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Birkag rapor galismasi
tum kazalann 585" nin ya
dogrudan insan hatasi

ile ya da uygun olmayan
insan mudahalesi yoluyla
baglatildigini ortaya
koyar (Ziarati, 2006).

Bu yakin zamanlarda
yapilmis bir calismanin
bulgulan (IMO, 2005) ile
ayni dogrultudadir, yani
denizdeki kazalarn %80’
nin sebebi insan hatasidir.

Several study of the

reports reveal that 85%

of all accidents are either
directly initiated by human
error or are associated with
human error by means

of inappropriate human
response (Ziarati, 2006). This
is in line with the findings of
a recent paper (IMO, 2005)
that 80% of accidents at sea
are caused by human error.
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Ozet

AB tarafindan finanse edilen proje ACTS
(Denizde Garpismalarin Onlenmesi)
kapsaminda, bu ¢aligma yakin
zamanlardaki aragtirma ¢calismalarina

ve deniz kazalarinin sebeplerini bu tip
kazalarin en fazla tekrar eden sebeplerini
tanimlayacak bir gériis ile tanimlayan
ilgili kaza raporlarina dair bir gézden
gecirme sunar. Deniz kazalarinin en
muhtemel sebeplerine dair Pareto
analizinin uygulanmas: amag¢lanmaktadir.
Gesitli raporlar ve caligmalar agik bir
sekilde carpigmalar en fazla tekrar eden
deniz kazalar tiirti olarak tanimlar. Yakin
zamanlarda yapilmisg olan aragtirma
Garpisma Mevzuatlari ve onlarin yorumu
ile ilgili problemleri pek ¢ok ¢arpismanin
ciddi sebepleri ile iligkilendirmigtir. Her
biri olmay bekleyen bir kaza olan pek ¢ok
carpigma tehlikesi vardir.

Bir yayin serisi olarak bu ¢aligmanin
amaci yakin zamanlarda konuyla ilgili
yapimis olan ¢alismalara dair, her bir
calisma i¢in Carpigma Mevzuatlari’ndan
birinin ne zaman endige sebebi
olabilecegine iliskin bir érnek olay
incelemesini vurgulayan bir genel
degerlendirme verir.

Bu ¢aligma ayni zamanda, Avrupa
Komisyonu kendi R&D ¢erceve programi,
Horizon igerisinde “Sifir Carpigmanin”
amacladigi Kaynak Yaratma Cagrilari'nda
kilit hedef olacagini vurguladig icin,
zaman agisindan yerindedir.

Giris

Kazalara dair bir inceleme (Ziarati

ve digerleri, 2012) yeni becerilerin
gelistirilmesine ve acil bir Colregs
incelemesine yonelik ihtiyac tespit
etmigtir. Ornegin, MARS ve MAIB (UK
kaza ajanslarn) tarafindan dtizenlenen bir

Denizde carpismalarin onlenmesi
Avoiding collisions at sea

Summary

This paper, as part of the EU funded project
ACTS (Avoiding Collisions aT Sea), present
a reivew of the recent research studies

and relevant accident reports that identify
the causes of accidents at sea with a veiw
to identify the most recurring causes of
these type of accidents. It is intended to
apply the Pareto analysis of the most likely
causes of accidents at sea. Several reports
and papers clearly identify Collisions as

the most recuring type of accidents at sea.
Recent research has identified problems
with Collision Regulations and their
interpretation to be serious causes of many
collisions. There are many near collisions,
each of which is an accident waiting to
happen.

This paper is intended as a series of
publicaitons giving an overview of recent
papers on the topic highlighting in eachc
paper a case study of an example of when
one of the Collision Regulations could be
cause for concern.

The paper is also timely as the European
Commission in its new R&D framework
programme, Horizon, has highlighted Zero
Collision’ to be a key target in its intended
Calls for funding.

Introduction

A review of accidents (Ziarati et al, 2012)
has identified the need for the development
of new skills; and an urgent review of
Colregs. For instance, a case law by MARS
and MAIB (UK accident agencies) indicates
that many of the basic principles of collision
avoidance are improperly applied. It is also
a common practice to use VHF Radio in
collision avoidance procedures, although
such radio communications are not part of
the Colregs (MAIB, 2004).

Several study of the reports reveal that



ictihat carpisma engellemeye dair pek ¢ok ilkenin yanhs bir
bi¢cimde uygulandigina isaret eder. Telsiz iletisimleri Colgres’
in (MAIB, 2004) par¢asi olmamasina ragmen, ¢arpigmanin
engellenmesinde VHF telsiz kullanimi yaygin bir uygulamadir.

Birkag rapor ¢aligmas: tiim kazalarin 585 nin ya dogrudan
insan hatast ile ya da uygun olmayan insan miidahalesi
yoluyla baglatildigini ortaya koyar (Ziarati, 2006). Bu yakin
zamanlarda yapilmis bir calismanin bulgular (IMO, 2005) ile
ayn1 dogrultudadir, yani denizdeki kazalarin %80’ nin sebebi
insan hatasidir. Birkac calisma (Ziarati, 2006, 2007, 2012)
hatalarin genellikle kusur veya yetersiz mevzuatlardan degil
siklikla g6z ard1 edilen mevzuatlar ve standartlardan dolay:
yapildigini kaydeder. IMO MSC (Ziarati, 2006) denizdeki
kazalarin pek ¢cogunun sebeplerinin gemi adamlarinin
denizcilik egitimlerindeki eksikliklerden veya yurtirlukteki
standartlar ve mevzuatlarin énemsenmemesinden
kaynaklandigina igaret eder. Ziarati (2007) en yaygin kazalarin
denizdeki ¢arpigmalar oldugunu rapor eder. Bu sonuncu
calismanin sonucu yakin zamanlarda Acar ve digerleri (2011)
tarafindan onaylanmugtir.

Ziarati’ nin birkag tavsiyesi denizcilik egitimindeki beceri
bogluklarinin tanimlanmasina yol agmigtir (www.maider.pro
ve (Www.surpass.pro).

AB Leonardo yagam boyu programi tarafindan finanse

edilen SURPASS ve MAIDER projeleri ytizlerce kazay: analiz
eder ve gemi adamlari i¢in kazalarin sebeplerini ve kimden
kaginabileceklerini 6grenecekleri iki online egitim programi
gelistirir. SURPASS otomasyon konusunda eksiksiz bir kurstur
ve otomasyon hatalarindan kaynaklanan kazalara iligkin bir
calisma sunar. Son yillarda, otomasyon kusurlarina baglh
kazalarin sayis1 artig géstermektedir.

Yukarida 6zetlenen ¢alisma mevcut Denizcilik Egitim ve
Ogretim (MET) programlari i¢in 6nerilen cesitli iyilestirmelere
yol agmigtir. Yukarida anilan projelerdeki kazalara dair
inceleme ayni zamanda potansiyel yeni beceriler ve iglerin
oldugu bir listeye de yol agmistir. Onerilen projeler cesitli yeni
becerilerin sinanmasini ve mevcut MET programlari ile yaygin
yontemler ve sistemlere aktarilmasini amaglar.

Ortaklik cesitli AB tlkelerindeki énemli denizcilik
merkezlerinden olugturulmus olup, iki ortak M’aider ve SOS
projelerinin icerisinde yer almigtir; ortaklarin cogu kayda
deger Leonardo deneyimine sahiptir. VET i¢cindeki firmalari,
denizcilik kurumlarini ve sosyal ortaklar: ilgilendiren, sektér
seviyesinde birka¢ bagarih Leonardo denizcilik ve e-6grenme
projesinde yer almiglardir. Baglica somut sonug, tanimlanan
yeni becerilerin mevcut denizcilik programlarina dahil
edilmesini ve Colregs’ in dogru uygulanmasini kolaylagtiran
online ve yeni bir 6grenme ve degerlendirme platformu
olup, bunun denizdeki kazalarin sayisinda bir diigmeye yol
acmast beklenmektedir. Proje tiim navigasyon 6grencilerinin
ve sektorde halihazirda calisan memurlarin/miurettebatin
egitimiyle ilgilendigi icin, etkisi elle tutulur olacaktir.
Yukaridaki iki grafikte gorilecegi gibi, carpismanin UK ve
Turkiye’ de en fazla tekrarlanan deniz kazasi oldugu agiktir. Bu
ayrica diger pek ¢ok tlke icinde gegerlidir.

85% of all accidents are either directly initiated by human error

or are associated with human error by means of inappropriate
human response (Ziarati, 2006). This is in line with the findings of
a recent paper (IMO, 2005) that 80% of accidents at sea are caused
by human error. A number of papers (Ziarati, 2006, 2007, 2012)
notes that mistakes are usually made not because of deficient or
inadequate regulations, but because the regulations and standards
that do exist are often ignored. The IMO MSC (Ziarati, 2006) clearly
indicates that the causes of many of the accidents at sea are due

to deficiencies in maritime education and training of seafarers or
disregard for current standards and regulations. Ziarati (2007)
reports that most common accidents and incidents are collisions at
sea. The outcome of this latter study has recently been validated by
Acar et al (2011). Several of Ziarati’'s recommendations have been
led to the identification of skill gaps in maritime education and
training (www.maider.pro and (www.surpass.pro).

The projects SURPASS and MAIDER, both fudned by the EU
Leonardo lifelong programme, study hundreds of accidents and
develop two online training programmes for seafarers to learn about
the causes of accdients and who they can be avoided. SURPASS, is a
complete course in automation and presents a study of accidets due
to automation failures. In recent years the number of accidents due
to automation failure have been on the increase.

The work summarised above has led to several proposed
improvements to existing Maritime Education and Training (MET)
programmes. The review of accidents in the projects identified above
has also led to a list of potential new skills and jobs. The proposed
project intends to test and transfer several new skills into existing
MET programmes and common methods and systems for their
deliveries.

The partnership is composed of major maritime centres in several
EU countries, with two partners having been involved in the M’aider
and SOS projects; most partners have considerable Leonardo
experience. They have been involved in several successful Leonardo
maritime and e-learning projects at sectoral level, involving
companies, maritime organisations and social partners in VET.

The main tangible outcome is an online and novel learning and
assessment platform facilitating inclusion of the identified new
skills in existing maritime programmes and the correct application
of Colregs, which is expected to lead to a reduction in the number of
accidents at sea. The project impact will be substantial as it concerns
the training of all navigation cadets and officers/ratings already
working in the sector.

As it can be seen from the above two diagrams above its is clear
that collision is the most occurring accidents at sea in the UK and
Turkey. This is also true in most other countries too.

RULE 19 - ANEED FOR CHANGE

This first paper is devoted to article in Seaways (September 2008)
which studies in some depth the problems of interpreting Collision
Regulations (Colregs) 19. The article identifies the Rule 19 to be a
continuing problem. The Article is by Captain Roger Syms FNI, a
Research Associate from the Australian Maritime College. Here is
his story:
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KURAL 19 - DEGISIKLIK IHTIYACI

Bu ilk caligma Seaway’ deki 19 no.lu Carpigma Mevzuatinin
(Colgres) yorumuna dair problemleri belirli bir derinlige kadar
analiz eden makaleye adanmigtir (Eylil 2008). Makale Kural
19 u stiregelen bir problem olarak tanimlar. Makale, Avustralya
Denizcilik Yiksek Okulundan Aragtirma Gorevlisi Kaptan Roger
Syms, FNI tarafindan yazilmigtir. Hikaye agagidadir:
“Gegenlerde bir agik deniz subayindan meslektaslari ile yapmuis
oldugu bir mtnazarayla ilgili bir mektup aldim, mtinazaranin
konusu kétu goriis mesafesindeki bir ¢arpigma problemi idi.
Bir gekilde birkag yil énce Colgres arastirmasinda sunulan 3
no.lu senaryo ile benzerligi olan senaryoya dahil olan kendi
gemisi ve diger iki gemi -- biri 0.7 millik bir erimde akintiya
paralel digerine sancak tarafindan ¢arpan — neredeyse ayni
hizda, yaklagik 17kts, ilerliyordu. Hepsinin konteynir gemileri
oldugu bildirilmigti, buna gére hepsinin ortalama manevra
kabiliyetlerinin daha iyi oldugunu varsayiyorum.

Anlagildig1 kadar, Kurallar icerisinde dogru manevra ile ilgili
olarak munazaradan doért olasi yanit ¢ikmigtir. Mektubu
aktarmak icin:

Eylem olasiliklar:

1. Limana kirin (kural 2b’ ye gore);

2. Hiz1 azaltin ve sancak tarafina kirin;
3. Hiz1 azaltmadan sancak tarafina kirin;
4. Hig bir gey yapmayin.
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“T was recently passes a letter from a seagoing officer concerning

a discussion he had had with his colleagues, the subject of which
was a collision problem in poor visibility. The scenario, somewhat
similar to Scenario 3 presented in the Colregs survey a few years
ago, is: Own ship and the other two vessels involved, one head on
and the other to starboard steaming parallel at a range of 0.7 miles,
are all proceeding at much the same speed, approximately 17kts.
All are stated to be container vessels, which I assume suggests that
all have better than average manoeuvring capabilities.

Apparently the discussion as to the correct manoeuvre within the
Rules came up with four possible responses. To quote the letter:

Action possibilities

1. Turn hard to port (according to rule 2b);

2. Reduce speed and turn hard to starboard;

3. Turn hard to starboard without reducing speed;

4. Do nothing.

The correspondent preferred action 3; however some of his
colleagues suggested that action 1 was, to quote the letter again,
“the correct answer”. The latter totally floors me, particularly the
suggestion that this is somehow permissible under rule 2b.

In order to allow this perplexity to be considered last, let us
examine each of these proposed responses, in reverse order.

Option 4: Do nothing

This is simply not an option. A collision situation is developing
with the vessel dead ahead, in such circumstances own ship has
to do something. Once our vessel has determined that “risk of
collision exists” as per Rule 19(d), “she shall take avoiding action
in ample time”. Further, Rule 19 (d)(i) states we should ‘avoid
altering to port’, which leaves us with only one remaining option,
to alter to starboard. The target vessel is end-on s slowing down
doesn't feature either.

Option 3: Turn hard to starboard without reducing
speed

This is the correct response within the Rules 19 (d) and avoiding
altering to port as per 19 (d) (). The only minor comment [ would
make is that a drastic hard-over action is probably not necessary.
Any reasonably apparent movement to starboard, anything say,
beyond 50° will be sufficient to indicate to the vessel ahead that
we are following the Rules and will result in allowing the vessel to
starboard to draw ahead.

Option 2: Reduce speed and turn to starboard

[ have no problem with this either. In taking such action own ship
is again clearly indicating that she is complying with the relevant
sections of Rule 19.

Option 1: Turn hard to port (according to Rule 2b)
That anyone should even contemplate this is a real worry, a
sure-fire recipe for death and disaster if ever there was one.
However let us slow the heart rate somewhat and try and view it
dispassionately.

First, can such action in any way be justified under Rule 2(b)?
Answer, a most definite no, Rule 2(b) suggests that actions
beyond and contrary to the Rules may be necessary in order to
‘avoid immediate danger’. At this point in time the vessel ahead
is six miles and a little over 10 minutes away. This can hardly be
construed as immediate danger.



Kargilikh tercih edilen eylem 3; ancak, meslektaglarindan
bazilari, mektubu yeniden aktarmak i¢in, eylem 1“dogru cevapti”.
Sonuncu, 6ézellikle de bunun bir gekilde kural 2b kapsaminda izin
verilebilir oldugu fikri beni tamamen yere ¢arptu.

Bu karigikligin dikkate alinmak tizere sona birakilmasi amaciyla,
gelin bu 6nerilen yanitlardan her birini ters sirayla inceleyelim.

Secenek 4: Hi¢bir sey yapma

Bu basitce bir secenek degil. Dosdogru giden bir gemi ile gelisen
bir carpigsma durumu, bdylesi durumlarda kendi gemisinin

bir sey yapmas: gereklidir. Gemimizin gére “carpigsma riskinin
mevcudiyetini” tespit etmesi tizerine, Kural 19(d) geregince
“gemi genis zaman icerisinde engelleyici adim atacaktir. Ayrica,
Kural 19(d)(i) icerisinde belirtildigi izere “diimeni iskeleye dogru
déndurmekten kaginmamiz” gerekmektedir, bu da bize sadece
bir secenek birakir, o da sancak tarafina dogru degisiklik yapmak.
Hedef gemi tam pruvadadir, yavaglamak da belirleyici degildir.

Secenek 3: Hiz1 azaltmadan sancak tarafina kir

Bu kural 19(d) kapsaminda dogru cevaptir ve 19(d)(i) geregince
diimeni iskeleye dogru déndurmeyi. Yapabilecegim tek énemsiz
yorum siddetli bir gekilde diimeni iskele veya sancak alabanda
yapma eyleminin muhtemelen gerekli olmadigidir. Sancak
tarafina dogru her turlt makul diizeydeki belirgin hareket,

50° 6tesindeki her sey dosdogru giden gemiye bizim Kurallar
izledigimizi gostermek i¢in yeterli olacaktir ve sancak tarafina
kiran geminin yavag yavas ¢ne ge¢mesine izin verilmesiyle
sonu¢lanacaktir.

Secenek 2: Hiz1 azalt ve sancak tarafina dén

Bununla da herhangi bir problemim yok. Béylesi bir adimi atarak
kendi gemimizin yeniden agik bir sekilde Kural 19" un ilgili
béliimlerine uygun hareket ettigine isaret etmektedir.

Secgenek 1: Diimeni iskeleye Kir (Kural 2b’ ye gore)
Herkes bunu ger¢ek bir endise, hi¢ olmasa bile, yuzde yiiz kesin
bir 6liime ve felakete davetiye olarak diiginmelidir. Bununla
birlikte, gelin kalp atiglarimizi biraz yavaglatalim ve buna
serinkanhlikla bakmaya caligalim.

Oncelikle; s6z konusu eylem herhangi bir sekilde Kural 2(b)
kapsaminda gerekeelendirilebilir mi? Cevap, “en kesin bicimde
hayir” olacaktir. Kural 2(b) Kurallarin 6tesinde ve onlara aykiri
olan eylemlerin “ani tehlikeden kaginmak” amaciyla gerekli
olabilecegini ortaya koyar. Gelinen noktada, geminin basg tarafi
alti mil ve 10 dakikadan biraz fazla bir uzakliktadir. Bu az bir
olasilikla ani tehlike olarak yorumlanabilir.

Ikinci olarak; ani olarak yorumlanabilecegi en uzak ihtimalin
oldugu durumda bile, bu duruma en ug noktalarda, ki burada
emniyetli uygun manevralarin yapilmasina iligkin bagkaca
secenekler yoktur, bakilamaz. Bu durumda, gorebildigimiz gibi,
iki tane son derece iyi secenek vardir, her ikisi de Kural 19" un
gerekliliklerine tamamen uygundur.

NEDEN SANCAK TARAFI DEGIL?

Dolayisiyla sorulmasi gereken soru neden gemi adamlarinin
biiyiik ihtimalle iskeleye béylesi tehlikeli bir manevra
tasarlayabilecekleridir. Ya da, daha dogru séylemek gerekirse, onlar

Second, even in the unlikely event that it could be construed as
immediate, this situation cannot be viewed as in extremis, where
no other options for safe compliant manoeuvres are available. In
this case, as we can see, there are two perfectly good ones, both of
which comply perfectly with the requirements of Rule 19.

WHY NOT STARBOARD?

So the question has to be asked, why would presumably competent
seafarers contemplate such a dangerous manoeuvre to port?

Or, put more correctly, why are they so reluctant to move to
starboard?

I make no apology for moving into conjecture here, when I say

my guess is Rule 19 (d) (i), which states that what also should be
avoided, when vessels are not in sight, is ‘an alteration towards a
vessel abeam or abaft the beam’. I am more than convinced that
this is the problem, because a good 80 percent of the seafarers I
have talked to over that last 20 odd years invariably get this wrong.
It is one of the most commonly misconstrued rules in the book.
The plain fact is that, in this case, Rule 19 (d) (ii) does not apply.
Why? Because the vessel to starboard does not comply with

Rule 19 (d): * A vessel (our own ship) ... shall determine if a close
quarters situation is developing and/or risk of collision exists.’ This
vessel is proceeding parallel with us at 0.7 miles, and will remain
so into infinity. She will remain at the same distance, therefore the
risk of close quarters and/or collision does not even begin to exist.

If, as I strongly suspect, this is yet another potential fatal
misconstruction of 19 (d)(ii), what can be done in mitigation?
Other than chucking out the whole sorry 1972 Colregs mess and
starting again may [ suggest that at least the current wording of
19 (d) should be reconstructed to remove this all too common
confusion.

What is needed is a set of words which make it absolutely clear
that ‘avoiding an alteration towards’ refers to a vessel abeam

or abaft beam, only when it is perceived as a close quarters or
collision risk, and not, as seems to so many at sea, to apply to any
vessel abeam or abaft the abeam in any circumstance.

Yet again we have evidence that, after a 30-year existence, we have
a Rule governing conduct in the most difficult circumstances a
vessel can find herself in, zero visibility, still misunderstood by the
majority of those at sea. It’s high time we did something about it.
Individual will be offset by the investment another company

has made in a potential recruit. In addition, the reality of the
current tightness in the employment market and potential
demand will require employees to be recruited from non-maritime
backgrounds. CPD supports different levels of entrants from
those without previous maritime experience to aspiring mariners
and current practitioners who wish to realise their chosen
ambition”.

Partners of Project ACTS

Faculty of Maritime Studies, University of Rijeka, Croatia; Centre
for Factories of The Future, United Kingdom; Piri Reis University,
Turkey; Spinaker, Navti¢no IzobraZevanje, D.O.O., Slovenia; Nicola
Vaptsarov Naval Academy

Bulgaria andnd Sea Teach S.L., Spain

Support Partners are : Deniz Ticatet Odasi, Turkish Chambers of
Shipping; Turk Deniz Egitim Vakfi, Turkey; Maritime Education
Partnership, United Kingdom; Marifuture United Kingdom and
STX Finland Oy Rauma Shipyard, Finland.
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sancak tarafina hareket etmek i¢cin neden bu kadar isteksizdirler?

Gemiler goriis agisinda olmadiginda bagkaca nelerden kaginilmas:

gerektigini beyan eden Kural 19(d) (i)’ nin bir gemi omurgasina
dik agida veya ki¢ tarafina dogru dumeni kirmak olduguna iligkin
fikrimi soyledigimde, burada varsayimda bulundugum i¢in 6ziir
dilemiyorum. Bunun problem olduguna dair son derece eminim,
¢unkii son 20 yil boyunca konustugum gemi adamlarinin en az

%80’ 1 bunu hep yanlig anliyor. Bu, kitapta en yaygin olarak yanhs

yorumlanan kurallardan biridir.

Yalin gercek su ki, bu durumda, Kural 19 (d) (ii) gegerli degildir.
Neden? Ctinkii dumeni sancak tarafina kirik gemi Kural 19(d)’
ye uygun degildir: Bir gemi (kendi gemisi) ... bir yakin mesafeler
durumunun gelisip gelismedigini ve/veya ¢arpisma riskinin olup
olmadigim saptayacaktir. Bu gemi bize 0.7 mil paralel ilerliyor
ve dylece kalacaktir. Ayni mesafede kalacaktir, bu nedenle yakin
mesafeler ve/veya carpigma riski ortaya ¢tkmaya baglamaz bile.

Fazlasiyla stiphelendigim gibi, bu eger 19 (d) (ii)' nin diger bir
potansiyel 6liimctl yanls yorumlamasi ise, hafifletme agisindan
ne yapilabilir? 1972 Colgres’ in karigtirdig biitiin hikayeyi ¢ope
atip yeniden baglamak yerine, 19 (d)’ nin halihazirdaki anlatim
bi¢iminin bunu ¢ok yaygin karigiklik olarak kaldiracak sekilde
yeniden yorumlanmasi gerektigi énerisinde bulunabilirim.

“...Ya dogru bir degisiklikten kaginmanin” net bir sekilde, sadece
bir yakin mesafeler veya carpigma riski olarak algilandiginda

ve omurgaya dik acida veya ki¢ tarafta herhangi bir gemiye her
kosulda uygulamak i¢in denizde ¢ok fazla gibi gézitkkmediginde,
omurgaya dik agida veya kig tarafta bir gemiye atifta
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bulunulduguna dair bir anlatim bicimine ihtiya¢ vardir.

Bir kez daha, 30 yallik bir varolustan sonra, elimizdeki kanut, bir

geminin kendisini bulabilecegi en gii¢ durumlardaki davramsgi idare

eden bir Kuralimiz var, sifir gériis mesafesi denizdekilerin pek
¢ogu tarafindan hala yanhg anlagilmaktadir. Bununla ilgili bir sey
yapmanin tam zamani!

Birey bagka bir firmanin potansiyel bir ise ahmda yaptig

yatirimla dengelenir. [lave olarak, istihdam piyasasinda yasanan
zorluk gercegi ve potansiyel talep denizcilik gegmisi olmayan
cahiganlarin istihdamini 6ngorecektir. CPD sectikleri sevdalarini
gerceklestirmek isteyen gelecek vadeden denizciler ve uygulayicilar
icin daha 6nceden denizcilik deneyimi olmayanlardan olan farkh
seviyelerdeki girigleri destekler “.
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