proof of aseafarer’s current employment
on board a ship, it could logically include a record of past employment. However, whether the
identity document will fulfil the obligations under Article 5 of Convention No. 22, depends on
itsformat. If it isamachine-readable card, it may not comprise a“document containing arecord
of his employment”, although Article 5 of Convention No. 22 also provides that “the form of
the document”, etc. may be determined by national law.

Azerbaijan. The holder might not be employed on board a ship throughout the period of
validity of the document.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: There are other ways of checking this information.
Syndarma: The employers' organization remains neutral. It would be better not to have any
such reference in the Protocol.

Canada. CLC: Thiswould not cause too great a deviation from the international format.

Chile. ANA: The employers’ organization disagrees. Thisissue should not be addressed in
the new instrument.

Costa Rica. CTRN: The workers organization agrees, for the reason expressed by CLC
Canada.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. This solution would provide information on the seafarer’s activity on board.
Eritrea. The seafarers’ identity document is different from a record of employment.

France. The new identity document should not be complicated. There are other means
available for this purpose.

Armateurs de France: The employers organization refers to its comment under ques-
tion A3(i) above.
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Germany. VDR: The employers' organization remains neutral. It could accept the inclu-
sion of the seafarer’s record of employment in the document, but this should remain optional
and not be regulated in a mandatory provision of the Protocol itself.

Honduras. The Government agrees for the purpose of work improvement.

India. Records of employment will further aid identification, but duplication of document-
ation should be avoided.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization agrees and endorses the I1SF com-
ments.

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization agrees, for the same reason indicated by CLC
(Canada) and CTRN (Costa Rica).

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Kazakhstan. The Government disagrees, as the seafarer’s record of employment can be
easily read from the stamps indicating entries into and departures from ports.

Liberia. The issuing authority should decide what additional information it may wish to
add to the ILO minimum criteria. Recorded sea service could demonstrate that the document
holder is an active seafarer. The new instrument should neither require nor prohibit this
inclusion.

Mauritius. The continuous discharge book is the document used for recording the
seafarer’s sea service.

Myanmar. Thisis aready provided in the national Merchant Shipping Act.

Netherlands. FWZ: The workers' organization agrees, provided that this does not render
the document too different from the general model.

New Zealand. The Government disagrees and refers to its comment under question A3(i).

Nigeria. The Government agrees because the identity document is for identification, while
the employment record is for the employment agreement.

Panama. There should be facilities offered to the administrations to compare the experi-
ence of seafarers.
CMP: The identity document should not be confused with the embarkation booklet.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The workers' organization agrees
for the same reason indicated by CLC (Canada), CTRN (Costa Rica) and FILT-CGIL (ltaly).

Spain. If the current seafarers’ service record (libreta de inscripcién maritima) continues
to be used in parallel with the new document, the Government has no preference. However, if it
is replaced by the new document, member States must be allowed to include a record of ship
service, since this information is required in Spain. It seems more useful and practical for sea-
farers to have a single document to serve both as identity document and ship service record,
considering that a seafarer will otherwise have to carry three overlapping documents (passport,
seafarer’ sidentity document and service record). Seafarers who are employed for alimited time
cannot use the document once they are no longer actually employed. The identity document
should therefore indicate that when a seafarer enters aforeign territory, he does so as a member
of aship’s crew.

Syrian Arab Republic. This information should be included in the maritime passport.

Ukraine. Members should be allowed, but not required, to include the record of employ-
ment.
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United Kingdom. Member States should decide this, provided that it does not interfere with
the purpose of the document. It might avoid duplication of documentation but would require
sufficient space and/or validity for the necessary entries. The United Kingdom therefore be-
lieves that the inclusion of such information should be optional.

United States. With reference to its comment under question A3(e), the Government agrees
but recalls that data should be the minimum required to achieve the desired purposes.

USCIB: The employers’ organization agrees.

ISF. ISF has no firm views on the matter. For simplicity, and the successful adoption of the
instrument, it is suggested that the issue should not be specifically referred to in the text.

Should the instrument specify that any further details added must bere- Qu. A3(k)
lated to the identification of seafarers?

Affirmative: 39. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garig, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Eritrea, Estonia, France, Greece,
Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Mata, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, Nicaragua,
Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Spain,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United King-
dom, Uruguay.

Employers  organizations: Danish Shipowners Association (Denmark);
CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); Association of Shipowners of Romania
(Romania).

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BN'S (Romania); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 18. Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, India, Japan,
Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Mauritius, New Zealand, Poland,
Romania, Russian Federation, United States.

Employers organizations. ANA, CPC (Chile); Armateurs de France (France);
NEF (Namibia); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations: Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of
Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 4. Cuba, Germany, Hungary, Italy.

Comments

Australia. Rather than provide for “identification”, the new instrument might want to
specify that any additional details must be related to ensuring the validation of the status of
active seafarer.
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Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization agrees for the sake of greater transpar-

ency.
Syndarma: With reference to its comment under question A3(j), the employers’ organiza-
tion remains neutral.

Cuba. Each member State should be free to regulate this matter.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorsesthe | SF
comments.

France. Theinclusion of further details should be done strictly in accordance with the rules
on the protection of personal data.

Armateurs de France: The employers organization refers to its comment under ques-
tion A3(i) above.

India. Thisissue should be |€ft to the discretion of member States.
Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. In accordance with Article 4(7), of Convention No. 108, each country should be
able to determine the content of further details at its own discretion.

Kazakhstan. The document should have a standard format and contain standard data.
Saudi Arabia. The Government agrees, provided that there is need for more details.

United Kingdom. The purpose of the document is identification and additional complica-
tions are not desirable.

United Sates. This could limit the other uses for the document that might be deemed ap-
propriate by member States, which should be able to determine the data they wish to include.

ISF. The employers' organization has no strong views on this issue.

Qu. A3(l) Concerning the form in which information is to be inscribed, the data
should be:

(i) machine readable, where possible.

Affirmative: 58. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation,
Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers' organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); Association of Ship-
owners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); I1SF.
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Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FNSM (France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW
(Namibia); FWZ (Netherlands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free
Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 1. Egypt.
Employers organizations. CPC (Chile).

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM
(France).

Other: 2. Cuba, Mauritius.

(if) and capable of visual inspection by the seafarer concerned (rather
than stored on chips or magnetic strips, for example). See prelimin-
ary draft, Article 4.7.

Affirmative: 54. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indo-
nesig, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Myanmar,
New Zedand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu-
gd, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab
Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania), |SF.

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indo-
nesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Netherlands); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 2. Honduras, United States.
Employers organizations. CPC (Chile).
Workers' organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil).
Other: 5. Cuba, Germany, Mauritius, Namibia, Netherlands.
Employers organizations: USCIB (United States).
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Comments

Australia. Machine-readable data should conform to ICAO standards. Visual inspection
capability would in addition provide appropriate back-up in cases where the machine-reader
was not available or not reading properly. Data on current employment should be recorded on
programmable chips, and it is not clear whether visual inspection would be available for such
data, but in any case, seafarers should have the right to access machine-readersin order to verify
data.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The inclusion of datain microchips or other storage media provides
no guarantee for the seafarer that the device does not contain hidden information.
Syndarma: The seafarer should be able to read what is written.

Bulgaria. The Government stresses that the requirement of machine readability fully com-
plies with the national legidation, which provides that all identity documents should be ma-
chine readable and that the data in the machine-readable and visual zones should be identical.

Canada. CLC: Theworkers' organization points out that the format should not contain any
hidden data.

Chile. This should be provided as a measure of security.

Costa Rica. CTRN: The workers' organization emphasizes the format should not contain
any hidden information or data.

Cuba. Each member State should be free to regulate this matter.

Denmark. The Government refers to the European Council Resolution of 17 October 2000,
section 2.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. This will enhance security and prevent any type of falsification.
Egypt. All the information recorded should be visually readable.
Finland. The use of standardized techniques should not necessarily be limited.

France. Biometric data should not be visible, athough the person concerned should have
the right of access at all times to the information.

Germany. VDR: The capability of visual inspection is an essentia criterion with regard to
human rights issues. However, the visua inspection capability must be compatible with ma-
chine readability and any decision on biometric templates.

Honduras. The Government agrees with (i) but disagrees with (ii) for cost reasons.

India. Except for the “biometric”, which will be machine readable, al the other specifica-
tions discussed under question A2(e) should be capable of visual inspection.

INSA: The employers’ organization considers that a card format would be more econom-
ical.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers' organization points out that this matter could raise
human rights concerns. The organization agrees to any decision taken regarding the subject of
inclusion of biometrics and the compatibility between visual inspection and machine readabil -
ity.

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization points out that the format should not contain any
hidden data.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees with (ii), but disagrees with (i).
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Japan. Considering the fact that 1C cards have not yet been introduced in Japan, even for
passports, their use in the seafarers’ identity document cannot be accepted at this point for
practical reasons.

Kazakhstan. A printed format is easier and quicker to read.

Liberia. The Government agrees to the visual inspection, with the exception of the biomet-
ric template, which would be a digital record.

Netherlands. FWZ: The workers' organization agrees to all, provided that the format does
not contain any hidden data.

Nicaragua. The combination of both types of data format enhances the security between
document and holder.

Norway. The Government agrees, but considers that biometric data should be kept on a
chip. In order to respect privacy, most data should not be visible.

Panama. The Government agrees to al, provided that the possibility of using magnetic
strips is not excluded.

United Kingdom. Machine readability could facilitate verification, detection of forgery,
etc. However, if the information is stored electronically, the seafarer should have the right to
know what information is stored on the card.

United Sates. Basic information should be visible (picture, name, citizenship), and that
this data and additional information (biometric, expiration date) should be verifiable in
machine-readable form. Current technology makes it possible to allow an individual to see all
persona information stored on a card via screen, printout, kiosk or remote device. In addition,
there are port State data that need not be accessible to the individual. Data management tech-
niques should not be specified in the Protocol, other than to require that personal information be
made accessible to the document holder. There should further be an agreement regarding which
data elements must appear as printed material on the document, while taking into account that
the more is printed, the greater the likelihood for changes causing reissuances.

USCIB: The employers organization agrees to (i). With regard to (ii), this assumes that
information stored on chips or a magnetic strip is incompatible with being visually inspected,
athough it can be accessed by use of acard “reader”. In any event, the seafarer should know al
the information that is on the card.

ISF. Machine readability is clearly important. ISF has no strong views as to the
point A3(1)(ii), but assume that such arequirement will assist adoption and ratification by over-
coming concerns with regards to human rights issues. However, 1SF only agrees to the extent
that visual inspection is compatible with the machine readability necessary for positive verifi-
ableidentification to facilitate entry into foreign countries, and any decision that might be made
to include biometric templates.

Office summary

In addition to the particulars already specified in Article 4, paragraph 2, of Con-
vention No. 108, most replies suggest that the document should indicate the seafarer’s
SEX.

A biometric of the bearer should be included as long as certain preconditions are
respected. There should be no invasion of personal privacy or offence against the
individual’s dignity. The equipment for providing and verifying the biometric should
be user-friendly and accessible at low cost and under reasonable terms. This equip-
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ment should be capabl e of being operated in the places where verification of identity is
normally carried out. However, holders of the document should not have the right to
refuse to provide the biometric data. This would undermine the purposes of the docu-
ment, which are to provide proof of identity and enhance security.

A number of countries, mostly developed ones, have biometric technology based
on fingerprinting, facial and iris recognition. Few mention others such as pam or
voice recognition. Many replies emphasize that the technology is used mainly in high
security areas and still initsinfancy. Most developing countries do not yet use biomet-
ric technology. Most replies indicate that the technology is expected to become more
accessible in the near future (two to five years).

Thereplies are amost evenly split asto the provision of information on seafarers
qualifications in the identity document. A majority would prefer this issue to be de-
cided by member States.

Most replies would prefer the document to contain blank pages for annotations by
the competent authorities.

There is amost unanimous support for a period of validity to be specified in the
document but most countries would like this period to be left to the discretion of the
issuing member State. If the period of validity isto be specified in the instrument, five
years seems to be most favoured. All the replies accept that each identity document
would need to contain a reference number to facilitate verification. Thereis an aimost
even split on whether the format of this reference number should be | eft to the decision
of each issuing authority. However, a clear magjority would prefer that number to con-
form to a universal reference standard.

It is aso suggested that the document could contain other information, such as
record of sea service, and basic health information, such as blood group and hypersen-
sitivity to medicines. This would seemingly need to remain optional.

Space should be provided for a variety of purposes as may be required by the
issuing State and also for the use of port States.

Most replies agree that member States should be free to incorporate into the docu-
ment the record of employment presently referred to in the Seamen’s Articles of
Agreement Convention, 1926 (No. 22).

Most replies also agree that any further details added to the document need to
relate to the identification of seafarers.

Almost all the replies support the proposals that information and data contained in
the document should be both machine-readable and available for visual inspection.

A4. External means of verifying the authenticity of the identity document
or of the information given

Qu. A4(a) The national issuing authorities should maintain a database including a
reference to each identity document issued by them. See preliminary draft,
Article 5.1.

Affirmative: 60. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
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Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia,
Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica
ragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Roma
nia, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France); VDR
(Germany); APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia);
CMP (Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); ISF.

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesi@); FILT-CGIL (Itay); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Other: 1. Germany.

Comments

Argentina. The Government agrees, provided that conditions are similar to those under the
IMO STCW Convention.

Australia. Whether the document is issued by employers or the State, governments should
have ultimate responsibility. If employers issue the document, they could transfer the data to
the government authority for incorporation in a combined database. Reference numbers should
be an important component of the database (see comments under question A3(g)).

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization agrees on condition that no private and
personal data are included.

Bulgaria. Thisisvital if the documents are to have any value in the context of security, and
in order to obtain positive verifiable identification of foreign seafarers. The Bulgarian legisa
tion provides for the establishment and maintenance of information databases.

Chile. This provision should be mandatory.
ANA: Thisinformation is vital for the system.
CPC: The employers’ organization adds that such a database already existsin Chile.

Denmark. From a law-enforcement point of view, a database would be highly useful for
immigration purposes, €etc.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. This would avoid duplication or falsification of the document.

Egypt. Each member State should appoint a national contact person to answer inquiries
from other member States.
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France. Armateurs de France: This measure is imperative for the adoption of the instru-
ment.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comments of the ISF.
Honduras. The Government agrees for more rapid and secure verification.

India. A database is essential to facilitate verification. One aready existsin India
Indonesia: INSA: The employers’ organization agrees in order to prevent forgery.

Italy. A database is indispensable for control and security.
CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. A database is now under development and its completion is expected to take severa
years.

Liberia. Competent authorities of partiesto the instrument should be allowed to query such
a database by electronic means. However, certain countries, particularly many crew-providing
ones, might have difficulty in obtaining the necessary resources to establish an electronic data-
base and remote access. I nstead, most flag States are well prepared and fully capable to provide
such an electronic infrastructure. Liberia again urges the ILO to implement flag State issuance.

Nigeria. A database would enable easy identification in the event of any problem or new
information.

Romania. The verification of authenticity could not be done properly without such a data-
base.

Saudi Arabia. A database would facilitate the consultation of information if necessary.

United Kingdom. Thisis vital to the credibility of the system. The database system should
be secure and contain measures to prevent compromise by internal or external agents.

United States. Such adatabaseiscritical for verification of document authenticity. Further,
some form of access to these databases by member States would be helpful in terms of visa
adjudication.

Uruguay. The database should be available to seafarers for consultation. It should be also
accessible through email or other valid means.

ISF. The need for such a database is vitad if the documents are to have any value in the
context of security. It isalso vital for other ratifying member States in order to obtain positive
verifiable identification of foreign seafarersfor the purpose of facilitating shore leave or transit.
Most governments are already required by the IMO STCW Convention to maintain aregister of
certificates of competency and respond to requests for verification from other governments.

Qu. A4(b) It should be possible for immigration and other competent authorities of
partiesto theinstrument to have immediate access at all timesto the data-
base to facilitate the rapid verification of information appearing on the
document. See preliminary draft, Article 5.1.

Affirmative: 43. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
China, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, France, Greece, Guatemala,
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Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Liberia, Malta,
Mauritius, Myanmar, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Phil-
ippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname,
United Republic of Tanzania, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); | SF.

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); FNSM, SNPOMM, FOMM,
SNCNMM (France); SPNI (Indonesia), FILT-CGIL (ltaly); CGTM (Mauritania);
NUNW (Namibia); FWZ (Netherlands); APOM (Panama); Romanian Seafarers Free
Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers (Russian Federation).

Negative: 12. Belarus, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Japan,
Lithuania, Netherlands, Saudi Arabia, Ukraine and United Kingdom.

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); FWZ (Netherlands); BNS (Romania); Progres-
sive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 5. Cuba, Germany, Lebanon, Namibia, Syrian Arab Republic.

Comments

Australia. Given Australia s preference for seafarers to also carry their passports, it would
be essential for immigration and other competent authorities to have immediate access to the
database.

Brazil. CONTTMAF:. The workers organization refers to its comment under ques-
tion A4(a).

Bulgaria. The Government agrees in order to meet the two objectives of the new instru-
ment, i.e. improved maritime security and the facilitation of shore leave and crew transits.
However, access should be limited to that part of the database which is relevant to positive
verification of identity.

Canada. Access should be restricted to the issuing authorities.

CLC: Accessto dl the data could be a breach of privacy and subject to misuse. The system
should however, allow confirmation by another competent authority that the information for
which clarification was sought was accurate.

Chile. A permanent connection between the administrations concerned with points of con-
tact duly authorized to exchange information should be established.

ANA: Thisisof vital importance in order for the system to work.

CPC: The employers organization agrees to the immediate access to the database through
the national authority.

Costa Rica. The Government agrees because the access permits an optimized cross-check-
ing of references.
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CTRN: The workers' organization disagrees for the same reasons expressed by CLC
(Canada).

Cuba. The competent authorities of the issuing State should have access to the database
and each Member should be free to decide what data are accessible.

Czech Republic. Verification of the document should be possible within two working days.

Denmark. The database should be established on a nationa basis, with the option for other
parties to the instrument of posing a query to a national focal point.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. A computerized system should be created in order to enhance control and allow
access to al the subjects concerned.

Finland. The Government does not agree, in particular with the reference to “ other compe-
tent authorities” and the possibility to alow “immediate access at al times’ to the database.

France. The Government agrees, subject to the following conditions. Reciprocity is neces-
sary if access by other parties to the database constitutes an obligation for a ratifying member
State. A minimum protection should be envisaged. Unlimited access to the database at al times
seems to be excessive. The term “immediate” should be replaced by “easy”. In any case, the
access to the database should be in line with national legislation on the protection of personal
data.

Germany. VDR: The employers’ organization agrees in order to meet the two basic objec-
tives of the new instrument, i.e. improved maritime security and the facilitation of shore leave
and crew transits. However, access should be limited to that part of another State's database
which is relevant to positive verification of a seafarer’s identity.

Guatemala. Information should be accessible to all.

Honduras. The Government agrees for the purpose of control and verification of the au-
thenticity of the document.

Hungary. The Government only agrees subject to the condition that the national issuing
authority maintain a separate database for the immigration and other competent authorities of
parties to the instrument.

India. Positive verification of the identity document necessitates verification by the issuing
authorities. However, it should be ensured that the shipowner or the seafarers are not charged
any feeif the port State authorities carry out the positive verification of seafarers’ identity.

Indonesia. INSA: The employers’ organization agrees for the purpose of counterchecking.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses aimost entirely the ISF
comments.

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization disagrees for the same reasons expressed by CLC
(Canada) and CTRN (Costa Rica).

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees, provided that this does not limit a seafarer’ s rights.

Japan. To provide a third country with direct access to a database held by a party to the
instrument is problematic due to the need to protect personal information concerning seafarers
and prevent unlawful access. It should be necessary to refer to the issuing authorities to verify
information.

Kazakhstan. Immediate access to the database will simplify and speed up the identification
process.
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Liberia. In order to avoid any undue delays and issue temporary short leave in the shortest
possible time, such facilities should be readily available. The Liberian Registry already offers
such a service via a web site on the Internet (www.liscr.com/seafarerssearch).

Netherlands. FWZ: The workers organization is against the possibility of a widespread
direct access to the database.
KVNR: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.

Namibia. The Government is not convinced that this will work in developing countries.
NEF: The document should be in credit card format.

New Zealand. For some countries the implementation of the database may cause
resourcing problems.

Norway. The Government prefers that queries regarding seafarers are directed to the rel-
evant national authority that administers the database. If direct accessisto be granted to foreign
authorities, then only specified authorities should have it.

Panama. The Government agrees on condition that the database is only a consultation
mechanism.

Philippines. It is doubtful whether developing countries can afford the costs.
Portugal. Access should be permitted only for consultation.
Saudi Arabia. Data privacy should be safeguarded.

United Kingdom. Access to the information on the database would be governed by the law
of the issuing State with points and avenues for liaison needing to be established in order to
allow for inquiries to be dealt with, which implies continuous access.

United States. With a view to expediting visa processing, some pre-notification reguire-
ments and standardization of data elements to facilitate data access and management issues
should be pursued. Pre-notification procedures, such as pre-clearance of manifest information,
would alow more timely processing at arrivals and departures.

Uruguay. The computer system should be implemented by using access keys for other
authorities that have direct competence in the matter. The database should be periodically up-
dated.

ISF. The ISF agrees to this proposal. In order to meet the basic objectives of the new
instrument, it isvital that immigration and other rel evant authorities have access to other States’
databases of identity documents at al times. However, access should be limited to that part of
another State's database which is relevant to positive verification of a seafarer’s identity.

In order to safeguard privacy in particular, the information accessible Qu. A4(c)
fromthe database should berestricted to (see preliminary draft, Article 5.2,
and Appendix A-l1):

— name of the issuing authority?
Affirmative: 55. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-

garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Eritrea,
Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy,
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Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Negative: 1. Hungary.
Other: 5. Cuba, Ecuador, Denmark, Germany, Liberia.

— seafarer’s name?

Affirmative: 56. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia,
Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zeaand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Negative: 1. Hungary.
Other: 4. Cuba, Denmark, Germany, Liberia

— reference number?

Affirmative: 55. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Eritrea,
Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Negative: 2. Ecuador, Hungary.
Other: 4. Cuba, Denmark, Germany, Liberia.

— period of validity of the document?

Affirmative: 54. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Egypt, Eritrea,
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Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United
States, Uruguay.

Negative: 3. Ecuador, Hungary, Namibia.

Other: 4. Cuba, Denmark, Germany, Liberia.

— template or other alphanumeric representation of a biometric
(if applicable)?

Affirmative: 42. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Bulgaria, Chile, Costa
Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Greece, Guatemala,
Honduras, India, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Malta, Mauritius,
Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Spain, Suriname, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Negative: 13. Azerbaijan, Belarus, Canada, China, Finland, Japan, Lithuania,
Namibia, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic.

Other: 6. Cuba, Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary, Liberia

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers' organization agrees to al, except for the biometric.
Syndarma: The employers' organization agrees to all, in order to achieve the security ob-
jectives.

Canada. CLC: The workers organization disagrees with al. There should not be wide-
spread access to the database.

Chile. All information considered in the identification documents and specia qualifica-
tions should be included (see the STCW Convention).

ANA: The employers’ organization agreesto all.

CPC: The employers organization agrees to al.

Costa Rica. CTRN: Theworkers' organization disagreeswith al for the same reason stated
by CLC (Canada).

Croatia. Seafarers Union of Croatia: The workers' organization disagrees with al.

Czech Republic. As for the biometric, the Government agrees, provided that this informa-
tion is only included in exceptional cases.
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Qu. A4(c) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Denmark. The database must contain as detailed relevant information as possible in full
compliance with national legislation. As for the biometric, reference is made to the
Government’s comments under question A4(b).

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments below.

France. As regards the biometric, thisissue is not yet regulated.
Armateurs de France: The employers’ organization agreesto all.
FNSM, SNPOMM, FOMM, SNCNMM: The trade union organizations agree to all.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization agrees to all and endorses the comment of
the ISF.

Honduras. The reference number isimportant to counteract the possibilities of falsification
of the document. The biometric is necessary for the purpose of security.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers' organization agrees to all.
INSA: The employers’ organization agrees to al.
SPNI: Theworkers' organization agreesto all, except for the name of the issuing authority.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization has no objection to the access to any
of the proposed data.

FILT-CGIL: The workers' organization disagrees with all for the same reason stated by
CLC (Canada) and CTRN (Costa Rica).

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees to all, except for the biometric.

Japan. Information on the biometric should not be disclosed. The contents and the proced-
ure of information disclosure should be |€ft to the discretion of the country concerned.

Lithuania. The Government disagrees with the inclusion of the biometric for financial rea-
sons.

Namibia. NEF: The employers organization agrees to all, except for the biometric.
NUNW: The workers' organization agrees to all.

New Zealand. All information provided in the seafarer’s identity document should be ac-
cessible through the database in order to assess authenticity.

Nigeria. The issuing authority alone should have access to the information and should be
contacted for verification. As for the reference number, the Government agrees provided that
repetitions are not possible.

Norway. The Government agrees, but it points out that the Norwegian Data Inspectorate
would prefer that biometric templates only be stored on the identity document itself.

Panama. APOM: The workers' organization agrees to al.
CMP: The employers organization agrees to the first three proposals, but does not take a
position on the biometric.

Philippines. As concerns the biometric, the Government agrees — provided that the issuing
authority can afford it.

Romania. Association of Shipowners of Romania: The employers organization agrees to
the first three points, but does not take a position on the biometric.

BNS: The workers' organization disagrees with all.

Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: The workers' organization agrees to all.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The workers' organization agrees to al, except for the biometric.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A4(c)

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The workers' organization disagrees
with all for the same reasons expressed by CLC (Canada), CTRN (CostaRica) and FILT-CGIL
(Italy).

Ukraine. The Government agrees to the inclusion of the biometric under the condition of
the individual’ s consent.

United Sates. The name of the issuing authority is needed to vaidate that the document
was properly issued and is still valid. The seafarer’s name is needed to verify the claimed
identity. The reference number would ensure the uniqueness of the issuance and facilitate visa
processing.

USCIB: The employers' organization agrees to all.

ISF. ISF has no objection to any of the proposed data being accessible from the database,
subject to the need to address concerns about maritime security and this being compatible with
the successful adoption of the new instrument and wide ratification.

— other?

Replies
Algeria. Date and place of birth, and place of residence.
Argentina. The up-to-date professiond title.

Australia. The seafarers’ identity document should be in a standard format. All relevant
compulsory data recorded on the document should be available for examination.

Canada. A photograph should be included. The abovementioned information should be
given to foreign competent authorities after a formal request only.

Czech Republic. Information on the seafarer’s qualification.

Honduras. Blood type.

India. Any information relevant to establish positive verification of seafarers.
Italy. Lega Pesca: Sea service status.

Liberia. The ILO instrument should leave it to the issuing State to determineif they wish to
exceed the minimum standard. The Liberian Registry’s service currently provides the
seafarer’ s name, biographical information, reference numbers, period of validity and levels of
competence. The Registry is considering the addition of a photograph and copy of passport.

Malta. Nationality, qualifications and grade.
Myanmar. Sex and religion of the seafarer.
Netherlands. Photograph.
Panama. Passport number, blood type, height and weight.
Portugal. Nationality of the holder of the document.
Spain. Fitness certificate based on medical examination before embarkation.
Syrian Arab Republic. Blood group and profession.
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Qu. A4(c), (d) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

United Republic of Tanzania. Any other important and useful information on identity.

United Kingdom. There should be no restriction to the information that can be requested
for verification purposes, other than it must be limited to that which is required to verify the
identification. It must be recalled that issuing authorities may have national laws regarding
privacy and disclosure of information.

United Sates. The issue should not be a matter of what is accessible, but rather of who has
access to the information. There should be sufficient accessibility to validate the claimed iden-
tity, the authenticity of the document, and to ensure that the holder isindeed the person to whom
the document was issued.

USCIB: The employers organization considers that the list above istoo restrictive. Travel
information of seamen by date and location should be included.

Uruguay. Information on vocational training and qualifications.

Qu. A4(d) Theinstrument should require each ratifying Member to designate a per-
manent focal point for responding to inquiries from the immigration or
other competent authorities of parties to the instrument. See preliminary
draft, Article 5.3.

Affirmative: 58. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indo-
nesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta,
Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria,
Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Fed-
eration, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); ESA (Estonia); Armateurs de France (France), VDR
(Germany); INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States).

Workers' organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers
Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI
(Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW (Namibia); FWZ
(Netherlands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 1. Honduras.
Employers organizations: APINDO (Indonesia).
Workers' organizations: CLC (Canada).

Other: 2. Cuba, Germany.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A4(d)

Comments

Argentina. The issuing authority should administrate the focal point.
Bulgaria. The Government agrees with reference to its comment under question A4(b).
Canada. CLC: The workers' organization disagrees for the reason stated above.

Chile. The system currently works like this. There is a direct coordination between mari-
time administrations.

China. To ensure verifiability, it is absolutely necessary for a permanent focal point to
respond, without delay, to inquiries from other competent authorities.

Cuba. Each member State should be free to regulate this matter.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
position.

Ecuador. It should be an information centre.

Egypt. The issuing authority should be the focal point, as it is in possession of al the
pertinent information stored in the database.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the | SF.

Honduras. The Government disagrees, as the maritime issuing authority aready exercises
this function.

Hungary. In the case of Hungary this would be the chief department of shipping and an-
other authority appointed by it.

India. Thisis essential for effective verification. The focal point may be more than one —
depending upon the zone of registration of the issuing authority.

Indonesia. APINDO: This procedure would be a burden for seafarers.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization refers aimost entirely to I1SF com-
ments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees, provided that socia participation is alowed.

Japan. From the viewpoint of protecting the personal information of seafarers it would
raise problems to permit direct access by organizations other than immigration authorities.

Kazakhstan. The instrument should indicate atime limit for the issuing State to respond to
inquiries.

Liberia. National authorities of non-ratifying Members could defer queries to aflag State.
In the light of a notable percentage of Indian, Pakistani or Sri Lankan nationals holding United
Kingdom or Singapore certificates, Greek nationals holding a third country certificate, and
Middle East nationals holding Egyptian certificates, another question is whether seafarers with

certification from a State other than their nationality are fit for sea, even without seafarers
identification documents issued by their own country.

Mauritania. CGTM: The workers organization declares that verification should be done
through tripartite representation.

New Zealand. The Government agrees as long as the focal point is a state agency.
Nigeria. This will discourage malpractices.

Panama. The Maritime Authority of Panama has a database, which can be consulted via
Internet.
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Qu. A4(d), A5(a) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Saudi Arabia. A permanent focal point would makeit possibleto reply rapidly to inquiries.

Spain. It would be necessary to coordinate adequately the provision of information by the
different agencies involved.

United Kingdom. With reference to its comment under question A3(h), the Government
requests that the contact details of the designated focal point be included in the document.

United States. USCIB: The employers' organization agrees but recalls that each country
implements the “primary focal point” in different ways and organizes it appropriate to national
circumstances.

Uruguay. This measure is necessary in order for the system to work correctly. The national
foca point should be the issuing authority.

ISF. ISF agrees and refers to its reply to question A4(b).

Office summary

There is unanimous agreement with the proposal that national issuing authorities
should maintain a database including a reference to each identity document issued by
them.

A majority of repliesfavoured the availability of immediate accessto this database
to facilitate rapid verification of the information which appears on the document, thus
assisting immigration formalities in member States.

There is aso very strong support to restrict, in order to safeguard privacy, the
information which is accessible to the following: name of the issuing authority;
seafarer’ s name; reference number; period of validity of the document; biometric in-
formation; and certain other selected items suggested in individua replies.

Thereis unanimous support for the instrument to provide that each ratifying mem-
ber State should designate a permanent focal point for responding to inquiries from the
immigration or other competent authorities of other States.

A5. Reliability of the national system of seafarers’ identification

Qu. A5(a) The new instrument should provide for the adoption of minimum require-
ments and recommended practices concerning procedures for the issue of
seafarers’ identity documents, including quality control procedures. See
preliminary draft, Article 6.1.

Affirmative: 59. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nige-
ria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A5(a)

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesid); CONFITARMA (ltay); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); ISF.

Workers' organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 2. Cuba, Germany.

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF: Thisis fundamental to ensure security.
Syndarma: idem.

Canada. The reliability of the issuance process as well as the security, quality and consis-
tency of the document itself are essential.

Chile. These practices should be “mandatory”.
ANA: Thisisimportant for security reasons.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. These practices should apply to modifications of the document.

Egypt. The Government agrees provided that these requirements are easily applicable at a
low cost.

Finland. If minimum requirements and recommended practices are adopted, the Govern-
ment agrees.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the | SF.
Honduras. The Government agrees for the purpose of security.

Hungary. In Hungary the issuance of identity documents and the quality control procedure
are carried out according to 1SO 9001.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses | SF comments and specifies
that reference could be made to similar provisions in the IMO STCW Convention (Regula-
tion 1/8).

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees, on condition that this will not be a burden for enter-
prises.

Japan. The new instrument should be limited to the specification of a general standard
while details should be l€ft to the discretion of the country concerned. Moreover, thereis some
doubt as to whether the ICAO programme introduced as concerns operational safety (requiring
air medical fitness certificate and flight skills licence) can be introduced for seafarers’ identity
documents.
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Qu. A5(a), (b) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Kazakhstan. The instrument should indicate a list of documents and information required
for issuing the identity document.

Liberia. The Government agrees but believes that the issues involved in establishing some
form of quality control would require significant discussion and deliberation. It therefore rec-
ommends that it should be dealt with by a separate working group.

New Zealand. A similar integrity process should be used as for the issue of passports.

Nigeria. The Government agrees, asthisis necessary in order to avoid false or low-quality
identity documents.

Saudi Arabia. The Government agrees for quality reasons.

United Kingdom. An agreed standard with effective quality control measuresis vital to the
integrity of the system. Such a system implies that it includes the procedures for a positive and
verifiable proof of identity of the applicant, not just the issue of the document.

ISF. The Federation agrees. If the new instrument is to succeed in addressing security
concerns, some form of recommended practices concerning procedure for the issue of docu-
ments, including quality standards, would seem to be necessary. Development of such stan-
dards would require input from experts in security and immigration procedures — athough any
rules adopted might be similar in scope to the quality standards provisions in Regulation 1/8 of
the IMO STCW Convention.

Qu.A5(b) The instrument should require ratifying Members:

(i) tocarry out periodic evaluations of those proceduresin the light of the
minimum requirements and recommended practices (see preliminary
draft, Article 6.2);

Affirmative: 55. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine,
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); APINDO, INSA
(Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Association of
Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A5(b)

Negative: 2. Cuba, Japan.
Other: 4. Chile, Germany, Mauritius, Myanmar.

(ii) to submit a copy of their national procedures (including quality con-
trol procedures) and the evaluationsin their reports to the Director-
General of the International Labour Office (see preliminary draft,
Article 6.2);

Affirmative: 54. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Namibia,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, United Kingdom,
United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); CONFITARMA
(Italy); NEF (Namibia); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB
(United States); ISF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesi@); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania),
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 3. Japan, Lebanon, Ukraine.
Employers organizations: APINDO, INSA (Indonesia).
Other: 4. Cuba, Germany, Mauritius, Myanmar.

(iii) to make such copies available (subject to the removal of any confi-
dential material) to other ratifying Members (see preliminary draft,
Article 6.2).

Affirmative: 50. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary,
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India, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu-
gal, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, United Republic of
Tanzania, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners

Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); INSA (Indonesia);
CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesi@); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 7. Ecuador, Honduras, Japan, Lebanon, Qatar, Syrian Arab Republic,
Ukraine.

Employers organization: CPC (Chile); APINDO (Indonesia); Association of
Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Other: 4. Germany, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia.

Comments

Argentina. The Government suggests partial access for the purpose of consultation.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: This will help publicize the documents.
Syndarma: This seems essential for achieving security objectives.

Chile. CPC: The employers’ organization disagrees with (iii), unless national authorities
make copies available to the other Members.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. Each ratifying member State may not have access to the confidential documents
of other countries.

Finland. The Government agrees to submitting a copy of the national procedures and
evaluations to the ILO, subject to the removal of any confidential material.

France. The Government agrees, subject to confidentiality and security of the procedure.
Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the |SF.

Honduras. The Government disagrees with (iii). The seafarer or the national issuing au-
thority should be asked for this information.

India. Maintenance of quality standards would require periodical evauation by an inde-
pendent authority.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization suggests a period of five years be-
tween evaluations as provided for in the IMO STCW Convention as concerns certificates of
competency.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. A5(b), (¢)

Japan. Evaluation of procedures should be left to the discretion of the country concerned.

Kazakhstan. For national security reasons, it is more important to know which documents
and information have to be provided in order to obtain an identity document in any State party.

Liberia. The Government refers to its comment under question A5(a).
Namibia. Copies could be made available through the ILO.

New Zealand. Member States should be responsible for evaluating and making changes to
procedures to meet the minimum requirements and practices.

Nigeria. The Government agrees because periodic evaluations are important in order to
avoid false or low-quality identity documents.

Panama. The Government agrees with the access of the other Members to the copies of the
national procedures and evaluations, provided that prior authorization is obtained from the issu-
ing State.

Romania. Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: The workers' organization suggests that cop-
ies should be provided or the system should be accessible to all Members, in order to save time.

Syrian Arab Republic. Evaluation of the reports should fall within the purview of the ILO.

United Kingdom. The Government stresses that the ILO is the best organization to oversee
the process of continual review of procedures and liaison/sharing best practice with ILO and
member States. This is a valuable way to ensure that procedures keep pace with the require-
ments. However, some details should be restricted to prevent compromise.

United Sates. An agreement should be reached on minimum procedures and an audit pro-
cess to assure compliance.
USCIB: The employers organization suggests a five-year review plan.

ISF. ISF agreesto al, subject to their compatibility with the successful adoption of the new
instrument and its wide ratification. Under (i), the instrument might specify the maximum pe-
riod between evauations, which could be, for example, five years as required by the IMO
STCW Convention. Point (iii) in particular, concerning the provision of information about pro-
cedures to other member States, could be vital to ensure that port States accept foreign identity
documents in order to facilitate entry into their territory.

In addition, the Governing Body might approve a system of audit and Qu. A5(c)
auditing institutions (in appropriate cases, within the framework of the

ILO's Technical Cooperation Programme) of which ratifying Members

could voluntarily avail themselves in order to remove any doubts con-

cerning the reliability of their seafarers’ identification system.

Affirmative: 52. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, CostaRica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt,
Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta,
Myanmar, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Por-
tugal, Qatar, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Repub-
lic, United Republic of Tanzania, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.
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Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania);
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 6. China, Lithuania, New Zealand, Panama, Romania, Ukraine.
Other: 3. Cuba, Mauritius, Namibia.

Comments

Chile. The system of audit should be provided only for maritime administrations which issue
the document, and/or for immigration authorities, when the document is the travel document.

CPC: The employers' organization remains neutral and states that this will depend on the
reliability of the respective State.

Cuba. The decision should be up to the member State.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorsesthe | SF
comments.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the ISF.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. The option to be subject to an audit should ultimately be l€ft to the discretion of the
country concerned.

Liberia. The Government refers to its comment under question A5(a).
Namibia. The subject needs further discussions.
Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purpose of uniformity.

Romania. The Government disagrees because ratifying Members should have the right to
consult any auditing institution entitled to carry out such activities, whether national or interna-
tional.

Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: The workers' organization agrees. Periodical external
auditing should be compulsory.

Suriname. Some countries would actually need technical and financial support.

United Kingdom. In addition to voluntary audit, atwo-thirds mgjority of contracting States
should be able to require an independent assessment of the effectiveness of the system put in
place by a member State.

ISF. The ISF agrees. In principle, if it was suggested that the ILO might have arolein the
establishment of some sort of voluntary monitoring system, |SF could support this proposal.
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Nonetheless, such a monitoring system would necessitate the involvement of experts in data
security and immigration procedures who would probably need to be drawn from outside the
Organization.

The instrument might also contain a proviso, similar to the one in the Qu. A5(d)
ICAQ Convention referred to above, but taking account of applicable ILO
constitutional procedures, under which the obligation to recognize sea-

farers identity documentsissued by other partiesto the instrument would

be based on the latter’ s compliance with the minimum standards. See pre-

liminary draft, Article 6.3.

Affirmative: 59. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia,
Lithuania, Malta, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Ni-
geria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
Stetes).

Workers organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesi@); FILT-CGIL (Italy); CGTM (Mauritania); NUNW
(Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania),
Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian
Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 1. China.
Other: 1. Mauritius.

Comments

Australia. Other member States should not be obliged to recognize the document as a
substitute for a passport.

Canada. The Government notes, however, that it may remove this status due to fraudulent
use for entry into Canada— for immigration control reasons.

Croatia. The Government suggests that the procedures prescribed in IMO's STCW Con-
vention should be observed.
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Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers' organization endorsesthe | SF
comments.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the | SF.
Honduras. The Government agrees in case of prior verification of the documents.

India. This provision would be necessary to address the security concerns of all port States.
Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Japan. Under article 33 of the ICAO Convention, as long as the “requirements” issued or
considered valid are above the minimum standards, other parties to the instrument have to
accept them as valid. Japan agrees to this solution.

Nigeria. Such a provision will make the Members maintain the recommended international
standard.

United Kingdom. Thisis essential to ensure the integrity of the documents and the Conven-
tion. The Government suggests that this procedure should be coordinated by the ILO and that
compliance should be validated by an independent party or the ILO and not by self-nomination.

United Sates. USCIB: The employers' organization agrees.

ISF. In ISF s opinion, the inclusion of such a provision would seem to be necessary if the
new instrument is to achieve the objective of facilitating shore leave and crew transit in foreign
countries.

Office summary

There is total support for the new instrument to contain minimum regquirements
and recommended practices concerning procedures for the issue of seafarers’ identity
documents, including quality control procedures.

Thereisalso very strong support for Members to be required to carry out periodic
evaluations of those proceduresin the light of the minimum requirements and recom-
mended practices, which should be in the new instrument. They should aso be re-
quired to submit a copy of their national procedures, including quality control
procedures, and the evaluations in their reports to the Director-General of the ILO.
Copies should be made available to other ratifying Members subject to confidential
information being removed.

Most replies agree that the Governing Body might also approve a system of audit
and auditing institutions of which Members could avail themselvesin order to remove
any doubts concerning the reliability of their seafarers’ identification system.

There is agreement that recognition of seafarers’ identity documents would be
based on the compliance of the issuing Member with the minimum standards con-
tained in the instrument.
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B. Facilitating the professional activities of seafarers and the exercise
of their rights at work

Bl. Right to beissued with a seafarers’ identity document

Does the obligation to issue seafarers' identity documentsraise any prob- Qu. B1
lem for Members?

Affirmative: 7. Argentina, Australia, Kuwait, Panama, Russian Federation,
Suriname, United States.

Employers organizations: APINDO (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy).

Workers organizations. SPNI (Indonesia); Romanian Seafarers Free Union
(Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers (Russian Federation).

Negative: 51. Albania, Algeria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Chile, Chinga,
Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Eritrea, Estonia, Fin-
land, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu-
gd, Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); INSA (Indo-
nesia); NEF (Namibia).
Workers' organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa

Rica); FNSM (France); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Sea-
farers’ Free Union (Romania).

Other: 3. Canada, Egypt, New Zealand.

Comments (nature of the problem)

Argentina. This obligation is problematic for economic reasons.

Australia. Australia does not issue seafarers’ identity documents and is unable to comply
with the requirements of Article 2, paragraph 1, of Convention No. 108, which Australia has not
ratified, as all Australian seafarers are required to carry passports and the inclusion of occupa
tion in Australian passports is optional.

Canada. Canada has no problem with regard to issuing the current seafarers’ identity docu-
ments. Their future issuance would depend on the requirements of any new international stan-
dard.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.
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Qu.B1 Improved security of seafarers’ identification

India. Large labour-supplying countries like Indiawill have to issue the new documents to
their seafarers working on ships under different flags. In view of the deadline of October 2004
for the entry into force of new United States visa requirements, this might prove to be a
Herculean task unless “technical assistance” is provided immediately in order to begin the
project. The ILO should immediately finalize the features to be incorporated in the new docu-
ment and inform all Members accordingly, so that they can inform their respective “executing
authorities’.

Indonesia. INSA: The new document will help substituting the visa.
Italy. Lega Pesca: The organization does not see any problem.

Kuwait. Problems arise with regard to the necessity of restricting the number of seafarers
who can be employed on national or foreign shipsin order to reduce the number of unemployed
seafarers.

Liberia. The Liberian Registry has a well-established electronic system aready in place
and is prepared to accept this obligation.

Namibia. NEF: Only the costs of acquiring technology could become a problem.

Netherlands. Issuing seafarers' identity documents would probably pose no problems if
Convention No. 108 were ratified by the Netherlands.

New Zealand. In New Zealand, passports are the preferred form of identification. Although
the supplementary use of the seafarers’ identity document for the purpose of the 28-day visa
exemption provided under nationa legislation is accepted, it is considered preferable for al
seafarers to submit a passport for the purposes of entering or leaving the country (see general
observations by New Zealand).

Nicaragua. There could be economic problems.

Nigeria. This obligation does not raise any problem aslong as Members operate within the
established procedure.

Romania. Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: Problems can arise with regard to financing,
cooperation with other Members, training, etc.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The workers' organization sees difficulties related to the actual control of the seafar-
ers labour market.

United Sates. Concerns persist with regard to the timing of implementation by all parties
to the instrument (costs, availability of resources to comply and ensuring that standard issues
are sufficiently addressed).

ISF. Circumstances might be envisaged in which it might not be appropriate to issue docu-
ments, for example when a certificate of competency has been withdrawn or the seafarer cannot
provide evidence of employment. Clearly, the right to be issued with an identity document has
to be consistent with the objective of improving security, as well as facilitating ease of move-
ment of the seafarer. Consideration also needs to be given to the extent to which the new instru-
ment applies to fishermen.

Office summary

The obligation to issue the identity document to national seafarers does not seem
to raise problems with most States. A few replies mention certain problems most of
which do not seem to be major.
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B2. Right to continuous possession of the identity document

Does the seafarers' right to continuous possession of the seafarers’ iden- Qu. B2(a)
tity document raise any problem for Members?

Affirmative: 15. Albania, Canada, China, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Guatemala,
Kuwait, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, Nigeria, Qatar, United Kingdom, United
States.

Employers organizations: ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners Association (Den-
mark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF
(Namibia); KVNR (Netherlands); CMP (Panama); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations: SPNI (Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia).

Negative: 44. Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Chile,
Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, France, Ger-
many, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon,
Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Philip-
pines, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); CPC (Chile); INSA (Indonesia).

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); FWZ (Netherlands); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian
Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of
Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers
Organization (Suriname).

Other: 1. Cuba

Comments (nature of the problem)

Australia. In the past, seafarers’ identity documents belonging to foreign seafarers were
held by the authorities for the duration of their stay in Australia, in order to identify any foreign
seafarers who absconded while in the country. In the 1980s, alternative means were put in place
to overcome the problem, eliminating the need to withhold these documents.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The document is personal and should remain in the possession of the
seafarer.

Syndarma: In cases where the port authority demands to retain the document during the
seafarer’s stay, it will be necessary to issue him with a document stating his right to be in the
country as a seafarer.

Bulgaria. National legislation stipulates that the competent authorities should not retain
any identity document except in cases specified by law.

Canada. Theright of immigration authorities to seize identity documents should supercede
the right of the holders to keep those documents in their possession. Furthermore, holders who
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no longer work as seafarers should not have the right to retain their documents, in order to
prevent misuse.

China. The workers organization requests that the document be retained in the possession
of the seafarer on board the ship and off the vessel.

Denmark. There should be a possibility for the shipowner, ship’s master or the port State
authority to verify the vaidity of the document. Provisions relating to misuse of the document
should be included.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Egypt. This does not raise any problems, as the document has limited validity.

Finland. The Government refers to its comments under question B2(b) below; temporary
retention of the document may be necessary in certain cases.

France. FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM: The seafarer must not be deprived of his or her
identity document.

Germany. The right to continuous possession should not exclude certain practical mea-
sures, e.g. central storage of all seafarers’ identity documents on board ship while at sea.

VDR: Theemployers' organization states that this obligation raises problems and endorses
the comment of the ISF.

Greece. The issuing authority should have the right to withdraw a document following its
revocation.

Guatemala. There would be a problem in case of anomalies caused by the seafarer.
Honduras. The seafarer must keep the document while at sea.

India. Issuing “smart cards’ as an add-on will meet the security concerns expressed by
major port States.

Indonesia. INSA: The seafarer should only use the document during its period of validity.

Italy. CONFITARMA: In order to facilitate entry for shore leave, it may be necessary to
provide for the temporary retention of identity documents; however, the seafarer should retain
some other type of identity document (e.g. a passport).

Lega Pesca: The organization does not see any problem.

Japan. In Japanese law, in order to prevent the loss of the seafarers’ identity documents,
the ship’s master keeps them while seafarers are on board. If this procedureis only restricted to
the period when the seafarers are on board, this situation substantially corresponds to continu-
ous possession of the documents by the seafarers themselves.

Kuwait. A country should be able to confiscate or withdraw an identity document if aseafarer
has proven to be unsafe or unfit for maritime work, or if the document is no longer valid.

Liberia. The new instrument should prohibit retention by ships' masters of identity docu-
ments during the holders' service on board ship. An exception to this rule might be the need for
al documents to be held by the master on arrival at a port.

Malta. The issuing State should always retain the right to withdraw the document.

Namibia. Thisissue would raise problems, if the period of validity isto be included in the
document.

NEF: The employers’ organization sees a problem if the person concerned is no longer a
seafarer or is convicted of drug trafficking, violence or terrorism-related offences.
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Netherlands. The Government sees two possible problems. First, a person holding a seafar-
ers identity document under Convention No. 108 and a passport has actually two travel docu-
ments. If the passport has been suspended by a court order in case of serious offence, the person
concerned could still leave the country using his or her seafarers identity document. In the
Government’s view, the new instrument should make it clear that the relevant authorities
should have the right to temporarily retain seafarers’ identity documents (under the same condi-
tions as passports can currently be retained). Secondly, the application of Article 3 of Conven-
tion No. 108 makes border controls on ships very time consuming. Under this provision a
complete administrative border control on board ship can only be performed if al seafarers
present themselves (in person) with their documents to the border police.

FWZ: The seafarers identity document is not the same travel document as a passport.
When used for travel purposes, a seafarers’ identity document should always be accompanied
by a passport.

KVNR: In order to facilitate shore leave some port States might wish to demand temporary
retention of identity documents. In order to meet the objective of facilitating shore leave and
encouraging ratification, the employers' organization could support an amendment allowing
the temporary retention of identity documents, especidly if the seafarer were able to retain
some other form of identification such as a passport.

New Zealand. The identity document should be in the seafarer’s possession until expiry
when it should be returned to the issuing authority.

Nigeria. Seafarers are asked to hand over their identity documents to ships masters in
order to prevent them absconding from the ship.

Panama. CMP: The immigration authority wants to compare passports with service
records, so a separate identity document is needed.

Qatar. This raises problems because of possible abuses on board ship. The document
should remain in the possession of the ship’s master or the port authorities.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The seafarers’ identity document must be issued on ajustified legal basis.

Spain. A seafarer must be provided with a document showing his sea service to date. A
valid document may have to be retained temporarily or withdrawn for failure to comply with
the conditions of issue. Normally, if the document isvalid, it should remain in the possession of
the bearer, except for brief periods when annotations need to be made to it. If the document is
revoked, it must be withdrawn from the seafarer in order to prevent fraudulent use. However, if
it is withdrawn because it has expired, or because the bearer has ceased to work as a seafarer,
the seafarer should be provided with a document containing the relevant ship service data. This
document is essential as a means of confirming ship service for the purpose of calculating
pension entitlements.

Suriname. The Government states that this obligation does not raise any problems, pro-
vided that the issuing authority has the right to withdraw the document under certain circum-
stances.

United Kingdom. This obligation might conflict with the 1971 Immigration Act, which
alows the holding of passports in certain circumstances, or with the wish of a court to retain
possession of a document in order to prevent an individual from leaving its jurisdiction. Fur-
thermore the new instrument should require that the document be surrendered when a seafarer
is no longer employed at sea.

United States. The right to continuous possession might raise problems if the identity
document conveyed automatic rights or were interchangeable with a passport or visa. Security
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issues may make it necessary for member States to take possession of documents until the issue
can be resolved. Moreover, identity documents are often retained by ships' masters. If the sea-
farers identity document is issued in addition to those held typically by the ship’s master, the
Government will support its continuous possession by the seafarer. However, if it replaces
them, the Government will disagree because this would inhibit the master’s ability to hold the
document to deter absconding.

USCIB: Port States might require the master to hold documents, a possibility that should
be encompassed in the new instrument. The issuing nation should also have the right to with-
draw a card in accordance with their own regulations.

ISF. The seafarers’ right to continuous possession of the identity document raises prob-
lems. In order to facilitate shore leave, some port States might wish to demand temporary reten-
tion of identity documents. With a view to meeting the objective of facilitating shore leave and
encouraging ratification, |SF could support an amendment allowing the temporary retention of
identity documents, especialy if the seafarer were able to retain some other form of identifica-
tion such as a passport. It is aso clear that the issuing State should have the right to withdraw
identity documents.

Qu. B2(b) (1) If the answer to question B2(a) indicates that a problem exists, would
it be overcomeif Article 3 of Convention No. 108 is understood as not
affecting the right and duty to withdraw a document invalidly held?

Affirmative: 24. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, Costa Rica, FEritrea, Estonia, France, Greece, Guatemaa, Kazakhstan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Peru, Philippines, Portu-
gal, Saudi Arabia.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO
(Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); NEF (Namibia); Association of Shipowners of
Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); SPNI (Indonesia);
FILT-CGIL (Italy); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of
Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation);
Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 10. Ecuador, Denmark, Finland, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria,
Qatar, United Republic of Tanzania, United Kingdom, United States.

Employers organizations. CPC (Chile).
Workers' organizations: NUNW (Namibia).

Other: 28. Australia, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic,
Egypt, Germany, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Malta, Mauritius,
Namibia, Norway, Panama, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname,
Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraine, Uruguay.
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(2) Should such an understanding be confirmed in the new instrument?

Affirmative: 36. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, India,
Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Mauritius,
Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Peru, Philippines, Portu-
gal, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, United Republic of Tanzania, United Kingdom.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Netherlands); CMP (Panama); As-
sociation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); FNSM (France); SPNI (Indonesia);
FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union
(Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers (Russian Federation).

Negative: 1. Ecuador.
Employers organizations: APINDO (Indonesia).

Other: 24. Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Germany, Honduras, Hungary, Italy, Malta, Namibia, Norway, Panama, Poland, Ro-
mania, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraine, United
States, Uruguay.

Comments

Canada. CLC: Suitable safeguards are needed and the right to secure redress and compen-
sation for any loss suffered by the seafarer has to be ensured.

Costa Rica. The Genera Directorate for Immigration and the Status of Foreigners agrees.
CTRN. The workers' organization expresses the same concerns as CLC (Canada).

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Finland. Besides the temporary retention and withdrawal of documents “invalidly held”,
the right to withdraw should also be envisaged in other cases, for example, when the measureis
unavoidable in order to secure ajudicial process according to national legislation.

Germany. VDR. The right of the seafarer to retain some other form of identification (i.e.
passport) should not be affected.

Italy. FILT-CGIL: The workers organization agrees to the proposed solutions, but ex-
presses the same concerns as CLC (Canada) and CTRN (Costa Rica).

Japan. Article 3 of Convention No. 108 does not affect the right of the authorities to with-
draw a document that has become invalid.

Netherlands. Governments should a so have theright to refuse to issue a seafarers’ identity
document or to withdraw it after issue, when appropriate. Otherwise, there will be a difference
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in treatment between seafarers and other citizens. Furthermore, the problem of time-consuming
border controlsis not solved.

New Zealand. The identity document should be revoked if it was obtained fraudulently.

Saudi Arabia. The Government agrees to (2) for the purpose of safeguarding seafarers
rights.

United Kingdom. A seafarer’s absolute right to retain the document at all times would
probably provoke conflict with the legisation of most States and would render the document
unacceptable.

United States. The Government refersto its comments under questions B2(a), B4(a), B4(b)
and C2(a).

ISF. ISF supports the proposed solution to the problem concerning the right to withdraw
documents, asthiswould be apartial solution. However, this would not address the need for the
seafarer to be able to retain some other form of identification such as a passport.

Office summary

(&) Most States have no problems regarding the right of seafarers to continuous pos-
session of the identity document. Several replies mention that one problem would
be that immigration authorities and other competent authorities should have the
right to withhold such identity documents.

(b) Some countries have raised the problem of withholding identity documents in
various cases. They are not satisfied that the right and duty to withdraw an inval-
idly held document would be sufficient to solve the problem. This issue could be
resolved in the new instrument by the introduction of an appropriate provision as
to the cases where the document should be withheld.

B3. Right of readmission to the territory of issue

Qu. B3 On the assumption that the new seafarers’ identity document would nor-
mally be issued only to nationals of the country concerned and that the
exceptional issue to refugees or stateless persons would be optional (see
section Al above), would the requirements to readmit the seafarer to the
issuing country raise any problem for Members?

Affirmative: 11. Azerbaijan, Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany, Guatemala,
Japan, Kuwait, Liberia, Namibia, Qatar, Saudi Arabia.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); APINDO (Indonesia); USCIB
(United States).

Workers organizations: FNSM (France); SPNI (Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia).

Negative: 44. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belarus, Bulgaria, Canada,
China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Finland, France,
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Greece, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Lithuania, Mata, Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic,
United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. ANA, CPC (Chile); Armateurs de France (France);
INSA (Indonesia); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama).

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); APOM (Panama);
BNS, Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers
Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive
Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 6. Chile, Cuba, Hungary, Italy, Mauritius, Myanmar.

Comments (e.g. nature of the problem)

Australia. A seafarers’ identity document will not in itself provide for admission to Austra-
lia Australian seafarers are required to carry a passport for this purpose. If it is agreed that the
employer or employer State can issue the identity document, further consideration may need to
be given to the appropriateness of such a provision.

Azerbaijan. The Government considers that this obligation raises problems. The Trade
Unions Confederation takes the opposite view.

Brazil. Syndarma: The matter should not be dealt with in the instrument. Seafarers have
passports which guarantee their right of readmission to the issuing country.

Bulgaria. States should readmit seafarers to whom they have issued identity documents if
they are nationals or permanent residents.

Canada. This would not be a problem, provided that all requirements are met and the
officia is satisfied as to the identity of the holder, etc. The issue also relates to the vaidity
period of the document. Canadais not in favour of the “one year from expiry” provision; once
a document expires, it should no longer be valid or acceptable.

Chile. As far as the system of issuing the documents is concerned, there is no incon-
venience, provided that the relevant legal requirements are fulfilled.
CPC: The seafarer should hold a residence permit.

Cuba. Thisissue must be regulated according to the specific characteristics of each country.

Czech Republic. With reference to national legiglation, the requirement of readmission
raises a problem, because readmission is permitted only if the document is still valid and regis-
tered by the competent authority as a travel document.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Estonia. A right to readmission may cause problems for Estonia and other former Soviet
republics.

Germany. The seafarers’ identity document is not sufficient for the purpose of readmission
to Germany. The competent authorities in addition require a German passport, passport substi-
tute (for refugees and stateless persons) or residence permit.
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VDR: The employers’ organization remains neutral. It is absolutely necessary that States
readmit seafarers, i.e. both nationals and permanent residents to whom they have issued the
identity document.

Hungary. With reference to its comment under question A1(a), the Government suggests
that the issuance of identity documents should not be restricted to nationals, and the provisions
of the Repatriation of Seafarers Convention (Revised), 1987 (No. 166), should be considered.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization has a neutral position on the matter.
Given that seafarers can carry their passports, such a provision should not be included in the
instrument.

Lega Pesca: The free movement and right to work of citizens have to be safeguarded,
except in grave situations.

Japan. The draft instrument should not provide that a seafarers’ identity document can be
issued only to nationals, but also to foreigners who join a ship under the legal jurisdiction of the
State concerned. In the latter case, under Japanese law, readmission into Japan is not allowed
without a new crew landing permit once the foreign seafarer has left the country, unless the
seafarer has a multiple crew landing permit.

Kuwait. There could be a problem when there is a surplus of seafarers registered in the
country concerned.

Liberia. The Government reiterates its disagreement with the nationality State concept
(IMO Conventions clearly require the flag State to issue certification documents to non-nation-
als) and notes that the problem in question does not need to be covered by the instrument.

Netherlands. This solution will not raise any problem for the Government, but its answers
to questions A1(b) and (c) should be borne in mind in this connection.

New Zealand. Only nationals should be readmitted as of right.
Nigeria. This obligation is one of the basic requirements of the Convention.

Panama. Aslong as the immigration status of the seafarer allows readmission, this obliga-
tion does not raise any problem.

Qatar. This principle should be retained, even if it causes problems for the issuing author-
ity. The country should, however, retain the right not to issue the document.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The provisions of the Convention and national legislation should be observed.

Ukraine. Only nationals of the country concerned should have the right of readmission.

United Kingdom. This obligation does not raise any problem provided that, if the basis on
which the seafarer’s identity document has originally been issued is revoked, the seafarer’s
identity document immediately becomes invalid.

United Sates. The identity document would only be issued to persons lawfully admitted as
permanent residents.

USCIB. A clear distinction must be made between nationals and others. Even if refugees
and stateless persons are given cards, immigration violations, national security and other issues
might create problems for readmittance of non-nationals.

ISF. It is clearly important that States parties to the instrument readmit seafarers to whom
they have issued identity documents, if they are nationals or permanent residents. However, |SF
has no strong views as to the necessity to address this issue in the new instrument.
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Office summary

A requirement to readmit identity document holders does not pose any problems
to many States if the holders are nationals and the issue to other persons optional.

B4. Right of admission to the territories visited
Admission for temporary shore leave

Does the requirement to admit the bearers of seafarers’ identity docu-  Qu. B4(a)
ments for the purposes of shore leave raise any problem for Members?

Affirmative: 8. Australia, Egypt, Myanmar, Panama, Qatar, Spain, Syrian Arab
Republic, United States.

Employers organizations. CPC (Chile); APINDO (Indonesia); KVNR (Nether-
lands); USCIB (United States).

Workers organizations: SPNI (Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia).

Negative: 47. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Eritrea, Es-
tonia, Finland, France, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Japan,
Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Mata, Mauritius, Namibia, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Ro-
mania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Suriname, United Republic of Tanzania,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); INSA (Indonesia);
NEF (Namibia); KVNR (Netherlands); CMP (Panama).

Workers organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM (France); FILT-CGIL (ltaly);
APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of
Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation);
Progressive Trade Workers Organization (Suriname).

Other: 5. Chile, Cuba, Germany, Greece, Italy.

Comments (nature of the problem)

Australia. The seafarers’ identity document alone will no longer be sufficient for entry into
Australia. A passport will be required as well.

Brazil. Syndarma: The employers organization requests that security precautions should
not conflict with the provisions on seafarers’ identity documents (see Article 6 of Convention
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No. 108), to the extent to which they allow seafarersto avoid the need to apply for avisato enter
the territory of another State party to the Convention.

Bulgaria. Bulgariais a party to the IMO FAL Convention and to Convention No. 108, and
both of these instruments provide for the seafarer’ sright to enter the territory of amember State
without a visa, whether for the purpose of shore leave, transit to join a ship, or repatriation.
Bulgaria has aso concluded a number of bilateral agreements which embody this principle.

Canada. Canada has encountered extensive fraudulent use of these documents. Under the
terms of Article 6(4) of Convention No. 108, it is not a “requirement” to grant entry to the
seafarer. Persons admitted to Canada as crew members are required to depart with the vessel.
Canada retains the right to impose other restrictions and deny “shore leave” in specific circum-
stances. There is no problem as long as Article 6(4) applies.

Chile. In practice, immigration authorities accept a seafarers identity document for the
purpose of shore leave.

ANA: Thisis part of the purpose of the identity document.

CPC: There are problems related to the issuing State.

Costa Rica. The Government states that this obligation does not raise problems but the
Genera Directorate for Immigration and the Status of Foreigners takes the opposite position, as
Costa Rica imposes entry restrictions according to nationality.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF
comments.

France. It would also be advisable to refer to the Seafarers Welfare Convention, 1987
(No. 163), which provides for facilities to be offered to seafarers for going ashore.

Armateurs de France: The employers' organization notes that the question is important for
shipowners and refers to the |SF comments.

Germany. With a valid passport, civilian seafarers can be admitted to German territory
without entry permission for the purposes of shoreleave (i.e. while the ship isin port and within
the port’s city limits). Any visa requirement continues to apply for visits outside the port city.
Possession of aseafarers’ identity document alone does not grant aright of admission. Further,
entry visas are granted to seafarers at their own expense.

Honduras. Thisis acceptableif the right to shore leave is limited to the duration of the stay
of the vessdl in the country.

India. The purpose of reviewing the seafarers’ identity document is to facilitate attaining
visa requirements as well as meeting security concerns.

Indonesia. INSA: The employers’ organization notes that this obligation does not raise any
problems; it would be helpful for seafarers and shipowners.

Italy. Security problems falling within the competence of the Ministry of the Interior could
probably arise.

CONFITARMA: It is difficult to agree to an interpretation of Article 6 of Convention
No. 108 that would not expressly exclude avisarequirement for seafarers in the case where the
provisionsin Article 6, paragraph 1, are fulfilled.

Lega Pesca: The organization does not see any problems with this.

Japan. As regards the seafarers’ shore leave under Article 6 of Convention No. 108, ac-
cording to national legislation the competent authorities have the right to refuse entry to indi-
viduals, even if they hold a seafarers’ identity document.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. B4(a)

Liberia. Theissue of admission for shore leaveis critical for Liberia. Seafarers spend long
periods at sea, and shore leave is important for safety, as well as for medical, operationa,
recreational and humanitarian reasons.

Netherlands. Admission for temporary shore leave is not a problem as long as shore leave
is limited to the port city and its surroundings.

New Zealand. Subject to domestic security or immigration requirements, the matter does
not raise problems.

Panama. Shore leave is granted in connection with ship service, and the immigration au-
thorities authorize shore leave according to the seafarer’s immigration status.

Portugal. The right of the issuing State to refuse admission for reasons of public order,
public security or public health should not be affected.

Qatar. Shore leave should be granted in the light of the security requirements of the coun-
tries concerned.

Spain. A visamay be required.
Syrian Arab Republic. Under national legislation avisais required for shore leave.

United Kingdom. This obligation does not raise any problem, provided that Article 6, para-
graph 4, of the existing Convention No. 108 is retained.

United States. United States immigration law requires an alien seafarer to hold avalid visa
unlessthe Immigration and Naturalization Services (INS) waive this requirement. According to
the IMO FAL Convention crew members are not required to hold avisafor the purpose of shore
leave. Article 6, paragraph 1, of Convention No. 108 requires the port State to permit entry for
shore leave, but does not expressly exclude the possibility of a visa requirement in this case.
The Government does, however, support the principle that a new seafarers’ identity document,
including biometric identifiers, should contain, or provide direct electronic access to, informa-
tion elements needed to initiate the visa application process where applicable. A provision
should further be included to recognize the sovereign right of a member State to conduct addi-
tional investigations if appropriate for its security (see comments under question B2(a) above).

USCIB: This obligation raises problems. Although the purpose of the card should be to
facilitate the movements of seafarers, shore leave is not an entitlement or granted automati-
cally; the right of a country to admit persons into its territory is sovereign. There may be valid
reasons, including national security, disease control, or immigration questions for not admitting
persons holding a valid visa.

ISF. Thisissue is of critical importance to ship operators. The principal purpose of the
seafarers' identity document is to provide a means by which seafarers can avoid the need to
apply for visas for shore leave, transit or repatriation purposes. In the interests of facilitating
internationa trade and the welfare of seafarers, the new instrument should retain this funda-
mental principle and acknowledge the specia nature of seafarers’ employment. In principle, if
a new instrument is adopted and seafarers hold documents that meet internationally agreed
criteria, a visa should not be required for the purposes mentioned in Article 6 of Convention
No. 108. This principle should be clearly stated in the new instrument, and as a minimum the
principles embodied in Article 6 of the existing Convention should be preserved. It is, however,
recognized that an explicit reference to the fact that seafarers should not be required to hold a
visa for the purpose of shore leave is likely to prevent ratification of the new instrument by
some major port States. ISF can therefore reluctantly agree to the interpretation according to
which Article 6 of the Convention does not explicitly exclude the possibility that permission for
entry could be granted through a visa as long as the provisions of Article 6, paragraph 1, are
fulfilled, and certain other conditions met.
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Qu. B4(b) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Qu. B4(b) If visas allowing entry were promptly granted, without charge, to holders
of the seafarers’ identity document who reguest shore leave on arrival in
port, save in exceptional cases covered by Article 6, paragraph 4, of Con-
vention No. 108:

(i) Would a visa requirement in those circumstances be considered com-
patible with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Convention No. 108?

Affirmative: 28. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belarus, Bulgaria, Costa
Rica, Croatia, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Malta,
Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Panama, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Kingdom,
Uruguay.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltaly); USCIB, (United States); ISF.

Workers' organizations: SPNI (Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama);
Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania).

Negative: 24. Azerbaijan, China, Czech Republic, Denmark, Eritrea, Estonia,
France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan,
Lithuania, Nicaragua, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, United Republic of Tanza
nia, Ukraine, United States.

Employers organizations: NEF (Namibia).

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FNSM (France); FILT-CGIL (Italy); BNS (Romania); Federation
of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federa-
tion); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 8. Canada, Chile, Cuba, Germany, Mauritius, Namibia, Nigeria, Spain.

Comments

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The changes should not entail costs for the seafarers, and the admis-
sion of a seafarer to another State under other than the abovementioned conditions should be
subject to national law.

Syndarma: The employers organization considers the visa requirement compatible, if the
instrument guarantees that it will be issued rapidly and at no cost to seafarers.

Bulgaria. The principle that visas should be granted promptly without charge to seafarers
must be clearly stated in the new instrument.

Canada. There are no special documents issued to seafarers who enter Canada as visitors
while on “shore leave” from their vessel. “Shore leave” may be refused in particular circum-
stances.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. B4(b)

CLC: This requirement would be in direct conflict with the IMO FAL Convention (Art-
icle 3.45).

Chile. In practice, the Chilean Immigration Department uses a “temporary permission of
admission into the territory” (Short Pass), which isissued only during the stay in port.

Costa Rica. CTRN: This requirement is not compatible for the reason expressed by CLC
(Canada).

Cuba. Each country must be free to regulate this issue.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. This would prevent over-stays and other contraventions.
Estonia. The trade unions disagree.
Egypt. Visas should be required in special circumstances.

France. Under the terms of the IMO FAL Convention a visa is not required. The term
“promptly” should be interpreted as “as soon as possible”.

Armateurs de France: The employers organization agrees, subject to the conditions indi-
cated under question B4(a) above.

FNSM: The workers organization does not consider this requirement compatible.

Germany. See comments under question B4(a).
VDR: The employers organization considers the requirement to be compatible, but with
the same reservation expressed by ISF.

Greece. Thisissue is regulated by the IMO FAL Convention (paragraphs 3.45-3.47) rati-
fied by Greece. The Greek authorities do not require a visa for temporary shore leave.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization agrees, subject to important condi-
tions, and endorses the |SF comments including the proposed amendment to Article 7 of the
preliminary draft.

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization does not consider this requirement compatible for
the same reason expressed by CLC (Canada) and CTRN (Costa Rica).

Lega Pesca: A visarequirement is compatible, provided that modalities for entry are clear
and shared by all the ratifying countries.

Japan. The acquisition of avisaat the least imposes a physical burden on the seafarer, and
avisafor the purpose of shore leave should be unnecessary if the requirementsfor identification
are made more stringent. The visa requirement for landing should accordingly be lessened.

Liberia. It isimportant that the new instrument provides for visas to be issued to seafarers
in this case. Such visas should be granted promptly without charge.

Netherlands. A visa requirement would be acceptable, but visas should not be granted
without charge.

KVNR: A visarequirement could be regarded as compatible with Article 6 of Convention
No. 108 for the same reason indicated by |SF.

Nicaragua. A visa requirement would represent a retrograde step.

Nigeria. A visarequirement would not be compatible unless adopted by a two-thirds ma-
jority of the votes at the International Labour Conference, in accordance with Article 6.1 of the
preliminary draft.
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Norway. Norway’s preference is for no visas. However, if certain member States still wish
to retain the option of issuing a visa, this should be done aong the lines suggested by the ILO
guestionnaire.

Panama. The Government agrees with reference to its comment under question B4(a).
Peru. There should be no additional requirements.

Philippines. Article 6, paragraph 1, of Convention No. 108 does not mention any require-
ment, and a simple request from a seafarer with avalid identity document should normally be
sufficient to obtain an entry permit from any Member. Any Member may deny temporary shore
leave under the terms of Article 6, paragraph 4.

Portugal. A visais not required in Portugal to alow admission for shore leave.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The workers' organization considers
the visa requirement contrary to the express provisions of the IMO FAL Convention.

United Kingdom. This requirement should be referred to as a“leave to enter” rather than a
visa.

United Sates. Visarequirements in the United States are based on additional factors other
than those required for a seafarers’ identity document, including various disqualifying items
such as medical condition, criminal history and failure to pass security screening.

USCIB: Seafarer movements could be facilitated by means of a separate, unique visa and
visa waiver procedure.

ISF. 1SF agrees to the proposed solution, subject to important conditions. A visa require-
ment could be regarded as compatible with Article 6 of Convention No. 108 if the principle that
visas should be promptly granted, without charge to seafarers on arrival in port, were included
in the new instrument. The instrument should a so state that visas should be promptly granted,
without charge, for the other purposes specified in Article 6, paragraph 2, of the Convention.
ISF suggests that the draft text of the proposed instrument should be modified (perhaps as
paragraph 2bis of Article 7 of the preliminary draft), as follows:

Notwithstanding Article 6 of the Convention, and subject to any other international obliga-
tions, Members may only require holders of seafarers’ identity documents to obtain avisa
provided that: (i) Visas are issued to al holders of seafarers’ identity documents that re-
quest entry for the purposes of:

— temporary shore leave;

— joining a ship;

— transferring to another ship;

— passing in transit to join a ship in another country; or
— repatriation,

unless clear grounds exist for doubting the bona fides of a seafarer in a particular case as
provided by Article 6, paragraph 4,

(i) Application for visas, for the purposes described above, can be made by holders of
seafarers’ identity documents either on or immediately prior to arriva in the
Member's territory;

(iii) Visas are granted promptly and without charge.
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(ii) Would an understanding along the lines above (i) overcome any
problem referred to in answer to question B4(a)?

Affirmative: 23. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Costa
Rica, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Eritrea, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Liberia, Myanmar,
Namibia, New Zealand, Panama, Poland, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic,
Ukraine, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); USCIB (United States); ISF.

Workers organizations. SPNI (Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama).

Negative: 14. Australia, China, France, Honduras, India, Japan, Lebanon,
Lithuania, Mauritius, Peru, Portugal, Romania, United Republic of Tanzania, United
States.

Employers organizations: Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); ISF.

Workers' organizations. CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Roma-
nia); Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers
(Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 23. Canada, Chile, Croatia, Cuba, Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, Ger-
many, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, Italy, Malta, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria,
Norway, Philippines, Russian Federation, Spain, Suriname, United Kingdom.

Comments

Australia. The suggested solution does not overcome the fact that a passport will be re-
quired to enter Australian territory. Seafarers entering Australia are understood to hold a spe-
cia-purpose visa when they are listed as crew on board a non-military ship. These visas are
issued by operation of law, without any application or decision process. No charge is required.
Reference is made also to Australia’ s comments under question B4(a) above.

Brazl. Syndarma: The employers organization refers to its comment under ques-
tion B4(b)(i).

Bulgaria. The proposal is acceptable, if specific reference is made to the circumstancesin
which avisa may be issued.

Canada. Thereis no objection provided that States retain the right to impose visa require-
ments on persons intending to seek admission as seafarers, to request and examine any docu-
ments, including passports, in order to confirm identity and bona fides and to grant or deny
entry.
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CLC: The suggested solution would conflict with member States' obligations under the
IMO FAL Convention.

Czech Republic. Such an understanding could overcome problems regarding admission for
temporary shore leave, given that under United States regulations a visa is required for shore
leave in United States ports.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers' organization endorsesthe | SF
comments.

Ecuador. This would clarify any confusion which could have arisen.

France. As a Member of the European Union, France is subject to the provisions of the
Schengen Agreement, in particular, the provisions of the Convention implementing the Agree-
ment.

Germany. See comments under question B4(a).
VDR: The employers’ organization agrees, with certain reservations, and endorses the | SF
comments.

Greece. Reference is made to comments under question B4(b)(i).
Honduras. See comments under question B4(b)(i).

India. The new document should dispense with visa requirements and facilitate the move-
ment of workers.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization agrees, subject to certain conditions,
and endorses the | SF comments.

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization disagrees for the same reason indicated by CLC
(Canada).

Japan. See the answer to question B4(b)(i).
Nigeria. All parties involved should be duly informed and agree in this respect.

Portugal. The proposal is not acceptable. Different procedures exist in several member
States that have ratified Convention No. 108 as regards possible exemption from visa require-
ments, as well as the issue of permits for shore leave.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The workers' organization disagrees
for the reason indicated by CLC (Canada) and FILT-CGIL(Italy).

United Sates. This would not overcome the problem, as the tests required for admittance
differ from those used for obtaining a seafarers’ identity document, and a visamust be obtained
from a consulate or embassy.

USCIB: The visa requirement should be precisely set out in the instrument.

ISF. The employers' organization can accept such an understanding if specific reference to
the circumstances in which a visa might be issued is included in the new instrument.

Admission for other purposes

Qu. B4(c) Does the requirement of admission — under the conditions stated in the
preceding question —for any of the purposes mentioned in paragraph 2 of
Article 6 of Convention No. 108 raise any problem for Members?
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Affirmative: 16. Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Honduras,
Indonesia, Japan, Myanmar, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Panama, Portugal, Qatar, Rus-
sian Federation, United States.

Workers organizations: FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI
(Indonesia); NUNW (Namibia).

Negative: 38. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Belarus, China, Croatia,
Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, France, Finland, Greece, Guate-
mala, Hungary, India, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Netherlands,
Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname,
Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom,
Uruguay.

Employers organizations. NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama).

Workers organizations: FILT-CGIL (Italy); APOM (Panama); Romanian Sea-
farers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of Mari-
time Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 6. Chile, Cuba, Germany, Italy, Mauritius, Namibia.

Comments (i.e. nature of the problem)

Australia. The Government refers to its answer to question B4(b).

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization refers to its comment under ques-
tion B4(b).

Syndarma: The employers organization emphasizes that the question is of extreme impor-
tance to shipowners, and refers to its comment under question B4(b)(i).

Bulgaria. Problems might arise in cases of repatriation or joining a ship for seafarers from
certain countries.

Canada. There is no problem, as long as it is understood that States have the right to
impose visa requirements on persons wishing to enter or transit their territories with seafarers
identity documents, and to refuse entry or impose other restrictions.

Chile. There is a problem in that for this type of activity, especialy for entry into or exit
from the country, a passport is specifically required.

Costa Rica. While the Government agrees, the General Directorate for Immigration and
Status of Foreigners disagrees.

Cuba. Each State must be free to regulate this issue.

Denmark. If the seafarer isanational of a country whose citizens are required to hold avisa
when travelling to Denmark, the seafarer must have a visa.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

France. There is no problem, but a reservation is expressed with reference to EC regula-
tions and national legislation, in particular as concerns the possibility to refuse the admission in
exceptional cases.
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FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM: A problen may arise in connection with the
Government’s capacity for verifying compliance.

Germany. See comment under question B4(a).
VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the ISF.

Honduras. Reference is made to comments under question B4(b)(i).

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization does not see any problems.

Japan. Under Article 6, paragraph 2, of the Convention, although the definition of the term
“passing” isnot clear, in Japan the bearer of a seafarers’ identity document is not allowed shore
leave unless on duty. Cases where a seafarer comes to Japan as an airline passenger, transits the
country in order to join ship in another country and leaves Japan again by air or passes through
Japan for repatriation, are not regarded as shore leave. An obligation to allow entry for shore
leave in such cases would pose a problem for Japan.

Netherlands. Such a requirement will not raise problems, but passports and visas will con-
tinue to be required.

New Zealand. Crew are granted permission for entry and leaving purposes when on board
the same vessel, but not for joining a ship or for transit to join another ship.

Nicaragua. This obligation, under the aforesaid conditions, raises a problem as it would
negate the purpose of the identity document and cause delay for seafarers.

Nigeria. This obligation will not pose any problem, provided that Members act in compli-
ance with the stated conditions.

Panama. Refers to its comment under question B4(a).

Portugal. Problems exist owing to the different issuing procedures referred to in the com-
ment to question B4(b)(ii).

Romania. BNS: This obligation restricts and complicates the movements of seafarers.

Suriname. This obligation does not raise any problem, provided that the visa requirements
regarding transit are observed.

United Sates. Reference is made to comments under questions B4(a) and B4(b).

ISF. Thisissueisof critical importance to ship operators. The | SF reply to questions B4(a)
and B4(b) above should be taken into account.

Qu. B4(d) What might be the main consequences if a seafarer in a foreign port does
not hold a valid seafarers' identity document issued pursuant to the new
instrument:

— refusal of shore leave?

Affirmative: 48. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, China, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Eritrea,
Estonia, Finland, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan,
Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Nicaragua,
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Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Saudi
Arabia, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United
Kingdom, United States.

Negative: 5. Croatia, France, Netherlands, Russian Federation, Uruguay.
Other: 7. Chile, Cuba, Germany, Honduras, Liberia, New Zealand, Suriname.

— refusal of entry to join the seafarer’ s ship or transfer to another ship?

Affirmative: 45. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, China, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Eritrea, Estonia, Fin-
land, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Leba-
non, Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Panama,
Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain,
Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom,
United States.

Negative: 6. Azerbaijan, Croatia, France, Nicaragua, Poland, Uruguay.

Other: 9. Chile, Cuba, Egypt, Germany, Honduras, Liberia, Namibia, New
Zedland, Suriname.

— refusal of transit to join the seafarer’s ship in another country or for
repatriation?

B refusal of transit to join the seafarer’s ship in another country:

Affirmative: 44. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, China, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Estonia, Finland,
Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon,
Lithuania, Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi
Arabia, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, United Kingdom,
United States.

Negative: 8. Azerbaijan, Croatia, Eritrea, France, Nicaragua, Poland, Ukraine,
Uruguay.

Other: 8. Chile, Cuba, Egypt, Germany, Honduras, Liberia, New Zeaand,
Suriname.
W for repatriation:

Affirmative: 44. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belarus, Bulgaria,
Canada, China, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece,
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Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Syr-
ian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, United Kingdom, United States.

Negative: 7. Azerbaijan, Croatia, Czech Republic, Eritrea, Poland, Ukraine,
Uruguay.

Other: 9. Chile, Cuba, Egypt, Germany, Honduras, Liberia, New Zealand, Nica-
ragua, Suriname.

— other consequences?

Comments

Algeria. An exception should be envisaged in case of medical evacuation for humanitarian
reasons.

Argentina. In the case of transit for repatriation there are additional consequences.

Australia. According to reports received in the past, seafarers may be arrested or fined in
some countries, but not in Australia.

Azerbaijan. The Government only agrees with the first consequence (refusal of shore
leave) but disagrees with the others. The Trade Unions Confederation disagrees with all the
consequences, and believes permission should be given when the seafarer has documents con-
firming employment on a given ship, is reporting to his ship, or isin transit for his ship.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization remains neutral, but considers that for
reasons of security, seafarers without identity documents should not be granted shore leave. In
such cases, the responsible authority should adopt procedures to determine whether the seafarer
is qualified to exercise his function and, as applicable, arrange his repatriation or alow him to
stay on board.

Syndarma: The employers organization endorses the |SF comment.

Canada. The Government suggests the possible detention and removal of the ship or per-
son concerned.

Chile. If the seafarer cannot show avalid identity document, his or her professiona ability
should be verified with the issuing authority. As for identification purposes, the person con-
cerned could be submitted to identification procedures by immigration authorities.

ANA: The employers organization disagrees with all the proposed measures. The seafarer
could carry other documents such as a passport and a visa, if required.

CPC: The employers organization agrees to al, and adds that the seafarer would not be
able to go ashore, except for immediate expulsion due to invalid documents.

Cuba. The measures suggested could be contrary to domestic provisions.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers' organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Egypt. The consulate of the issuing State should be able to extend the validity of the docu-
ment for a further six months, in accordance with national legislation.
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Finland. Affirmative answersto the questions under B4(d) are subject to the condition that
other documents (e.g. national passports) cannot be presented instead.

France. Thisaspect should beleft to the discretion of each Member, subject to the possibil-
ity for seafarers to provide other documents, in particular the passport.

FNSM: The workers' organization agrees to all the proposals.

Armateurs de France: The employers’ organization refers to the ISF comments on these
points.

FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM: The workers' organizations note that if the identity docu-
ment is compulsory, the seafarer must be able to show it.

Germany. See comment under question B4(a).
VDR: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments and the proposed amend-
ment to the preliminary draft.

Honduras. The Government refers to its comments under question B4(b)(i).

Hungary. The Government agrees to all the consequences listed which are similar to those
in the case of an invalid identity document.

India. A person who is not in possession of a seafarers identity document will not be
considered a genuine seafarer.

Indonesia. APINDO: The employers' organization agrees with the first consequence (re-
fusal of shore leave) but disagrees with the others.

INSA: The employers organization agrees to al these consegquences, and mentions addi-
tionally the possible detention by the local authority.

SPNI: The workers' organization disagrees with all consequences stated.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization endorses the |SF comments, includ-
ing the proposed amendment to Article 7 of the preliminary draft.

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization agrees to al the proposals.

Lega Pesca: The organization notes that if the workers' identity is established, transit
through the country must be allowed.

Liberia. The Government believes that the consequences of failure to hold avalid identity
document are dependent on the policy of the port State concerned. The new instrument should
not stipulate the consequences of a seafarer not having an identity document other than to state
that a ship should not be detained under port State control provisions on this basis.

Namibia. NEF: The employers’ organization agrees to all these proposals in cases where
the seafarer does not hold a valid visa or passport for entry into the country concerned.

NUNW: The workers' organization agrees with the first point (refusal of shore leave), but
disagrees with the others.

Netherlands. The Government agrees to the proposals under question B4(d), unless the
seafarer possesses a valid passport and meets all other requirements for entry.

KVNR: The employers’ organization endorses the |SF comments including the proposed
amendment to the preliminary draft.

New Zealand. If the identity of the seafarers cannot be verified, the member State is under
no obligation to allow shore leave or transfer to another ship. It would be up to each Member to
develop guidelines for such situations.

Nicaragua. Shore leave is refused if the seafarer holds neither a seafarers’ identity docu-
ment nor a valid passport. As to the second and third consequences, it would be necessary to
take measures to verify the reasons for the seafarer’s re-embarkation.
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Panama. With regard to transit to join the seafarer’s ship in another country or for repatri-
ation, the seafarers’ identity document should not be confused with the passport. If the identity
document isinvalid, the seafarer should have to take all pertinent measures before the issuing
authority, and the shipowner should have to replace him with another seafarer holding valid
identity documents.

CMP: In cases of invalid identity documents, the employers organization requests that
seafarers be required to obtain atransit visa.

APOM: The workers' organization agrees to all the proposed conseguences.

Philippines. Deportation in case of security risks is another possible consequence.

Portugal. In case a document becomes invalid, efforts should be made together with the
diplomatic mission of the country of nationality of the holder to extend the validity period of the
document or issue a new document.

Romania. Association of Shipowners of Romania: The employers’ organization agrees
with the first consequence (refusal of shore leave).

BNS: The workers' organization agreesto all.

Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: The workers' organization agreesto al in principle, but
suggests that for atransitiona period the fact of not holding a valid document issued under the
new instrument should not entail any consequences.

Russian Federation. Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport
Workers: The workers' organization agrees to al.

Suriname. Member States should have the right to decide in accordance with their national
legidlation on this issue. The right to apply for admittance or transit should be granted if it is
necessary and not considered illegal.

Syrian Arab Republic. Unless the seafarer has a maritime passport, the consegquences listed
above should be allowed.

United Republic of Tanzania. A possible consequence could be detention by the state au-
thorities pending verification of the seafarers’ identity.

United Kingdom. The Government affirms all these consequences if no other satisfactory
documentation is held. Any attempt to disembark from a ship without avalid seafarers’ identity
document or other satisfactory documentation makes the carrier liable to a fine.

United Sates. The Government presumes that a seafarer who cannot obtain a valid seafar-
ers identity document will probably not be able to acquire a valid visa or passport. Failure to
acquire those documents would preclude entry.

USCIB: The employers' organization agrees to all.

Uruguay. The Government disagrees with all. It should be verified through the issuing
authority that the person concerned is really a seafarer.

ISF. The consequences of seafarers not holding valid identity documents in a foreign port
depend on the policy of the port State and whether it is party to the relevant section of the IMO
FAL Convention. If visas are not normally required according to the nationalities of seafarers
concerned, then entry for shore leave and transit purposes should certainly still be permitted.
The same should apply if the seafarers concerned hold valid visas. In principle, it would be
desirable for every seafarer to hold an identity document complying with the new instrument.
However, some countries may elect not to become parties to any new instrument. In the absence
of the required documents, port States should still retain the discretion to permit entry on the
basis of passports alone, with or without visas as may be appropriate according to the seafarer’s
nationality. They should also have the option of granting entry rights to seafarers holding docu-
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mentsissued in accordance with the existing Convention. Moreover, although port States might
decide to deny entry to seafarers not holding identification documents, the new instrument
should clearly State that the absence of aseafarers’ identity document should not be grounds for
port State control detention. The following text is suggested for inclusion in the instrument,
perhaps as a penultimate paragraph in Article 7: “ If any seafarer on a ship visiting a Member’s
territory does not hold a valid seafarers’ identity document issued in accordance with the pro-
visions of this Protocoal, this shall not in itself be construed as a deficiency relevant to the safety
of the ship or the welfare of its crew, nor shall it constitute grounds for port State control
detention.”

Office summary

A requirement to admit bearers for the purpose of shore leave does not seem to
pose problems to the majority of States. A few States would also require a passport, as
well as visa formalities which might be facilitated if the necessary information were
available through the identity document.

A narrow majority reply that the prompt granting of a visa without charge for the
purpose of shore leave upon request on the arrival of a seafarer in a port would be
sufficient to comply with Article 6, paragraph 4, of Convention No. 108. Some coun-
tries disagree, on the grounds that the granting of temporary shore leave should not be
subject to visaformalities. A few others point out that visa formalities go beyond the
information which would be available from the identity card. It is suggested that refer-
enceto “leaveto enter” should be used in this case rather than “visa’. A few States do
not feel that the problems identified under question B4(a) would be overcome by an
understanding that prompt admission for shore leave under a“visa® or “leaveto enter”
procedure is compatible with Article 6, paragraph 8, of Convention No. 108.

Although most countries do not identify any problems, many would like to main-
tain the ultimate right to refuse admission in certain cases for the purposes stated, i.e
trangit, joining and leaving a vessel.

If a seafarer did not hold a valid identity card, most States would refuse shore
leave, entry to join a ship or transfer to another ship, transit to join a ship in another
country and transit for repatriation.

B5. General right to recognition of the seafarers’ identity document

The new instrument should expressly state the general principle that the  Qu. B5
authorities of port Sates must accept that the bearers of valid seafarers

identity documents issued by other parties to the new instrument are

genuine seafarers unless clear grounds exist for doubting the bona fides

of a seafarer in a particular case. See preliminary draft, Article 7.1.

Affirmative: 56. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt,
Eritrea, Estonia, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta,
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Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Peru, Phil-
ippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United King-
dom, United States, Uruguay,

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); Danish Shipowners
Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany); APINDO,
INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama); Asso-
ciation of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United States); | SF.

Workers organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime
Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers Organization
(Suriname).

Negative: 3. Canada, Finland, New Zeaand.
Other: 2. Cuba, Nigeria.

Comments

Australia. The Government considers that the main, if not the only, purpose of the seafar-
ers identity documents is “to confirm that the bearer is a genuine seafarer”. For port States to
accept such documents, a rigorous process needs to be put in place to ensure the validity of the
claim, and relevant evidence must be given that the identity document holder is actually a bona
fide member of a particular crew. The seafarer’ sidentity document envisaged by the ILO ques-
tionnaire would provide only proof of identity, not proof of employment. In Australia, such a
document will not by itself guarantee immigration clearance; the seafarer will still be required
to hold a passport.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The principle of good faith should be preserved, except where there
is evidence of irregularities.

Syndarma: The employers organization agrees subject to the conditions mentioned under
questions B4(b)(i) and B4(d).

Canada. States should have the prerogative to screen the holders of such documents in
order to determine that they are genuine seafarers. The onus is on the applicant for entry to
satisfy the authorities as to his or her identity and reason for entry. States must aso be able to
take into account situations where the documentsissued by a particular State have been brought
into question (e.g., insecure issuance standards or procedures). The prerogative to screen the
holders of seafarers’ identity documents should be added to Article 7, paragraph 1, of the pre-
liminary draft.

CLC: Thisisthe norma text for the recognition of the various certificates and documents
aship isrequired to carry and for all seafarers’ vocational certificates of competency.

Chile. The Government agrees as concerns requirements relating to the verification of a
seafarer’s status for ship security purposes.

Cuba. This should remain in accordance with domestic provisions.
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Denmark. Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. Each ratifying Member must strictly apply all the parameters established in the
instrument.

Finland. The inclusion of this provision is not necessary.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization agrees, and endorses the comment of the
ISF.

Honduras. The Government agrees, and indicates that in case of doubt the data could be
verified.

India. The inclusion of this principle will prevent unilateral action by member States.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers' organization substantially endorses the | SF com-
ments. Article 7, paragraph 1, of the preliminary draft is broadly acceptable, although account
should also be taken of the views expressed in response to questions B4(a), B4(b) and B4(c).

FILT-CGIL: The workers organization agrees for the reason indicated by CLC (Canada).

Lega Pesca: The organization disagrees. In this case, refusa is not justified, unless the
person is recognized as a criminal in the country concerned.

Japan. Since aseafarers' identity document isintended to prove the status of the bearer, the
intention of the question itself does not have to be regulated as the prescription isin the nature
of the identity document itself. Given that such general principles do not affect the application
of Article 6, paragraph 4, of Convention No. 108, Japan has no objection to the proposal.

New Zealand. If there is any doubt concerning the legitimacy of a seafarers’ identity docu-
ment or the genuine intent of the seafarer, the port authorities should be able to investigate
further before accepting the document.

Suriname. Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: There are similar provisions regard-
ing the recognition of the seafarer’s certificate of competence and the various ship certificates.

United Kingdom. The Government agrees provided that the “clear grounds for doubting”
are defined by the port State and noting the provisions of paragraph 4 of Article 6 of the existing
Convention.

United Sates. The Government recalls that United States immigration law does not grant
genuine seafarers specia status or exemption from visa requirements. Its reply assumes that
member States adhere to the definition of what constitutes an agreed identity document, and
that documents once issued may be rendered invalid if audit processes and databases are not
strictly adhered to. This approach is consistent with the acceptance by the United States of
STCW and other IMO-based certificates as prima facie evidence of compliance, in the absence
of any other evidence that might raise doubts concerning validity.

ISF. Article 7, paragraph 1, of the preliminary draft is broadly acceptable. Nonetheless,
account should also be taken of the views expressed in response to questions B4(a), B4(b) and
B4(c). In particular, for the reasons explained in response to question B4(b), additional text
should be incorporated in Article 7 of the preliminary draft to clarify the obligations of port
States with regard to permitting entry of seafarers holding valid identity documents.

Office summary

In general, States agree that port States should accept that holders of the seafarers
identity document are genuine seafarers. A few countries consider that States should
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still reserve the right to screen holders, especialy if there are grounds for doubting the
bonafides of aparticular seafarer. Certain States would like to have evidence of which
vessel the seafarer is attached to.

C. Form of the new instrument (Protocol or new Convention?)
and itsrelationship with Convention No. 108

At present the new instrument is conceived as a Protocol to Convention No. 108. It
might appear preferable for the new instrument to take the form of a Convention revis-
ing Convention No. 108, so as to enable the ipso jure denunciation of Convention
No. 108 when the new instrument came into force for the Member concerned. This
guestion may to a large extent depend upon whether or not the parties to Convention
No. 108 need to be released from certain obligations.

Comments

Australia. There should be anew revising Convention rather than a Protocol to Convention
No. 108. The coming into force of the new instrument should close Convention No. 108 to
further ratification. A new Convention and a new Convention number will reinforce the mes-
sage that there are new standards. It may also be appropriate to consider whether the Preamble
of the new instrument should include the rationale for the revision, i.e. the need for “heightened
maritime security”.

The following member States and organizations also supported the adoption of a new re-
vising instrument: Liberia; 1SF.

C1. Obligation to issue seafarers’ identity documents

Provided that care is taken to ensure that the new instrument establishes require-
ments for the identity document that include all the requirements of Convention
No. 108, the seafarers’ identity document issued under the new instrument would also
consgtitute such a document for the purposes of Convention No. 108 since the latter
leaves the precise form and content to be decided by each Member and allowsaMem-
ber to prescribe further particulars (Article 4, paragraphs 6 and 7).

Qu.C1 The new instrument should, inter alia, embody the requirements of Con-
vention No. 108 relating to the seafarers identity document, that it be
made of durable material, be so fashioned that any alterations are easily
detectable, as well as its content. See preliminary draft, Articles 4.1
and 4.4.

Affirmative: 59. Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bul-
garia, Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary,
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India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania,
Malta, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nige-
ria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russian
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of
Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (ltay); NEF (Namibia); CMP
(Panama); Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania); USCIB (United
States); ISF.

Workers' organizations: CONTTMAF (Brazil); CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa
Rica); Seafarers’ Union of Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM
(France); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM
(Panama); BNS, Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade
Workers Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Pro-
gressive Trade Workers' Organization (Suriname).

Other: 2. Cuba, Germany.

Comments

Australia. The new instrument should incorporate the basic provisions of Convention
No. 108, to enable parties to this Convention to issue a new seafarers identity document as
soon as possible.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization agrees on grounds of security.
Syndarma: The employers’ organization agrees. However, it seems unnecessary to include
the requirements in the Protocol, as they are clearly set out in Article 1 of Convention No. 108.

Denmark. Danish Shipowners Association: The employers’ organization endorses the | SF
comments.

Ecuador. This solution would allow easy use and the document would be adaptable to any
subsequent change.

France. The Government refers to its earlier comments on this issue.
Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comment of the |SF.

Greece. The current Greek seafarers’ identity document might continue to be used for the
purpose of seafarers’ identification, while improving its security features according to Appen-
dix A of the questionnaire.

Honduras. This solution is favoured for the purpose of the preservation of the document.
India. This requirement may be included if a new Convention is being devel oped.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization agrees and endorses the | SF comments.
Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

New Zealand. If arevised seafarers’ identity document is adopted, it should be secure and
fashioned in such away as to make dterations easily detectable.
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Nigeria. The Government agrees for the purpose of avoiding false identity documents.

United States. USCIB: The employers’ organization agrees — provided that the new instru-
ment is a freestanding Convention not connected to the requirements of Convention No. 108,
which was adopted in adifferent era. Further, the interpretations of Convention No. 108 should
not be given presumptive validity with respect to the new instrument.

ISF. Theissuesreferred to in this proposa are important, but presumably they need only be
incorporated if it is decided to develop a new Convention; otherwise they are covered by Ar-
ticle 1 of the existing Convention.

Office summary

The new instrument should embody these provisions of Convention No. 108 asto
the materials used and the ability to detect alterations.

C2. Obligation to accept seafarers’ identity documents issued by other ratifying
Members

Qu. C2(a) Should the new instrument release parties to Convention No. 108 that
ratify the new instrument from their obligation to accept seafarers’ iden-
tity documents issued in accordance with Convention No. 108?

Affirmative: 41. Albania, Argentina, Australia, Belarus, Canada, Chile, Costa
Rica, Czech Republic, Egypt, Eritrea, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala,
Honduras, Hungary, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Malta, Myanmar,
Namibia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, United
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations: CPC (Chile); APINDO (Indonesia); NEF (Namibia);
CMP (Panama); USCIB (United States).

Workers' organizations: CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica); Seafarers’ Union of
Croatia (Croatia); SPNI (Indonesia); FILT-CGIL (ltaly); APOM (Panama); BNS,
Romanian Seafarers Free Union (Romania); Progressive Trade Workers' Organiza-
tion (Suriname).

Negative: 15. Algeria, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, China, Croatia, Ecuador, India,
Kazakhstan, Lithuania, Poland, Qatar, Russian Federation, Suriname, United Repub-
lic of Tanzania, Ukraine.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA (Chile); INSA (Indonesia);
Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania).

Workers' organizations; CONTTMAF (Brazil); NUNW (Namibia); Federation of
Trade Workers' Organizations of Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation).

Other: 5. Cuba, Denmark, Germany, Liberia, Mauritius.
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Comments

Australia. The Government agrees, on condition that a transition period be provided.

Brazl. CONTTMAF: Thiswould prejudice standardization, make recognition of the docu-
ment by the authorities difficult, and cause insecurity.

Syndarma: Some countries might not ratify the Protocol but continue to be parties to the
Convention. Documents issued in accordance with the Convention should be accepted at |least
for a specified period of time after the entry into force of the Protocol.

Bulgaria. Documents issued in accordance with the existing Convention should still be
acceptable, at least for a specified interim period.

Canada. Attention is drawn to the difficulty of determining whether a document was is-
sued under valid Convention terms.
CLC: The new instrument should be a separate Convention rather than a Protocol.

Chile. Members ratifying the new instrument must comply to it and mutually recognize the
documents they have issued. As for member States that are not party to the instrument, each
administration (port State) must be released from the obligation to recognize these documents.

Costa Rica. In the Government’s view, this is a rational solution. However, the General
Directorate for Immigration and the Status of Foreigners has expressed disagreement on this
issue.

CTRN: The new instrument should be a separate Convention rather than a Protocol.

Croatia. During the period of validity of the existing identity documents, they still should
be accepted. However, any identity document issued after the adoption of the new instrument
would have to be in line with it.

Denmark. The aim to strengthen the reliability of the new identity document for seafarers
may be lost, if a party to Convention No. 108 having ratified the new instrument still has to
recognize and accept seafarers documents issued in accordance with the old Convention. How-
ever, new parties to Convention No. 108 and parties which may have problems with the new
instrument may expect that their documents issued in accordance with Convention No. 108
maintain their validity as travel documents. The new instrument should include appropriate
provisions making it possible to have a double system taking into account both the new seafar-
ers identity document and old identity documents for a limited period after the adoption.

Danish Shipowners Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF
comments.

Estonia. The social partners do not agree.

France. This provision seems to be necessary.
Armateurs de France: The employers organization refers to the ISF comments on the
subject.

Germany. VDR: The employers organization remains neutral and endorses the substance
of ISF comments.

Greece. The relevant obligations of the Schengen Convention should be taken into ac-
count. Furthermore, according to a United Nations decision, the travel documents of the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea are not recognized by many countries, including Greece. At
national level, pursuant to the principle of reciprocity, Greece does not recognize the seafarers
identity documents of certain other countries, e.g. the Syrian Arab Republic.

Hungary. Theidentity documentsissued in accordance with Convention No. 108 should be
accepted only during atransition phase.
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India. Convention No. 108 should remain in force during the interim period.

Italy. CONFITARMA: The employers organization takes a neutral position and substan-
tially endorses | SF comments.

FILT-CGIL: The new instrument should be a separate Convention rather than a Protocol.

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Kazakhstan. The procedure for replacing the seafarers’ identity documents should take at
least five years.

Liberia. Strong incentives should be introduced to encourage all States to ratify the new
instrument, in order to obviate the need to provide references in the new instrument to Conven-
tion No. 108.

Nigeria. Thereis need for uniformity.

Norway. Appropriate transitional provisions should be included in order to prevent prob-
lems.

Suriname. The goa should be to trigger non-parties in a different way to ultimately adapt
their documents and procedures to the requirements of the new instrument. Technical and fi-
nancial assistance should be easily accessible, while national constraints should be taken into
serious consideration.

Progressive Trade Workers' Organization: The new instrument should rather be a separate
Convention rather than a Protocol.

Ukraine. There should be a sufficient transition period.

United Kingdom. The Government agrees in principle. Provisions during a phase-in period
will be required.

United Sates. Only documents issued in accordance with the new instrument should be
acceptable after a date specified in the instrument that affords a reasonable time for replacing
the old ones. However, the right of member Statesto apply their immigration and customs laws
should not be waived by the mere holding of a document, even if valid.

ISF. The employers' organization is neutral on this proposal. Some countries may not
ratify any new instrument, although they remain party to Convention No. 108. Ideally, docu-
ments issued in accordance with this Convention would still be acceptable, at least for a speci-
fied interim period. In practice, however, the obligation to accept documents issued under
Convention No. 108 may be academic, since the Convention does not expressly impose on
Members the obligation not to require visas. As explained in |SF's response to question B4(b),
the “price” for encouraging ratification of the Convention and the new instrument may be to
accept that only the holders of documents issued in accordance with the latter instrument
should, in normal circumstances, be facilitated for entry. In the absence of the required docu-
ments, port States must till retain discretion to permit entry on the basis of the passport aone,
with visasif requested, or without it. They must also have the option of granting entry rightsto
seafarers holding documents issued in accordance with the existing Convention.

Qu. C2(b) Intheinterest of the rapid entry into effect of the new system on a univer-
sal basis and having regard to the time often needed for national ratifica-
tion procedures, the new instrument could oblige the parties to it also to
accept identity documents issued by parties to Convention No. 108, pend-
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Replies received and commentaries

ing ratification of the new instrument, where the requirements of the latter
instrument have been complied with.

Presumably, such acceptance would need to be on areciprocal basis. See
preliminary draft, Article 7.2.

Affirmative: 51. Albania, Algeria, Australia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Chile,
China, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia, Finland,
France, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Liberia, Lithuania, Malta, Myanmar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rus-
sian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, United Repub-
lic of Tanzania, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Employers organizations. Syndarma (Brazil); ANA, CPC (Chile); Danish Ship-
owners Association (Denmark); Armateurs de France (France); VDR (Germany);
APINDO, INSA (Indonesia); CONFITARMA (Italy); NEF (Namibia); CMP (Panama);
Association of Shipowners of Romania (Romania), USCIB (United States), |SF.

Workers' organizations: CLC (Canada); CTRN (Costa Rica), Seafarers Union of
Croatia (Croatia); FNSM, FOMM, SNCNMM, SNPOMM (France); SPNI (Indone-
sia), FILT-CGIL (Italy); NUNW (Namibia); APOM (Panama); BNS, Romanian Sea-
farers Free Union (Romania); Federation of Trade Workers Organizations of
Maritime Transport Workers (Russian Federation); Progressive Trade Workers
Organization (Suriname).

Negative: 3. Argentina, Guatemala, Canada.
Workers organizations:. CONTTMAF (Brazil).
Other: 7. Cuba, Denmark, Eritrea, Germany, Greece, Mauritius, Namibia.

Comments

Audtralia. Augtraia has not ratified Convention No. 108, but recognizes seafarers  identity
documents held by foreign seafarersissued in accordance with the Convention. Thiswill continue
to be the case, dthough Australiawill soon be requiring al seafarers aso to carry a passport.

Brazil. CONTTMAF: The workers organization refers to its comment under ques-
tion C2(a).
Syndarma: Such a measure is necessary to ensure a smooth transition phase.

Canada. This would be very confusing and have the effect of diminishing the improve-
ments provided by the new document. There could be some “opting in” period, but States
should be under no obligation to accept the old documents. In any case, member States should
have the right to question the holders of seafarers’ identity documents and to require holdersto
apply for and obtain visas.

CLC: The workers organization agrees, on the assumption that such acceptance would
need to be on areciproca basis and the State concerned had, in addition to fully implementing
the new requirements, also undertaken to ratify the revised instrument.
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Qu. C2(b) Improved security of seafarers’ identification

Costa Rica. The Government agrees, because the principle of internationa reciprocity
should be applied.

Denmark. There is a reservation on this solution. It seems to be a practicable way to im-
prove the spread of the new seafarers’ identity document, especially for countries in which the
parliamentary procedure may delay the ratification of the new instrument. However, such a
provision could reduce the probability of widespread ratification of the new instrument, if
countries through agreements can obtain a wide recognition of their identity documents, issued
in accordance with the new instrument, without ratifying it.

Danish Shipowners' Association: The employers organization endorses the ISF com-
ments.

Ecuador. This solution can be adopted temporarily with a view to speeding up the imple-
mentation of the new instrument.

Estonia. The socia partners do not agree.
France. This possibility should be limited in time.
Germany. VDR: The employers organization endorses the comments of the ISF.

Greece. The acceptance of the seafarers’ identity document before the ratification of the
new instrument might create formal and substantial problems of application, due to particulari-
ties at national level.

Honduras. The Government agrees because this solution is perceived as a temporary
measure.

India. This solution is necessary during the interim period.

Italy. CONFITARMA: Such a measure would seem necessary for transition.

FILT-CGIL: The workers' organization agrees for the same reason expressed by the CLC
(Canada).

Lega Pesca: The organization agrees.

Liberia. The Government makes reference to its comment under question C2(a).

New Zealand. The Government agrees, on the condition that the member States had previ-
oudly ratified Convention No. 108.

Portugal. A transitional period must be provided.

United Sates. The Government refers to its comment under question C2(a).

USCIB: The employers organization reiterates that Convention No. 108 is a less detailed
standard adopted in a different era, but recognizes that a ratifying country could accept the
“new” card issued regardless of ratification of the new instrument, if it meets the requirements
of the new instrument.

ISF. In I1SF s view, such a measure would seem to be necessary for a smooth transition.

Office summary

The mgjority of replies agree that States which ratify the new instrument should be
released from their obligations to recognize documents issued under Convention
No. 108. However, many replies stressed that there should be a reasonable transition
period. This would support the opinion expressed by a few member States that the
instrument should be a new Convention.
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Replies received and commentaries Qu. C2(b)

Most States are in favour of continuing to accept for a limited period the docu-
ments issued under Convention No. 108.

D. Other suggestions or comments

Australia. The new instrument should contain a provision requiring seafarersto carry pass-
portsin addition to seafarers’ identity documents. The passports would provide the appropriate
national identification data, while the identity document would be more concerned with certify-
ing the status of seafarer. This document should not be essential for seafarers. The provisionin
Article 2, paragraph 1, of Convention No. 108 (according to which a passport indicating that the
holder is a seafarer may be issued instead of a seafarer’s identity document) is inadequate for
Australia’ s purposesin that: (a) the provision is applicable only to “specia classes of seafarers”
(whereas all Australian seafarers are required to carry passports); and (b) the inclusion of an
occupation in Australian passportsis optional (in any case, it is inadequate evidence of current
employment as a seafarer). Asfar as the enforcement of the new instrument is concerned, con-
sideration should be given to establishing a penalty or control provision alowing for actions by
a port State in cases of non-conformance or illegal holding/use of a seafarers’ identity docu-
ment (e.g. ship detention, penalties against shipowner, arrest of crew member). Furthermore, as
compliance failure could be very serious in terms of security, there should be some supervisory
mechanism to encourage compliance as provided for under IMO Conventions (e.g. an obliga-
tion on States parties discovering non-compliance to notify the issuing State, and the flag State
of the ship and any other interested parties).

Chile. It is of utmost importance to coordinate the new requirements provided in the ILO
instrument with IMO recommendations concerning the documents which each seafarer has to
carry in order to be recognized as such abroad (see STCW and SOLAS Conventions). Maritime
administrations are only competent to verify that the person concerned has the professional
ability to work on board ship. Theissue of shore leave lies within the competence of the immi-
gration authorities, which require the passport as the only valid document for entry into afor-
eign country. The status of seafarer should be established in the passport, so that the problem
will be partly solved. Furthermore, the proposed identity document does not contain any data
concerning the qualifications of the seafarer. As the previous identity document, it will be only
complementary to seafarers documents concerning qualifications which fall within the compe-
tence of the maritime authorities for reasons relating to safety of life at sea and ship security.
Thisinformation must be reviewed in each port State when the ship first arrives (see the Agree-
ment of Vifiadel Mar and the Memorandum of Understanding of Tokyo concerning port States
competences). The “purpose” of the new document has to be adequately clarified. Passports
aready serve the purpose of personal identification: it should be clarified what data will be
repeated in the new document, what data will be deleted and how many documents seafarers
will be required to carry to travel abroad. According to the present structure of the document, it
mainly involves the competence of national immigration authorities. If the identity verification
system was sufficiently fast, with the existing seafarers documents (personal and profes-
sional), it would not be necessary to create a new type of document. This identity document,
once created, could not be assimilated, as far as its use is concerned, with the laissez-passer
held by United Nations officers when they are on official mission, as seafarers are not employ-
ees of the State which issues them with their professional documents. With reference to previ-
ous discussions during the consultations held on this subject in May 2002, the Government asks
once again whether it is necessary to have an international seafarers identity document. The
documents aready existing (passports, certificates of competency) could be improved as con-
cerns the uniformity of the information and security measures to be incorporated therein.
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Costa Rica. There are no suggestions with regard to the substance. As for the form of the
new seafarers identity document, the questionnaire includes all necessary information, which
is requested by the registries for the purposes of control, application and reliable information.

Cuba. The views of al member States concerning difficultiesin the implementation of the
instrument must be taken into account so that modifications can be accepted.

France. The Government envisages issuing the seafarers identity document to all seafarers
subject to a uniform labour legidation and application of the maritime labour code, including
therefore seafarers employed in the field of salt-water fishing. France does not exclude to issue the
document to workers not defined as seafarers working on board ship on whatever grounds. The
new instrument should be as precise as possible as to the definition of its scope of application.

FOMM; SNCNMM; SNPOMM: Theworkers organizations suggests that member States
party to the new instrument should withdraw the identity document of seafarers who have not
worked on board ship for three years as is the case under the French legidlation.

Honduras. The efforts aimed at modifying the seafarers’ identity document should take
into account the necessity to verify their authenticity.

Italy. Lega Pesca: The seafarers’ identity document can become a great instrument of so-
cia and racia integration and favour an enhanced proficiency of the shipowning sector. How-
ever, it must not turn into an instrument of exclusion and abuse. It must aso not overburden the
administrative management, but make the employment relationship and the labour market
transparent. The identity document should be a democratic instrument aimed at increasing the
value of seafarers’ identity, culture and professionalism.

Kazakhstan. Countries with no more than 2,000 seafarers will need help in organizing the
technology and materials necessary for adopting the new identity documents.

Netherlands. Proof of identity should remain with passports. A seafarers identity docu-
ment should not be used as a self-standing travel document for seafarers. It must also be noted
that the issue of persons having more than one nationality is not addressed, and it is not clear
whether it would be possible to issue more than one identity document to the same seafarer.

KVNR: The employers organization notes that it can support the development of a new
ILO instrument in order to update the provisions of Convention No. 108, and endorses |SF
genera observations.

Nigeria. With regard to the biometric template, it should be recalled that not every member
State has reached the same technological level and that implementation will not be possible for
all member States at the same time.

Portugal. Animprovement of the seafarers’ identity document in accordance with uniform
security criteriawill allow member States to revive the aims of Convention No. 108 as regards
border control, while taking into account international instruments and national regulations in
the field of training and professional qualification of seafarers.

Romania. Romanian Seafarers’ Free Union: The workers organization notes that the new
segfarers’ identity document could restrict seafarers’ rights, asthe costs of itsissuance would be
shifted on to the seafarers who would not be able to obtain it for financial reasons.

United Sates. The words “or its latest renewa” in Article 4, paragraph 4(g), should be
deleted. Practice should be to reissue when significant change occurs. There is also the need to
assess the vaidity of identification documents, conduct appropriate threat assessments and ex-
amine for other disqualifying factors (including health and criminal history) that are not explic-
itly addressed by virtue of holding an identity document. The entry headings of the seafarers
identity document should further be rendered in the national language and/or one or more of the
three languages: English, French, or Spanish.
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