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	Executive summary 
	This document introduces the comments received from the Member States after the 1st WGT meeting, held on Hague on 18th of February.
Analysis and comments of SSN Staff are included.

	Action to be taken
	As per paragraph 6

	Related documents
	Workshop report of the SSN WGT1 (The Hague, 18 February 2009)



1. INTRODUCTION

The recast Directive on Port State Control (PSC) requires Member States (MS) to provide information to THETIS (the future PSC information system) through SafeSeaNet (SSN). These requested data are:
· 72 hours PreArrival (for ship eligible to an expanded inspection)
· ATA (Actual Time of Arrival)

· ATD (Actual Time of Departure)

The information of the 24 hours PreArrival, already provided to SSN (directive 2002/59 EC), will also be forwarded to THETIS.

This paper will introduce proposals and questions raised after the first WGT (The Hague, 18 February 2009) by Member States.

Comments and explanations of SSN Staff are associated.
2. 1ST WGT MEETING FOLLOW-UP. Summary of proposals/ comments submitted
As an agreed follow-up action of the 1st WGT, a number of Member States submitted comments and ideas on the possible implementation of the new messages and on the adoption (or not) of the new attributes/ elements proposed by EMSA.
The list here-after provides a snap-shot of issues mainly reflected by Member States’ propositions and concerns:
· Implementation of one or more Messages for PSC purposes in SSN;
· Possible combination of PSC/ PORT/ HAZMAT information notification;
· Implementation of ShipCallID at MS level;
· Assignment of ShipCallID at MS or SSN-EIS level;
· Implementation of a new NotificationStatus element;
· Introduction of a new “Delete” notification message;
· Enhancement and changes of the current request/ response mechanism;
· Proposals for a new naming convention for data attributes related to the voyage element.
3. ANALYSIS on COMMENTS/proposals received from member States
EMSA SSN team members analyzed the comments provided by the participants in and after the 1st WGT meeting, from both operational and technical perspective. Before quoting these comments and remarks, it is important to note that rules and data to be exchanged have already been decided during the MAB of the Paris MoU and can not be discussed at the WGT level.
3.1. MS COMMENTS AND EMSA ANALYSIS
A.
There is no need for implementing ShipCallID at M.S level – SSN implements VoyageID on the assumption that Last port of Call, Port of Call and estimated arrival / departure are known

EMSA analysis:

· The last Port of Call is not a mandatory attribute in the port notification. This requires a legal basis or a common agreement of all MSs. This data is inserted in the PortPlus because of the need expressed for PSC purpose, but under an optional occurrence.

· The business rule 5 already approved by the MAB says:
“This group of notifications should be seen as a common data flow process which would concern different notifications affecting the same ship call. Hence, it is essential for the system to link the whole information flow to a single ship call."
· The need for implementing the ShipCallID (at MS level) / VoyageID (at EIS level) in SSN is supported:

· from an operational point of view, to be able to retrieve the sequence of the call and then the voyage. A significant variation of ETA in several port notifications may prevent distinguishing several calls or an update of the same one.
· from a technical point of view, it is an attribute which will enable with high accuracy to link the messages referring to a same ship call.
B.
ShipCallID assigned at MS level and communicated to EIS (MS-side assignment) versus ShipCallID or VoyageID assigned at SSN level and communicated to MS (SSN-EIS-side assignment)
EMSA analysis:

The potential assignment of ShipCallID at SSN-EIS level would be a more complex solution for MSs. The communication of this centrally assigned ID to the NCA application would need further development for both 
·  SSN core,
· MSs to build a question mechanism from LCA to NCA, NCA to SSN and a response mechanism back.
C.
Possible implementation of ShipCallID at national level
EMSA analysis:

The implementation of a ShipCallID at National level might differ between Member States due to the specific organizational approach in each country. 

The simplest practice is that Ports are assigning ShipCallIDs for their own ship calls. However several LCAs may be associated for the same call. In this case the ShipCallID should be assigned at national level (to avoid a scenario of multiple ShipCallIDs assigned for the same ship call). Matching algorithms could be implemented, in these cases.
Here is introduced the method proposed by France, the complete sequence for a ship call ID given by the NCA.
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D.
Dropping the NotificationStatus element
The NotificationStatus element will be used to resolve possible inconsistencies that will remain unresolved otherwise. Some concerns expressed by Members States’ experts were assessed and duly considered by EMSA. They can be summarized as follow:
· The Notification status element is not required to link messages which belong to the same ship call. This can also be done on basis of ship identifier, last port/port of call/next port, (estimated) departure and (estimated) arrival times and sent-at time of the message.

· The “New” value of NotificationStatus/ UpdateStatus attribute is not needed. Each time a message is sent use a new ShipCallID, in order to indicate the message is new. If EIS does not hold a pre-arrival about a ShipCallId, the message is “de facto” a “New” message.

· The “Update” value of NotificationStatus/ UpdateStatus attribute is not needed too. A message using the same ShipCallID as the previous message is an update. Each message sent replaces the previous similar message with the same ShipCallID. If EIS already holds a pre-arrival about this ShipCallId, the message is “de-facto” an “Update” or “Replace”.

EMSA analysis: Accepting these proposals, potential inconsistencies due to a wrong ShipCallID or to an inconsistent ship particular (e.g. the reported IMO, MMSI in the notification correspond to different ships) will remain unresolved. Moreover, some attributes nowadays not mandatory should be unduly enforced as obligatory.

· A pre-arrival message with a NextPortOfCall=’ZZCAN’ and using the ShipCallID, cancels the call. 

· If an Arrival or Departure message is sent by error, a new notification of the message using the same ShipCallID will correct the voyage information. There should be no need for a Deletion message. 

· If a lot of deletions are required then there is something wrong the MS systems and that should be solved by the MS. 

· Implement a new message (e.g. MS2SSN_Delete_Message), the Body contains the MSRefId that must be deleted.
EMSA analysis: The potential implementation of ‘DELETE’ message is a general issue for SSN, not solely related to the PSC related notifications. The use of ‘ZZCAN’ relates with existing operational requirements while DELETE is intended to be used only in case of erroneous messages.
E.
PositionInPort – use of a 15 characters structured LOCODE or a free text 

EMSA analysis: The proposal in using a 15 characters LOCODE is in line with the document SSN 07/3/4. It was a decision in SSN7 to implement this solution in SSN v.2. As a consequence, the amended proposal from EMSA (refer to SSN WGT/02/06) suggests – for the PositionInPort attribute – the utilization of a 15 characters LOCODEs. Should the subsidiary LOCODES is not registered at UNECE, it could be maintained in the database of SSN EIS as an “SSN specific” one. As supported by the PSC experts, the possibility to insert free text is anyhow kept.
F.
To adopt naming conventions corresponding to the data context

EMSA analysis: This proposal will allow defining an adapted naming convention which clearly identifies e.g. to which port the ETA or ETD information are related to. For example, the NextPortOfCall is proposed to be replaced by PortOfCall. This will avoid confusion with the previous location (LastPort) and the subsequent one (NextPort). This new naming approach is reflected in the SSN-WGT/02/04 (Definition of attributes in the PortPlus message).
G.
To create new 3-days pre-arrival, ATA, ATD messages and leave the port notification unchanged
EMSA analysis: The idea of creating and using more than one message for PSC purposes was rejected by the participants in the WGT1. The Group also agreed to merge all the information into an amended port-notification message.
H.
To change the lay-out and data context of the unified Port and Hazmat message
EMSA analysis: It was proposed by MSs to have an element referring to the “Message Purpose”. The introduction of such a new element can be avoided. The aim of the notification may be deducted upon the specific details as provided within the message. If, for instance, ATA information is included then the message complies with the arrival notification requirements. 

However, an HAZMAT Y/N attribute is included in the message as well as a more detailed attribute used for listing the type of HAZMAT material on-board. The latter one could be included under the provided HAZMAT information.
I.
To communicate to MS validation rules to be used at SSN EIS level
EMSA analysis: EMSA will notify MS on the anticipated validation rules, as soon as the design phase of the new version is completed.
J.
Provision of written guidance on the use of Cancel (ZZCAN) versus  DELETE 

EMSA analysis: The potential introduction of the DELETE message is not related with a potential replacement of the notification of a ZZCAN. Notification of ZZCAN should continue in line with the currently applicable rules. The introduction of a new “Delete message” functionality to be implemented through the web-based interface might be discussed further in the next SSN Group meeting.
K.
Definition of a new request / response mechanism

EMSA analysis: EMSA welcomed this proposal and invites MSs to provide further ideas for the potential amendment of the existing mechanism. For example request of data concerning the current voyage may be operationally very useful. A draft of an enhanced Request/Response mechanism is introduced by the document SSN-WGT/02/07.
L.
Remove PlannedOperation, PlannedWorks, ShipConfiguration, CargoVolume and ConditionBallastTanks elements from  the pre-arrival notice
EMSA analysis: Those data has been agreed (MAB of Paris MoU) under the THETIS business rule n°8 as important but not compulsory. They have then to be integrated in the XML proposal with occurrence 0-1 (optional).
The integration of information as “ship configuration” concerning the type of tanker (e.g. single hull, double hull etc.) the ballast conditions etc. might be very useful from an operational point of view over the pure PSC purposes (MRCC/VTS for incident or accident at sea for example).
Furthermore, Annex III of the recast Directive on PSC lists these sets of information to be made available to the competent authorities for PSC. De facto this means that the information could also directly be transmitted by the holder via fax or through other means to the competent authority. Annex III however refers to article 9 which stipulates in 9.3 and 9.4 that “electronic means shall be used whenever possible…” and “…procedures and formats… for Annex III… shall comply with the relevant provisions laid down in Directive 2002/59/EC…”.
 M.
Who performs the reference database checks – the MS, EMSA or both? 

EMSA analysis:  EMSA will implement – starting from the forthcoming SSN release 1.9.1, a reference registry in SSN EIS. The validation of data in this registry (mainly the four ship particulars reported via the notifications) will be executed using LRF and LMIU databases as external reference sources.
In line with the recommendations of the data quality group, MSs should also implement their own databases.

The exchange of such data could be raised during next SSN workshops to agreed principles and to define appropriate procedures.
N.
Clarify the use of the PossibleAnchorage attribute

EMSA analysis:  The recast Directive on PSC increases the areas where inspections shall take place from ports only to ports and anchorages.

In the PreArrival notifications the exact location of destination may not yet be known. 

On the other hand, the location “Anchorage” is exactly known in case the ship provides an ATA notification. 

In order not to confuse and to clearly separate both concepts the label “PossibleAnchorage” is chosen for those cases where the ETA is given to a possible anchorage. 
O.
Could “Sent At” declared in notifications possibly cause inconsistencies?
EMSA analysis:  Yes, It can. That is why EMSA strongly suggests the adoption of both ShipCallID and the NotificationStatus attribute/element.
P.
Lack of knowledge of the MSREFID of the notification to be updated by the LCA requested to prepare an update

EMSA analysis:  The MSREFIDs are maintained by the NCA applications – a method to communicate MSREFIDs to the LCA/ CST systems should be applied into the NCA applications. 
4. ACTION REQUIRED

Participants to the WGT2 are invited to take note of the analysis above in view of discussion on the final proposal.
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