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506 440 41 9.32% 3854 8.76
135 111 8 7.21% 397 3.58
159 125 10 8.00% 1243 9.94
66 60 5 8.33% 343 5.72
90 87 9 10.34% 873 10.03
469 386 20 5.18% 1868 4.84
11 11 2 18.18% 70 6.36
53 36 3 8.33% 359 9.97
82 70 2 2.86% 224 3.20

7 6 0 0.00% 34 5.67
47 44 1 2.33% 253 5.75
102 81 6 7.41% 696 8.59
117 108 3 2.78% 435 4.03
17 13 2 15.38% 66 5.08

0 0 0 0 0 0.00

9337 7822 679 8.68% 49580 6.34
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13.14%

900 802 762 48 5.99% 2535 3.16
432 384 362 28 7.29% 1833 4.77
1440 1199 1066 84 7.01% 6440 5.37
1453 1227 1066 148 12.06% 13272 10.82
1095 908 831 73 8.04% 5108 5.63
910 818 797 45 5.50% 4577 5.60
603 498 481 44 8.84% 2652 5.33
933 779 686 79 10.14% 3829 4.92
260 214 21 20 9.35% 1206 5.64
92 66 62 7 10.61% 447 6.77
506 440 425 41 9.32% 3854 8.76
20 15 14 0 0.00% 66 4.40
9337 7822 _— 679 8.68% 49580 6.34
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0.58%
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4 16 0 0.00%
22 74 1 4.55%
319 1196 17 5.33%
162 797 18 11.11%
458 2381 21 4.59%
2910 16270 207 7.11%
43 97 1 2.33%
1289 5581 56 4.34%
37 90 1 2.70%
2271 20992 329 14.49%

93 847 16 17.20%
27 152 2 7.41%
4 21 0 0.00%
33 244 3 9.09%
26 79 0 0.00%
21 123 0 0.00%
32 136 0 0.00%
17 92 0 0.00%
54 392 7 12.96%
7822 49580 679 8.68%
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1 7 1 100.00%
2 7 0 0.00%
110 485 5 4.55%
1 3 0 0.00%
144 578 © 6.25%
1 0 0 0.00%
14 149 3 21.43%
9 57 1 11.11%
16 59 1 6.25%
148 1252 12 8.11%
18 64 0 0.00%
1 21 1 100.00%
1 9 0 0.00%
1 11 0 0.00%
4 39 1 25.00%
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13 65 0 0.00%
3 38 1 33.33%
6 32 0 0.00%
106 550 8 7.55%
662 6691 128 19.34%
38 119 0 0.00%
5 18 1 20.00%
6 42 0 0.00%
3 18 1 33.33%
18 54 0 0.00%
18 218 5 27.78%
94 508 5 5.32%
13 40 1 7.69%
109 390 5 4.59%
811 3232 3 0.37%
35 219 6 17.14%
28 335 10 35.71%
1 8 0 0.00%
3 24 0 0.00%
32 134 3 9.38%
4 17 0 0.00%
22 101 0 0.00%
62 593 8 12.90%
105 1435 38 36.19%
326 2252 3 0.92%
2 5 0 0.00%
605 2690 38 6.28%
1 2 0 0.00%
4 8 0 0.00%
42 144 1 2.38%
245 1151 17 6.94%
34 99 1 2.94%
272 997 13 4.78%
1 1 0 0.00%
1 4 0 0.00%
26 307 8 30.77%
22 97 1 4.55%
61 233 1 1.64%
2 8 0 0.00%
2422 16472 224 9.25%
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35 205 4 11.43%
2 4 0 0.00%

66 546 8 12.12%

1 13 0 0.00%
124 834 3 2.42%

12 119 1 8.33%

13 38 0 0.00%
111 1333 19 17.12%
346 1372 10 2.89%

1 3 0 0.00%

4 17 0 0.00%

7 67 0 0.00%

2 19 0 0.00%

52 461 12 23.08%

5 37 0 0.00%

1 6 0 0.00%

18 69 0 0.00%

28 328 4 14.29%

1 6 0 0.00%

80 284 4 5.00%

15 39 0 0.00%

19 100 0 0.00%
145 1588 50 34.48%

7822 49580 679 8.68%
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84 883 17 20.24%
382 3972 69 18.06%
256 2582 55 21.48%
79 786 11 13.92%
96 985 16 16.67%

628 2387 29 4.62%
41 446 6 14.63%

473 2645 1 0.21%

1 11 0 0.00%

3 36 0 0.00%

577 2965 39 6.76%

1 10 0 0.00%

9 112 3 33.33%
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496 1958 20 4.03%
1 8 0 0.00%
47 429 9 19.15%
650 2853 22 3.38%
1 5 1 100.00%
68 641 11 16.18%
146 1707 53 36.30%
101 1402 38 37.62%
638 3832 21 3.29%
6 60 1 16.67%
10 101 1 10.00%
658 2969 33 5.02%
35 369 2 5.71%
1532 8077 115 7.51%
1 6 0 0.00%
1 9 0 0.00%
109 1237 25 22.94%
© 62 0 0.00%
5 50 2 40.00%
143 1592 19 13.29%
211 1380 14 6.64%
3 33 0 0.00%
117 964 20 17.09%
77 727 4 5.19%
7 80 0 0.00%
26 170 5 19.23%
4 4 0 0.00%
2 26 0 0.00%
6 55 2 33.33%
82 954 15 18.29%
7822 49580 679 8.68%
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10 8 0 0.00%
60 7 3 5.00%
9 3 0 0.00%
1 0 0 0.00%
3 4 0 0.00%
43 2 1 2.33%
5 0 0 0.00%
0 0 0 0.00%
4 5 0 0.00%
7 4 0 0.00%
2 0 0 0.00%
0 0 0 0.00%
33 40 5 15.15%
7 1 1 14.29%
3 0 0 0.00%
60 12 4 6.67%
123 19 4 3.25%
69 17 5 7.25%
11 7 0 0.00%
33 1 2 6.06%
11 25 0 0.00%
88 39 0 0.00%
44 44 1 2.27%
25 2 1 4.00%
135 45 4 2.96%
180 15 1 0.56%
31 8 4 12.90%
30 32 3 10.00%
26 15 0 0.00%
35 31 1 2.86%
103 17 0 0.00%
32 15 2 6.25%
11 0 0 0.00%
10 9 0 0.00%
0 0 0 0.00%
72 51 1 1.39%
1 0 0 0.00%
11 20 2 18.18%
17 2 0 0.00%
2 1 0 0.00%
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7 2 0 0.00%

1 1 0 0.00%

29 8 2 6.90%

0 0 0 0.00%

0 2 0 0.00%

1417 532 a7 3.32%
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154 34 4 2.60%
180 15 1 0.56%
69 11 3 4.35%
182 134 7 3.85%
116 90 7 6.03%
142 47 1 0.70%
135 45 4 2.96%
83 40 7 8.43%
167 79 10 5.99%
73 12 3 4.11%
11 7 0 0.00%
103 17 0 0.00%
2 1 0 0.00%
1417 532 47 3.32%
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ANNUAL REPORT ON PORT STATE CONTROL
DATA ANALYSIS OF P.R.CHINA, 2011



—r )

The China PSC Data Center was pleased to present the 2011 Annual Report on
Port State Control Data Analysis of P. R. China.

51 PSC offices under the charge of China MSA carried out 7822 initial inspections
and detained 679 foreign ships in 2011, respectively increased by 50.83% and
27.15% compared with those in 2010. During 2011’s Concentrated Inspection
Campaign (CIC) on structural safety and the International Convention on Load Lines,
PSC offices of China MSA inspected 1417 foreign ships and detained 47 ships of

them.

685 Chinese ships engaged in international trade received PSC inspections under the
Memorandum of Understanding on Port State Control in the Asia-Pacific Region
(Tokyo MOU), and 1 ship was detained, which respectively increased by 3.03% and
decreased by 87.5% compared with those in 2010.

This annual report provides figures and tables of analysis and statistics which
summarizes the results of port state inspections conducted by PSC offices all over
China and Chinese flag ships received PSC inspection under the Tokyo MOU in 2011.
China PSC Data Center would like to provide more data resources for related MSA

Officers in order to achieve the ultimate objective of elimination of substandard ships.
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Part I: Data of PSCI held by China authority

SUMMARY REPORT
1. Authority: China Tokyo MOU
2. Reporting period: 01/01/2011 -- 31/12/2011
3. Total number of inspections: 9337 36735
of which, 4. Number of initial inspections: 7822 28617
5. Number of follow-up inspections: 1515 8118
6. Total number of deficiencies: 49580 —_—
7. Total number of detentions: 679 1560
8. Detention percentage: 8.68% 5.45%
DATA REVIEW
China
Reportingyear | 2011 | 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003 | 2002
Number of
Inspactions 7822 | 5186 | 4297 | 4545 | 4151 | 4020 | 4020 | 3897 | 3789 | 2444
Number of
deficiencies | 49580 | 34708 | 28651 | 33749 | 29944 | 24459 | 21244 | 16396 | 16435 | 10372
Number of
detentions 679 534 401 556 465 319 260 198 173 149
Number of
deficiencies 6.34 | 669 | 667 | 743 | 7.21 6.08 | 528 | 4.21 434 | 4.24
per ship
Detention o o o 0 o 0 o o ) 0
Bertantac 8.68% | 10.30% | 9.33% | 12.23% | 11.20% | 7.94% | 6.47% | 5.08% | 4.57% | 6.10%
Tokyo MOU
Reporting year 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006
Number of
inspections 28617 25762 23116 22149 22039 21686
Number of
deficiencies D 90177 86820 89477 83950 80556
Number of
detentions 1560 1411 1336 1530 1239 1171
Number of
deficiencies _ 3.5 3.75 4.04 3.81 3.71
per ship
oovcontage 5.45% 5.48% 5.78% 6.91% 5.62% 5.4%
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Section I: Workload

Figure 1.1.1: Top 10 PSC offices in terms of PSC reports submitted

TOP 10 PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF PSC REPORTS SUBMITTED
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lllustration: Shanghai, Tianjin, Ningbo ranked top 3 of China PSC inspections. The number
of total reports (initial + follow-up inspections) submitted to the database by 51 PSC
offices was 9337. Hereinto, Shanghai PSC office submitted 910 PSC reports, Tianjin PSC
office 900 and Ningbo PSC office 576.

Figure 1.1.2: Top 10 PSC offices in terms of initial PSC reports submitted

TOP 10 PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF INITIAL PSC REPORTS SUBMITTED

IIIustratlon Shanghai, Tianjin and Ningbo PSC offices ranked top 3 of China PSC initial
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inspections. The number of initial reports submitted to the database by 51 PSC offices
was 7822. Hereinto, Tianjin PSC office submitted 818 PSC initial reports, Shanghai PSC
office 802 and Ningbo PSC office 501.

Figure 1.1.3: Top 10 PSC offices in terms of PSC detentions contributed

TOP 10 PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF PSC DETENTIONS CONTRIBUTED

lllustration: 51 PSC offices of China MSA detained 679 ships. Hereinto, Tianjin PSC office
detained 48 foreign ships, Shanghai PSC office 45, and Shenzhen, Guangzhou and
Dalian 41 respectively.

Figure 1.1.4: Distribution of PSC report submitted by MSAs directly under MOT

DISTRIBUTION OF PSC REPORT SUBMITTED BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT
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IIIustratlon We subsume 51 PSC offices under 13 Maritime Safety Administrations (MSAs)
which were directly under Ministry of Transport of the P.R. China (MOT) for the reason of
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regionalism. The number of PSC reports submitted by 13 MSAs directly under MOT was
9337.

Figure 1.1.5: Distribution of PSC initial reports submitted by MSAs directly under MOT
DISTRIBUTION OF PSC INITIAL REPORTS SUBMITTED BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT '
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lllustration: 13 MSAs directly under MOT submitted 7822 PSC initial reports, of which
Jiangsu MSA (1227), Shandong MSA (1199) and Zhejiang MSA (908) ranked in the first
three places.

Figure 1.1.6: Distribution of individual initial inspections by MSAs directly under MOT

DISTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUAL INITIAL INSPECTIONS BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT
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lllustration: Jiangsu MSA (1066), Shandong MSA (1066) and Zhejiang MSA (831) ranked
in the first three places in terms of individual initial inspections.
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Figure 1.1.7: Distribution of detentions by MSAs directly under MOT

DISTRIBUTION OF DETENTIONS BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT
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IIIustratlon 13 MSAs directly under MOT detained 679 ships in 2011, of which Jiangsu
MSA (148), Shandong MSA (84) and Guangdong MSA (79) ranked in the first three
places.

Figure 1.1.8: Monthly number of PSClIs 2011
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lllustration: The average number of monthly PSC inspections (initial + follow-up) was 778,
from March to September the number of inspections was more than the average level,
and in the other months the inspection number marked lower than the average level.
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Figure 1.1.9: Monthly number of initial PSCls 2011
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lllustration: The average number of initial PSC inspections was 652 every month. Almost
as the distribution of total inspections, the number of initial inspections from March to
September was higher than the average level.

Figure 1.1.10: Monthly number of detentions 2011
100 NO. OF DETENTIONS MONTHLY

90

80 30 82

70 69

60

50 19

30

20

10
0 \

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
H Detentions M Average

lllustration: The average number of detentions was 57 every month. From March to May,
and in July and August, number of detentions was higher than the average level.
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Figure 1.1.11: Trends for monthly PSC activities 2011
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Section lI: Deficiency

Figure 1.2.1: Top 10 deficiencies by deficiency nature

TOP 10 DEFICIENCIES BY DEFICIENCY NATURE

FIRE SAFETY MEASURES &

SAFETY OF NAVIGATION &

LIFESAVING APPLIANCES |

STABILITY, STRUCTURE AND RELATED
EQUIPMENT

PROPULSION AND AUXILIARY
MACHINERY

LOADLINES =

MARPOL - ANNEX 1

SOLAS RELATED OPERATIONAL
DEFICIENCIES

RADIO COMMUNICATIONS |

SHIP'S CERTIFICATES AND DOCUMENTS

I Average

lllustration: 49580 deficiencies were found in by PSC offices of China in 2011, and the
average number of deficiencies upon all deficiency series was 1599, of which the number
of Fire Safety Measures related deficiencies was 8799 (17.71% of total deficiencies),
Safety of Navigation 8057 (16.25% of total deficiencies), Lifesaving appliances 5780
(11.66% of total deficiencies). The top 3 deficiencies were the same as 2010.

Figure 1.2.2: Top 5 deficiencies by ship types

TOP 5 DEFICIENCIES BY SHIP TYPES
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lllustration: In terms of General Cargo/Multi-purpose ship, 20992 deficiencies were found

-8-



2011 ANNUAL REPORT ON PORT STATE CONTROL DATA ANALYSIS OF P.R.CHINA

(42.34% of total deficiencies); and Bulk Carrier 16270 (32.82% of total deficiencies),
Container Ship 5581 (11.26% of total deficiencies), named top 3 deficiencies by ship type.

Figure 1.2.3: Top 10 deficiencies by ship flags
TOP 10 DEFICIENCIES BY SHIP FLAGS
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Sierra Leone
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Viet Nam

Korea, Republic of
Liberia

Hong Kong, China

Cambodia p1

164{72
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2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000 16000 18000

I No. of deficiencies M No. of inspections

(6691, 13.50% of total deficiencies) and Hong Kong, China flag (3232, 6.52% of total
deficiencies) went to the top 3.
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Figure 1.2.4: Top 10 deficiencies by ship classification societies

TOP 10 DEFICIENCIES BY SHIP CLASSIFICATION SOCIETIES

Viet Mam Register of Shipping
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Bureau Veritas
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IIIustratlon Ships classed by Nippon Kaiji Kyokai (8077, 16.29% of total deficiencies),
Korean Register of Shipping (3832, 7.73% of total deficiencies) and Lloyd’s Register
(2969, 5.99% of total deficiencies) went to the top 3 deficiencies.

Figure 1.2.5: Top 10 PSC offices with number of average deficiencies per ship

TOP 10 PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF DEFICIENCIES PER SHIP

438 13.11 12.82
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lllustration: The average number of deficiencies per ship reaches 6.34 in 2011, which was
a little lower than that of 2010 (6.69). Changzhou, Nantong and Yangzhou PSC office
found out more deficiencies per individual ship than the other PSC offices.
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Figure 1.2.6: Distribution of deficiencies per ship by MSAs directly under MOT

DISTRIBUTION OF DEFICIENCIES PER SHIP BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT
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lllustration: The number of deficiencies per individual ship by Jiangsu MSA was the most,
reaching 10.82, Shenzhen MSA (8.76) and Liaoning MSA (7.97) ranked the second and
the third.
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Section lll: Detention

Figure 1.3.1: Top 10 detention percentage by deficiency nature

TOP 10 DETENTION PERCENTAGE BY DEFICIENCY NATURE
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lllustration: Fire Safety Measures (30.55%), Lifesaving Appliances (11.40%) and MARPOL
— Annex | (7.28%) ranked in the first three places on detention percentage by deficiency
nature.

Figure 1.3.2: Top 5 detentions by ship types
TOP 5 DETENTIONS BY SHIP TYPES
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lllustration: top 5 detentions by ship types were General Cargo/Multi-purpose Ship (329,
48.45% of total detentions), Bulk Carrier (207, 30.49% of total detentions), Container Ship
(56, 8.25% of total detentions), Chemical Tanker (21, 3.09% of total detentions) and Gas
Carrier (18, 2.65% of total detentions).

Figure 1.3.3: Top 5 detention percentage by ship types

TOP 5 DENTENTION PERCENTAGES BY SHIP TYPES
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lllustration: Top 5 detention percentages by ship types were Refrigerated Cargo Carrie
(17.20%), General Cargo/Multi-purpose Ship (14.49%), Gas Carrier (11.11%), Ro-ro
Passenger ship (9.09%) and Woodchip Carrier (7.41%).
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Figure 1.3.4: Top 10 detentions by ship flags
TOP 10 DETENTIONS BY SHIP FLAGS
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lllustration: China detained 679 foreign ships in 2011. The top 3 flags on detention were
Panama (224, 32.99% of total detentions), Cambodia (128, 18.85% of total detentions)
and Viet Nam (50, 7.36% of total detentions).
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Figure 1.3.5: Detention percentage by ship flags over 8.68%

DETENTION PERCENTAGE BY SHIP FLAGS OVER 8.68%
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8.68%. There were 23 flags whose ship detention percentage was over the average level,
of which, detention percentage to Brazil and Algeria reached 100%.
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Figure 1.3.6: Top 10 detentions by ship classification societies

TOP 10 DETENTIONS BY SHIP CLASSIFICATION SOCIETIES
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of Shipping (53), Bureau Veritas (39) and Korea Classification Society (38) ranked in the
first five places on detentions in 2011.
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Figure 1.3.7: Detention percentage by ship classification societies over 8.68%

DETENTION PERCENTAGE BY SHIP CLASSIFICATION SOCIETIES OVER 8.68%
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lllustration: The average detention percentage on PSC inspection in China 2011 was
8.68%. There were 19 classification societies’ ship detention percentage over the average
level (not including no class and other class), of which, detention percentage to Turkish
Lloyd (100%), Panama Maritime Surveyors Bureau Inc (40%) and Korea Classificaion
Society (37.62%) ranked in the first three places.
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Figure 1.3.8: Top 10 Recognized Organizations related detention percentage

TOP 10 RO RELATED DETENTION PERCENTAGE
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lllustration: RO related detention percentage* —— the figure was calculated as (no. of RO
related detention / no of RO related inspections) X 100.

Figure 1.3.9: Top 10 percentage Recognized Organization related detentions
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lllustration: Percentage of RO related detentions*™ —— the figure is calculated as ( no. of
RO related detentions / no. of detentions) X 100.
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Figure 1.3.10: PSC offices in terms of detention percentage over 8.68%

PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF DENTENTION PERCENTAGE OVER 8.68%
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lllustration: The average detention percentage in 2011 was 8.68%, of which, Putian
(18.18%), Dalian (16.33%) and Nantong (15.50%) ranked in the first three places on
detention ratio.
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Figure 1.3.11: Detention percentage distribution to MSAs directly under MOT

DENTENTION PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT
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under MOT for the reason of regionalism. Liaoning MSA (13.14%), Jiangsu MSA (12.06%)
and Hainan MSA (10.61%) hold the highest detention ratio in 2011.
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Section IV: Concentrated Inspection Campaign

The Concentrated Inspection Campaign (CIC) on structural safety and the International
Convention on Load, which was initiated jointly by Tokyo MOU and Paris MOU, was
conducted from September 15t to November 30" in 2011. The 51 PSC offices of China
carried out 1417 special inspections, and detained 47 ships, with detention percentage of
3.32%.

Summary report of CIC
1. Authority: China
2. Campaign period: 01/09/2011 -- 30/11/2011
3. Total number of CIC inspections: 1417
4. Detentions 47
5. Detention percentage 3.32%
6. Problems 532

Figure 1.4.1: Top 10 PSC offices in terms of CIC reports submitted

TOP 10 PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF CIC REPORTS SUBMITTED
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lllustration: During the CIC on structural safety and the International Convention on Load,
the 51 PSC offices of China submitted 1417 CIC reports, of which Tianjin PSC office (180),
Shanghai (135) and Dalian (123) ranked in the first three places.
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Figure 1.4.2: Top 10 offices in terms of problems found in CIC

TOP 10 PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF PROBLEMS FOUND IN CIC

Rizhao Shanghai Qingdao Nantong Ningho Zhanjiang Weihai Nanjing Ningde Dalian

the 51 PSC offices of China found out 532 problems, and Rizhao PSC office (51),
Shanghai (45) and Qingdao (44) found out more problems than others.

Figure 1.4.3: Top 10 PSC offices in terms of CIC detentions contributed

TOP 10 PSC OFFICES IN TERMS OF CIC DETENTIONS CONTRIBUTED
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|||ustrat|onDurmgtheCICOnstructuraIsafetyandtheInternat|ona|Convent|ononLoad
47 ships were detained by PSC offices of China, and Nantong PSC office and Guangzhou
detained mostly, with the number of 5 respectively.
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Figure 1.4.4: Distribution of CIC inspections by MSAs directly under MOT

DISTRIBUTION OF CIC REPORTS SUBMITTED BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT

Hainan, 11 ghenzhen, 103 ~Changjiang, 2 B Liaoning
Guangxi, 73 e
HE Tianjin
g [ Hebei
!/Guangdong' - B Shandong

Jiangsu
Zhejiang
Shanghai

M Fujian

[0 Guangdong
B Guangxi

[ Hainan

[JShenzhen

Shandong MSA ( 182), Tianjin MSA (182) and Guangdong MSA (167) ranked in the first
three places in terms of CIC reports submitted.

Figure 1.4.5: Distribution of problems found in CIC by MSAs directly under MOT

DISTRIBUTION OF POBLEMS FOUND IN CIC BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT
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lllustration: During the CIC on structural safety and the International Convention on Load,

Shandong MSA found 134 problems, Jiangsu MSA 90 and Guangdong MSA 79, which
ranked in the first three places in terms of problems found in CIC.
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Figure 1.4.6: Distribution of detentions in CIC by MSAs directly under MOT

DISTRIBUTION OF DETENTIONS IN CIC BY MSAS DIRECTLY UNDER MOT
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Guangdong MSA detained 10 ships, which was the most in the MSAs directly under MOA.
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Section V: Data list

Table1.5.1: PSC inspections list as PSC offices

135 123 16 13.01% 631 5.13
29 18 2 11.11% 231 12.83
149 92 12 13.04% 987 10.73
56 41 2 4.88% 237 5.78
38 36 3 8.33% 183 5.08
28 27 2 7.41% 364 13.48
89 73 11 15.07% 791 10.84
158 134 12 8.96% 708 5.28
46 39 6 15.38% 261 6.69
154 100 13 13.00% 858 8.58
18 16 1 6.25% 89 5.56
300 247 23 9.31% 1537 6.22
59 31 1 3.23% 164 5.29
55 34 2 5.88% 305 8.97
62 55 1 1.82% 377 6.85
31 30 0 0.00% 29 0.97
36 30 4 13.33% 21 7.03
13 9 0 0.00% 32 3.56
213 200 31 15.50% 2621 13.11
113 101 5 4.95% 435 4.31
211 182 24 13.19% 2075 11.40
364 295 33 11.19% 1411 4.78
379 251 41 16.33% 2092 8.33
417 338 41 12.13% 1689 5.00
92 66 7 10.61% 447 6.77
249 214 25 11.68% 2176 10.17
134 128 16 12.50% 1215 9.49
576 501 35 6.99% 2371 4.73
432 352 27 7.67% 1740 4.94
142 117 6 5.13% 584 4.99
910 818 45 5.50% 4577 5.60
900 802 48 5.99% 2535 3.16
400 352 26 7.39% 2205 6.26
149 127 17 13.39% 870 6.85
200 156 18 11.54% 1200 7.69
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139 109 11 10.09% 627 5.75
506 440 41 9.32% 3854 8.76
135 111 8 7.21% 397 3.58
159 125 10 8.00% 1243 9.94
66 60 5 8.33% 343 5.72
90 87 9 10.34% 873 10.03
469 386 20 5.18% 1868 4.84
1 11 2 18.18% 70 6.36
53 36 3 8.33% 359 9.97
82 70 2 2.86% 224 3.20
7 6 0 0.00% 34 5.67
47 44 1 2.33% 253 5.75
102 81 6 7.41% 696 8.59
117 108 3 2.78% 435 4.03
17 13 2 15.38% 66 5.08
0 0 0 0 0 0.00
9337 7822 679 8.68% 49580 6.34

Table1.5.2: PSC inseections list as MSA directlx under MOT

13.14%

900 802 762 48 5.99% 2535 3.16
432 384 362 28 7.29% 1833 4.77
1440 1199 1066 84 7.01% 6440 5.37
1453 1227 1066 148 12.06% 13272 10.82
1095 908 831 73 8.04% 5108 5.63
910 818 797 45 5.50% 4577 5.60
603 498 481 44 8.84% 2652 5.33
933 779 686 79 10.14% 3829 4.92
260 214 211 20 9.35% 1206 5.64
92 66 62 7 10.61% 447 6.77
506 440 425 41 9.32% 3854 8.76
20 15 14 0 0.00% 66 4.40
9337 7822 _— 679 8.68% 49580 6.34
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Table1.5.3: Inspection data by deficiency nature

1335 5.01%
527 2.64%
30 0.00%
4 0.00%
206 0.00%
5780 11.40%
8779 30.55%
503 0.16%
4276 4.70%
529 2.37%
246 0.42%
3577 6.75%
235 0.05%
3875 3.80%
8057 4.38%
1632 5.44%
2853 7.28%
143 0.26%
9 0.00%
2300 3.17%
182 0.58%
25 0.00%
575 0.05%
923 5.38%
358 1.74%
1277 1.42%
299 0.05%
632 1.90%
335 0.47%
9 0.00%
69 0.00%
49580 9.76%
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Table1.5.4: Inspection data by ship types

4 16 0 0.00%
22 74 1 4.55%
319 1196 17 5.33%
162 797 18 11.11%
458 2381 21 4.59%
2910 16270 207 7.11%
43 97 1 2.33%
1289 5581 56 4.34%
37 90 1 2.70%
2271 20992 329 14.49%
93 847 16 17.20%
27 152 2 7.41%
4 21 0 0.00%
33 244 3 9.09%
26 79 0 0.00%
21 123 0 0.00%
32 136 0 0.00%
17 92 0 0.00%
54 392 7 12.96%
7822 49580 679 8.68%

Table1.5.5: Inspection data by ship flags

1 7 1 100.00%
2 7 0 0.00%
110 485 5 4.55%
1 3 0 0.00%
144 578 9 6.25%
1 0 0 0.00%
14 149 3 21.43%
9 57 1 11.11%

-28 -



2011 ANNUAL REPORT ON PORT STATE CONTROL DATA ANALYSIS OF P.R.CHINA

16
148

wa.pA_\A

106
662
38

18
18
94
13
109
811
35
28

32

22
62

105
326

605

42

245
34

272

59
1252
64
21

11
39
65
38
32
550
6691
119
18
42
18
54
218
508
40
390
3232
219
335

24
134
17
101
593

1435
2252

2690

144
1151
99
997

-
N

- O o -~ O

©® O =~ O

128

- 0o 00 o -~ O

D W O

-
o

© O O w o o

17

13

6.25%
8.11%
0.00%
100.00%
0.00%
0.00%
25.00%
0.00%
33.33%
0.00%
7.55%
19.34%
0.00%
20.00%
0.00%
33.33%
0.00%
27.78%
5.32%
7.69%
4.59%
0.37%
17.14%
35.71%
0.00%
0.00%
9.38%
0.00%
0.00%
12.90%
36.19%
0.92%
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1 1 0 0.00%
1 4 0 0.00%
26 307 8 30.77%
22 97 1 4.55%
61 233 1 1.64%
2 8 0 0.00%
2422 16472 224 9.25%
35 205 4 11.43%
2 4 0 0.00%
66 546 8 12.12%
1 13 0 0.00%
124 834 3 2.42%
12 119 1 8.33%
13 38 0 0.00%
111 1333 19 17.12%
346 1372 10 2.89%
1 3 0 0.00%
4 17 0 0.00%
7 67 0 0.00%
2 19 0 0.00%
52 461 12 23.08%
5 37 0 0.00%
1 6 0 0.00%
18 69 0 0.00%
28 328 4 14.29%
1 6 0 0.00%
80 284 4 5.00%
15 39 0 0.00%
19 100 0 0.00%
145 1588 50 34.48%
7822 49580 679 8.68%

Table1.5.6: Inspection data by ship classification societies

20.24%

382 3972 69 18.06%
256 2582 55 21.48%
79 786 11 13.92%
96 985 16 16.67%
628 2387 29 4.62%
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Table 1.5.7: CIC inspections list as PSC offices

7 1 0 0.00%
0 0 0 0.00%
© 5 0 0.00%
4 2 0 0.00%
8 0 0 0.00%
5 0 0 0.00%
10 8 0 0.00%
60 7 3 5.00%
© 3 0 0.00%
1 0 0 0.00%
3 4 0 0.00%
43 2 1 2.33%
5 0 0 0.00%
0 0 0 0.00%
4 5 0 0.00%
7 4 0 0.00%
2 0 0 0.00%
0 0 0 0.00%
33 40 5 15.15%
7 1 1 14.29%
3 0 0 0.00%
60 12 4 6.67%
123 19 4 3.25%
69 17 5 7.25%
11 7 0 0.00%
33 11 2 6.06%
11 25 0 0.00%
88 39 0 0.00%
44 44 1 2.27%
25 2 1 4.00%
135 45 4 2.96%
180 15 1 0.56%
31 8 4 12.90%
30 32 3 10.00%
26 15 0 0.00%
35 31 1 2.86%
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103 17 0 0.00%
32 15 2 6.25%
11 0 0 0.00%
10 9 0 0.00%
0 0 0 0.00%
72 51 1 1.39%
1 0 0 0.00%
11 20 2 18.18%
17 2 0 0.00%
2 1 0 0.00%
7 2 0 0.00%
1 1 0 0.00%
29 8 2 6.90%
0 0 0 0.00%
0 2 0 0.00%
1417 532 47 3.32%
Table 1.5.8: CIC inspections list as MSAs directly under MOT
154 34 4 2.60%
180 15 1 0.56%
69 11 3 4.35%
182 134 7 3.85%
116 90 7 6.03%
142 47 1 0.70%
135 45 4 2.96%
83 40 7 8.43%
167 79 10 5.99%
73 12 3 4.11%
11 7 0 0.00%
103 17 0 0.00%
2 1 0 0.00%
1417 532 47 3.32%
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Part ll: Data of PSCI for China flag Under Memorandum of
Understanding on Port State Control in the Asia-Pacific
Region

SUMMARY REPORT

1. Ship flag:

China

2. Reporting period:

01/01/2011-31/12/2011

3. Total number of inspections: 830

of which, 4. Number of initial inspections: 685
5. Number of follow-up inspections: 145

6. Total number of deficiencies: 1750

7. Total number of detentions: 1

8. Detention percentage: 0.15%

DATA REVIEW
Reportingyear | 2011 | 2010 | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003 | 2002

Number of
inspections 685 673 694 690 798 804 851 899 904 811
Number of
deficiencies 1750 | 2013 | 1933 | 2354 | 2337 | 2048 | 2235 | 2513 | 2960 | 2919
Number of

detentions 1 8 7 11 7 6 7 15 15 14
Number of
deficiencies 2.55 2.99 2.79 3.39 2.93 2.55 2.63 2.80 3.27 3.60

per ship

Detention o o o o 0 0 o o . .
percentage 0.15% | 1.19% | 1.01% | 1.59% | 0.88% | 0.75% | 0.82% | 1.67% | 1.66% | 1.73%
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Section I: Workload under Tokyo MOU

Figure 2.1.1: Trends of PSCI to Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU

TENDENCY LINE OF PSC INSPECTIONS TO CHINESE FLAG SHIPS UNDER TOKYO MOU
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shape. Trend line of PSC inspections to Chinese flag in Tokyo MOU area dropped to the
lowest point in December of 2011.

Figure 2.1.2: Number of PSC inspections to Chinese flag ship under Tokyo MOU

NO. OF INSPECTIONS TO CHINESE FLAG SHIP WINTHIN TOKYO MOU

Hong Kong,
China, 36

Russia, 46

Thailand, 14
Malaysia, 10

Papua New
Guinea, 8

M Korea, Republic of HJapan ki Indonesia M Philippines
i Viet Nam ud Australia b Russia i Hong Kong, China
Ld Singapore M Thailand kd Malaysia L Papua New Guinea

lllustration: 685 Chinese flag ships engaged in international trade received PSC
inspection under Tokyo MOU in 2011, of which, Korea, Republic of (141), Japan (118) and
Indonesia (91) carried out more PSC inspections to Chinese flag ships than the other
countries.
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Section lI: Deficiency under Tokyo MOU

Figure 2.2.1: TOP 10 deficiencies by deficiency nature to Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU

TOP 10 DEFICIENCIES BY DEFICIENCY NATURE TO CHINESE FLAG SHIPS UNDER TOKYO MOU

ADDITIONAL MEASURES TO
ENHANCE MARITIME...

ISM RELATED DEFICIENCIES

SOLAS RELATED OPERATIONAL
] DEFICIENCIES

MARPOL - ANNEX |

PROPULSION AND AUXILIARY
MACHINERY

STABILITY, STRUCTURE AND
RELATED EQUIPMENT

LOAD LINES

LIFESAVING APPLIANCES

FIRE SAFETY MEASURES

SAFETY OF NAVIGATION

lllustration: Safety of Navigation (303), Fire Safety Measures (276) and Life-saving
Appliances (214) were the main areas for inspections undertaken to Chinese flag ships.

Figure 2.2.2: Top 5 deficiencies by ship type to Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU

TOP 5 DEFICIENCIES BY SHIP TYPE TO CHINESE FLAG SHIPS UNDER TOKYO MOU

General cargo/multi- Bulk carrier Oil tanker Refrigerated cargo Container ship
purpose ship carrier

B No. of inspections © No. of deficiencies
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lllustration: General Cargo/multi-purpose ship (714), Bulk Carrier (283) and Oil Tanker
(232) were the top 3 ship types in number of deficiencies found out.

Figure 2.2.3: No. of deficiencies by classification societies to Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU

NO. OF DEFICIENCIES BY CLASSIFICATION SOCIETIES TO CHINESE FLAG SHIPS UNDERTOKYO MOU

1800
1600
1400
1200
1000
800
600
400
200
China No class China Bureau Veritas Nippon Kaiji
Classification Corporation Kyokai
Society Register of
Shipping
H No. of inspections No. of deficiencies

IIIustratlon There were 2 classification societies for China flag ships found out deficiencies,
including China Classification Society (1677 deficiencies) and Bureau Veritas (6). In
addition, 13 ships with no class had 145 deficiencies.

Figure 2.2.4: Top 5 No. of deficiencies by authorities to Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU

TOP 5 NO. OF DEFICIENCIES BY AUTHORITIES TO CHINESE FALG SHIPS UNDERTOKYO MOU

Korea, Japan Russia Viet Nam Hong Kong,

Republic of China
M No. of inspections  # No. of deficiencies

IIIustratlon Top 5 authorities who found out more deficiencies went to Korea, Republic of
(540), Japan (507), Russia (175), Viet Nam (135 ) and Hong Kong, China (99).
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Section lll: Detention under Tokyo MOU

A ship flying Chinese flag was detained by Australia and the detention percentage of
Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU was 0.15% in 2011, which was less than those of
2010. The detained ship was a bulk carrier, which detained due to a deficiency of
lifesaving appliances.
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Section IV: Data list

Table 2.4.1: Detention of Chinese flag ship under Tokyo MOU 2011

Kwinana, WA, WU LING
Australia SHAN

27.04.2011 BRQS 412325000 9108910 7

Table 2.4.2: Inspection data by deficiency nature

41 0%
30 0%
10 0%
10 0%
32 0%
214 0. 47%
276 0%
14 0%
130 0%
6 0%
8 0%
150 0%
17 0%
93 0%
303 0%
36 0%
89 0%
9 0%
1 0%
84 0%
6 0%
0 0%
28 0%
61 0%
8 0%
58 0%
7 0%
5 0%
17 0%
1 0%
6 0%

1750
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Table 2.4.3: Inspection data by ship types to Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU

3 16 0 0.00%
2 2 0 0.00%
90 232 0 0.00%
1 6 0 0.00%
22 65 0 0.00%
202 283 1 0.50%
2 1 0 0.00%
86 155 0 0.00%
2 7 0 0.00%
214 714 0 0.00%
35 174 0 0.00%
37 0 0.00%

4 15 0 0.00%
1 1 0 0.00%

1 2 0 0.00%
8 15 0 0.00%
6 25 0 0.00%
685 1750 1 0.15%

59 82 1 1.69%
4 4 0 0.00%
12 0 0.00%

36 99 0 0.00%
91 36 0 0.00%
118 507 0 0.00%
141 540 0 0.00%
10 9 0 0.00%
8 18 0 0.00%
80 34 0 0.00%
46 175 0 0.00%
14 90 0 0.00%
14 9 0 0.00%
61 135 0 0.00%
685 1750 1 0.15%
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Table 2.4.5: Inspection data by classification societies to Chinese flag ships under Tokyo MOU
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Summary of 4th Technical Working Group Meeting
(Busan, Republic of Korea, 15 to 16 April 2011)

The fourth meeting of the Technical Working Group (TWGO04) was held in Busan, Republic
of Korea, from 15 to 16 April in 2011.

The meeting was attended by the delegations from the Authorities of Australia, Canada,
Chile, China, Hong Kong (China), Japan, Republic of Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand, Papua
New Guinea, the Philippines, the Russian Federation, Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. In
addition, the Authority of Macao (China) and the representative of the Paris MOU also
attended the meeting as observers.

Summary of the report of TWG04 were as the following:

I. CIC on Fire Safety Systems (FSS) in 2012

i. to approve incorporation of the items on the CIC on FSS in the terms of reference for
IG-CIC;

ii. to agree that Canada was to be the leader of the CIC on FSS and to act as the leader of
IG-CIC in 2012;

iii. to agree to conduct the CIC from 1 September to 30 November 2012 simultaneously with
the Paris MOU and to adjust the questionnaire to exclude ship type, years of build, and call
sign, and change column headings “A” and “B” to “Yes” and “No”; and

iv. to endorse arrangement for training of PSC officers on the CIC June or July would be the
most appropriate time.

Il. Reports violating 5-day submission limit
Instruct the APCIS Manager to include a new graph on number of reports violating 5-day
submission limit by Authorities in the document for future meetings.

lil. Non-rectified detainable deficiencies

The APCIS Manager introduced a document on the outcome of investigations regarding
non-rectified detainable deficiencies as requested from the last meeting. The meeting noted
the information provided. Understanding that the issue was because the existing procedures
for reporting were not appropriately followed by some PSC officers, the meeting expressed
the view that, before making any technical arrangement/development, it would be important
to continue to encourage and remind Authorities and their PSC officers to ensure detainable
deficiencies be closed off appropriately.

IV. Misuse of RO code 999
Invite the APCIS manager to continue monitoring the issue of misuse of RO code 999
“other” and to invite the Authorities to verify data where this code was misused.
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Contact Information of the China PSC Data Centre

Address: No.25, Changjiang Road, Zhongshan District, Dalian, China, 116001
Tel: +86-411-82626736 / 82623309

Fax: +86-411-82623047

E-mail: psc_datacentre@msa.gov.cn

Staff of the China PSC Data Centre

Mr. Xu Dong and Mr. Sun Wei
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