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1. Introduction 

A number of different emergency transmitters are currently entering the market aiming for the non-professional maritime market. There are different kinds of equipment, some work by sending an alarm to the own boat, some send the alarm to the nearby ships and some send the alert directly to the emergency services using satellites and VHF-radio. Different technologies are used as well as different frequency bands.
Communication Equipment for the non-professional market is placed on the market under the R&TTE Directive while professional equipment is covered by the Maritime Equipment Directive, 2008/67/EC. Such equipment is often mandatory for ships falling under the SOLAS Convention.

The equipment placed on the market under the R&TTE Directive may, technically, meet the requirements set forth but are not tested, nor specified, from an operational perspective. Such equipment are often subject to business opportunities rather than market demands and can therefore be of limited use in practice and in some cases even cause operational problems, e.g. radio interferences during search and rescue operations.
The use of Digital Selective Calling is today used in the GMDSS, Global Maritime Distress and Safety System, the worldwide emergency system for mariners. For digital communication Channel 70 is reserved by international conventions. Modern VHF-radios participating in this system are equipped with a distress-button which will transmit the maritime ID-number, MMSI, and position, to all ships and coast stations in the vicinity, when activated. When this alert is received by the maritime rescue coordination centre (MRCC), a digital acknowledgement is sent out which will stop the ship borne transmitter from retransmitting the distress alert, it is set into a receive mode instead, to allow the MRCC to talk to the crew onboard.
A certain type of emergency transmitter uses similar technique to send the alert on Channel 70 and re-transmit it on regular basis, but is, for simplicity and cost reasons, not equipped with a receiver, just a transmitter. They can therefore not receive the acknowledgement and hence, cannot be stopped from transmitting continuously. Some of those are also sending a repeated emergency call on Channel 16 using a synthetic voice. Channel 16 is the worldwide call- and emergency channel and it is therefore very important to avoid clogging the channel with unnecessary calls.
Ships that arrive on the scene to assist with the accident are normally using Channel 16 for the coordination of the search and rescue operation. If one or more transmitters are frequently sending their uncoordinated automated synthetic voice message it will indeed affect the work on scene. The shore based MRCC, is normally using Channel 16 for the communication with the participants in the search and rescue operation.
Another aspect of those small transmitters, as well as the normal handheld VHF-radios, is that they are relatively low power, typical 3-5W instead of 25W for a normal fixed mount VHF-radio. The height of the antenna is fairly low, typical less than a meter over the water, compared to, say, ten meters for a sailing boat. The service range of such equipment is therefore considerably reduced compared to that for a fixed mount radio. Considering that such equipment is marketed as emergency equipment this aspect is of vital importance and needs to be made very clear to the customer. With those technical limitations from the start and potential interference during normal operation, it may also require additional essential requirements according to Art. 3.3 of the R&TTE Directive to cover such safety related and functional issues.
2. Questions

We would like to know if there are other R&TTE Adco members who share our concerns about the construction and functionality of such devices.
We would also like to ask R&TTE Adco members if they have any experience (market surveillance actions, testing etc.) with such equipment.
As it seems that such equipment fulfils the essential requirements of the R&TTE Directive we would like to ask which possibilities other R&TTE Adco members see to deal with the problem.
· Should additional requirements according to Art. 3.3 of the R&TTE Directive be introduced?

· Could the problem be solved by refusing to issue MMSI identification numbers, which are required for operation, to equipment that may endanger the integrity of GMDSS operations?

· Other ideas?

3. Background

In the maritime community, investigations are ongoing within IMO, the International Maritime Organisation, aiming to define the requirements on such equipment. Since there are various kinds of equipment this may take time and we like to limit the amount of troublesome devices on the market as soon as possible. 
Even within ITU work in the same direction is in progress but more on a technical level since the operational requirements are defined by IMO.

The issue has also been discussed in CEPT WGFM PT46, a maritime workgroup, and there were a common opinion that certain regulation would be beneficial to avoid potential interference to security- and Search and Rescue communications. Simple placing on the market under the R&TTE Directive is not enough since the safety related and operational aspects are not covered there.
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