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	Executive summary 
	The purpose of this document is two thinks:

· to describe the process by which changes for the corrective and adaptive maintenance to the SafeSeaNet are introduced, coordinated and decided at EMSA level.
· propose an updated version of the Change Management Framework document.


	Action to be taken
	As per paragraph 3

	Related documents
	a. SSN 4/6/1 document

b. Paragraph 6.1 of SSN 4 workshop


1. INTRODUCTION 

At Work Shop 4, Ireland presented the document SSN 04/6/1 on Change Management Plan. The Group approved on the document in principle and requested the document would be supplemented by procedures to cover changes for the corrective and adaptive maintenance performed by EMSA. 
The present document aims at providing the requested procedures as currently implemented within the SafeSeaNet Quality Plan and an updated version of the Change Management Framework document.(CMF). This updated version integrates specific measures adapted to the system organisation and management.
2. ISSUES TO BE CONSIDERED  

The maintenance of the SafeSeaNet system is ensured by an external contractor, in the framework of the Service Contract. Within the framework of the contract, the Project & Quality Management Plan (PQP) document has been implemented with objective, among other, to fix the procedures that govern the change management in SafeSeaNet. Here after is an extract of the P&QP document in application.

2.1 Change Management Objective

As a prerequisite, the change management plan doesn’t concern any correction/adaptation of the SSN core that risk to impact on the XML Messaging Reference Guide and as a consequence on XML interface as developed by Member States. In that case, any demand for correction/adaptation of the SafeSeaNet must be submitted to the Member State and Commission for evaluation and further decision.

The Change Management Process guarantees:

· That every change is described in detail and is fully justified and agreed by the designated parties.

· That the impact of the change has been evaluated to the maximum detail and all the risks and potential problems have been taken into account.

· That very detailed and concrete specifications are provided to the team responsible for the build and implementation of the changes.

· That the change is properly implemented, tested, and deployed.

Changes are triggered by EMSA or 2nd Level Help Desk. This process includes the following activities:

· Reception acknowledgement and change registration: The change requests submitted to the contractor will be registered in the Call Management tool. Upon receiving a Change Request, a new entry will be introduced in the tool, and a communication will take place with the issuer to acknowledge its reception.

· Analysis, Assessment, and Planning: Following the reception of a change request, the Maintenance Team in collaboration with the Project Manager will proceed with an analysis of the request, the assessment of the impact of the change, determination of possible approaches to the implementation, the evaluation of these approaches in terms of cost-effectiveness, and the production of a plan for the change activities to be performed. 

· Analysis and approval or rejection in close collaboration with EMSA and the project stakeholders: In the cases that major impacts/conflicts have been identified, the change request will be discussed in the context of a meeting with the project stakeholders, in order for a final decision to be made. 

· Update the change request based on the results of the aforementioned discussion with the project stakeholders. 

· Delivery of change request and plan to the maintenance team: The updated change request and plan are delivered to the maintenance team for implementation.

· Monitoring and control of change implementation: The Project Manager monitors and controls the implementation of changes with respect to the implementation plan. Any problems or deviations from the plan are handled as necessary. 

· Verification, assessment, and closure: An assessment activity follows aiming at evaluating the activities performed and the fulfilment of the request.  

All the changes that have impact to the scope, schedule and/or budget of the project should be accepted according to the change management process. No changes will be initiated until properly documented and approved.

2.2 Requests for Change

The Request for Change process is used when a change has been identified that requires approval to proceed. A Contact Sheet will be used whenever a change has been identified or is being contemplated. The intent of such a form is to fully document the change, identify the change impact, determine the best approach for managing the change, and to obtain the approval of all affected parties prior to initiating any change action.

2.3 Review Change Request

Every proposed change must be formally documented and submitted for approval using the Contact Sheet. The contractor’s PM reviews the Change, analyses the scope of the request, and agrees with EMSA on the impact of performing the change request. If EMSA accepts the impact (cost and/or time slippage), the contractor’s PM signs the resources required to evaluate the impact and suggest possible responses.

2.4 Evaluate Proposed Change

The assigned resources evaluate the Change Request to determine the potential impact, risk and complexity of the request. Simple changes that do not affect the contractual obligations, may be prioritised, assigned, and activated on the authority of PMs.

Complex changes, changes with significant risk potential or those that affect the contractual obligations between the contractor and EMSA must be thoroughly evaluated and authorised before any action is taken. Evaluation of the proposed change may involve the following actions:

· Evaluating the scope of the potential change to determine business, and technological impact.

· Determining the effects the change may have on completed and planned deliverables.

· Assessing the possible impact of the change, an additional plan and/or project procedure(s) may be necessary.

· Identifying any modifications required to the project baseline and/or contract documents.

· Estimating the resource effort and costs associate with completing the change and determine the costs of the not addressing the change.

· Providing a recommendation on the priority of the change.

The contractor’s PM ensures that all required change control procedures are followed and the requests are dealt within a timely and cost-effective manner.

2.5  Approval of Change

Contractor’s PM reviews and presents recommendations for dealing with the Change Request to EMSA that is responsible for making the decision of implementing the recommended changes. 

2.6 Management

Once the necessary approval has been obtained, the Project Plan and contracts, if needed, are revised as required, and the change action is initiated. 

The Change Management Process is illustrated at the Figure below:
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3. ACTION REQUIRED

The Member States are invited to note the above procedure and to take appropriate decision. 

Annex I - Contact Sheet

	Creation :                    Unit : E1  

                                     Name : ….
                                     Date created : …….  

                                     Answer before:……
	

	     _  Evolutive / Adaptive



_  Corrective

	Severity:

1 Critical, High.

2 Medium


3 Low.


	

	Decision

4 Waiting on input from  



5 Transmitted for evaluation (date)



6 Delayed




9 Closed

	Solution 
	Date solved

	Date:
	Name :
	Signature


Annex II- Acceptance Form

	Programme
	DI/02450-00
	N°
	

	Project
	SSN System Validation and further Development

	Author
	
	Date stamp
	


	Covering 
	Request N° _______

Request N° _______


	Decision 


	[fill in for each request handled]




	Workload estimation
	[fill in for each request handled]

Estimated workload: ____ man days

Actual workload: ______ man days


	Planning
	[fill in for each request handled]

Estimated end date:

Actual end date:

( Outage required , scheduled for ______


	Follow-up activities
	( Deployment performed on EMSA non-production environment

( Test performed on EMSA non-production environment

( Test successful – Request closed

( Test unsuccessful – Reason: ________________________




	Acceptance
	EMSA accepts the closure of requests N° ____

Signature: ____________________________


Annex 3 – Change Management Framework
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TESTA
Trans European Services for Telematics between Administrations
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3.1 PREAMBLE

Following the accident of the cargo vessel ERIKA off the coast of France in 1999, the European Union has adopted several directives for improving the prevention of accidents at sea and to fight against marine pollution. Directive 2002/59/EC adopted by the Parliament and the Council on 27 June 2002 aims at establishing in the Community a vessel traffic monitoring and information system “with a view to enhancing the safety of efficiency of maritime traffic, improving the response of authorities to incidents, accidents or potentially dangerous situations at sea, including search and rescue operations, and contributing to a better prevention and detection of pollution by ships”. This Directive requires Member States and the Commission to co-operate to develop a computerised data exchange and to develop the necessary infrastructure to this end.

In order to contribute to fulfil this objective, at the end of 2001, the Commission launched the development of a European Platform for Maritime Data Exchange, which has since become known as SafeSeaNet. 

The main objective of SafeSeaNet is the development of a European Platform for Maritime Data Exchange between maritime administrations of the Member States of the European Union, by:

· Setting-up a telematic network between all maritime EU Member States for their co-operation in preventing maritime pollution and accidents at sea

· Creating this network taking into account new technologies such as XML and the Internet/TESTA network, making it flexible to cope with future technological developments

SafeSeaNet also takes into account the follow-up of the PRESTIGE accident, and in particular the call made by the Council in its conclusions reached on 6 December 2002 to strengthen the mechanisms for the control of traffic along the coasts of the Member States.

The implementation of Directive 2002/59/EC, as well as other provisions of EC legislation, requires the collection and distribution of various kinds of data. It concerns vessel traffic monitoring; dangerous cargo details; results of ship inspections; and information related to ship waste and cargo residue.  SafeSeaNet seeks to improve the exchange of information by employing better standardisation as well as a profusion of transfer mechanisms – from phone or fax to electronic messages (often via EDIFACT), that will improve an efficient implementation of the EU maritime safety legislation. 

In addition, SafeSeaNet has been designed to provide, wherever necessary, new services to a large community of users in order to supplement and integrate with existing Community policies related to environmental protection, security, immigration, etc…

3.2 INTRODUCTION
a. Overview

The purpose of the SafeSeaNet Change Management Framework is to define and control the process by which changes to the SafeSeaNet are introduced, coordinated and decided. The CMF will apply to all parties to the SafeSeaNet programme including EMSA, EMSA’s contractors, and the participating Member States.
b. Document Objective

The SafeSeaNet System is operated in accordance with the Directive 2002/59/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 27 June 2002 establishing a Community vessel traffic monitoring and information system and repealing Council Directive 93/75/EEC.

The purpose of this document is to:
· Establish a formalised and binding process by which changes to the SafeSeaNet programme are introduced, coordinated and evaluated

· Identify the actors involved in the Change Management Process, along with each actor’s roles and responsibilities within the CMP

· Determine methods for classifying and prioritising change proposals

· Establish documentation and reporting standards for the purposes of providing an appropriate measure of accountability for each instance of the CMP
c. Document Organization

A synopsis of this document’s content follows:

The extent to which the CMF will be applied is established in section 3.

A step-by-step guide to SafeSeaNet’s Change Management Process is given in section 4.  The steps will cover the introduction of the change request, to the decision-making parameters that will determine the progression of the change request, through to implementation and post-process analysis.

Section 5 describes the CMP’s actors as well as their roles and responsibilities within a CMP instance.  As well, a protocol for communicating change requests between actors will be defined.

Section 6 will discuss change proposal categorisation and prioritisation.

Section 7 will detail the documentation standards that will apply to each step in the Change Management process.  These reports will provide ongoing rationale, status and accountability over the course of a Change Management Instance (or, CMI), as well as a reference library of case studies available to all actors.
d. Document Amendments and Updates

Amendments to this text will entail cooperation between EMSA and the participating Member States.  SafeSeaNet’s CMF will, in fact, be invoked in order to coordinate modifications to the Change Management Process itself.  Changes to the CMF will be proposed by EMSA or the participating Member States at SafeSeaNet Workshops.

Each page of the document includes in its header an Issue number, a Revision number and the date of the revision. The last revision date of each page of the document is listed in a summary page updated with each new revision.

Users of the SafeSeaNet Change Management Framework should ensure that their copy of the document includes all the revisions issued by EMSA, as indicated in the History page that precedes this section.
3.3 CHANGE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK SCOPE

The CMF will be invoked in all cases where a change as proposed by any party to the SafeSeaNet programme will impact the SafeSeaNet system’s specifications and hence the Member States’ national SafeSeaNet implementations.  
a. In Scope

Changes to the following SafeSeaNet system documents are of particular relevance to the CMF:
· XML Message Reference Guide

· Network and Security Reference Guide

· XML Schema Definition

· Interface Control Document
b. Out of Scope

The CMF will not be invoked under the following conditions: 
· Changes applicable to EMSA’s internal organisation and/or operation

· Changes proved to have no affect on the Member States’ national SSN implementation

· The CMF cannot be deployed to block changes to the SSN programme that result from commission directives or legal obligations.

· EMSA’s responsibilities vis-à-vis the CMF will be first-and-foremost to determine the impact of a change proposal on those aspects of the SafeSeaNet programme that are controlled and managed within the Agency’s remit (e.g. see the list of documents in the In Scope section above). The CMF’s reporting mechanisms will ensure that all change proposals are communicated promptly to the Member States. It is the responsibility of the Member States to assess the impact of each change proposal on their own national SafeSeaNet implementations and to analyse, design and apply solutions suitable to their own systems

3.4  CHANGE MANAGEMENT PROCESS
a. General Change Management Concepts

The operative words from this document’s title are change and management.  A formal Change Management Framework is indispensable in an environment where change has the potential to impose the replication of effort on many if not all participants in the affected system.

An effective CMF seeks a balance between accountability and flexibility.  On the one hand, the process must be able to identify actors and responsibilities, set timelines, mandate due diligence, etc.  On the other hand, the presence of a formal CMF should not discourage the on-going contribution of ideas to SafeSeaNet.  It must have the scalability to bring control mechanisms to bear in proportion to the size and/or complexity of the proposed change.  In all instances, change proposals should be communicated to all participants.

The CMF will act as the over-arching guide for effecting change to the SafeSeaNet programme within the scope established in Section 3.  The CMF will be the process by which consensus approval among participating Member States will be sought in relation to changes proposed for SafeSeaNet.  It will ensure that all on-going change proposals are given a high degree of visibility within the SafeSeaNet community, and will serve to solicit opinions and suggestions from as many perspectives as it might take to render a balanced decision with regards to the change request itself.

In a programme as technologically complex as it is geographically diffuse, the potential for change is an obvious risk factor.  For changes to the SafeSeaNet system’s functionality that affect the Member States’ national implementations, the effort involved in replicating the change must be multiplied by the number of Member States participating in the SafeSeaNet programme.  An effective CMF will also help to coordinate changes in order to curtail the frequency of system upgrades and modifications imposed on the Member States.

he establishment of a formal CMF will not, in of itself, contribute to a successful change management practice within the SafeSeaNet programme.  It is important that the lifecycle of every change request adheres to a basic process model - from the change request’s inception through to its resolution.  The consistent application of this model will ensure that the process will become familiar to all participants; that the process itself will remain accountable to all SSN participants; and that the CMF proves itself to be a valuable contributor to the overall evolution of the SafeSeaNet programme.
b. Change Management Procedure

The following is a step-by-step guide that will provide a standard structure for each instance of the Change Management Process.  By no means does the following list of steps imply that all steps must be carried out for every instance of the process.  Rather, the process should be considered scalable based on the complexity of the proposed change.
i. Instantiation
An instance of the Change Management Process (or, CMP) is created whenever an alteration to the SafeSeaNet system is proposed and identified as in-scope per the CMF parameters established in Section 3.  The impetus for change to the programme can originate from a wide variety of sources, for example:
· Legislative / policy changes

· Requests from SafeSeaNet participants (e.g. new functionality, improvements to current functionality, etc.)

· Technological advancement

· Etc.

The initiator of a CMI will be a current participant within the SafeSeaNet programme.

Regardless of the duration, size or complexity of a change proposal, all instantiations of the CMP must be defined, recorded and published for the purposes of knowledge management; to help discover trends and/or patterns (e.g. commonly cited areas of misunderstanding); and as confirmation of the process’s commitment to standards. As such, it is vital at this stage that the initiator of a CMP does so via a formal, accountable method of communication (e.g. e-mail).
ii. Scoping

Once a CMP has been instantiated, it is critical to all subsequent steps in the process to reach an accurate and comprehensive understanding of the proposed change.  It must be ensured that the issue at hand is defined such as to give as much information as necessary.  This will help identify those resources best qualified to contribute to the proposal’s resolution.  Additional requests for information can be sought from the proposal’s initiator, as well as from relevant specialists.

As part of this step, the proposed change must be placed in its proper context.  It is important to identify the areas of the SafeSeaNet programme that can be affected by the proposal at hand – whether the dimensions are of a technical, procedural and/or legislative nature.

Of course, the change proposal’s scoping exercise could lead to the conclusion (satisfactory to all participants) that the proposal is, in fact, addressed within the current state of the SafeSeaNet programme.  If this should turn out to be the case, then the CMI’s documentation should be updated to identify the items within the current programme that can be cited in support of the solution - for the sake of future-but-similar proposals.  (This latter point is considered to be requisite practice according to the conceptual definition of Knowledge Management.)
iii. Impact Assessment

Once it has been agreed between the change proposal’s initiator and its respondents that the scope of the issue is well defined, it becomes the responsibility of the CM Authority to assess the impact of the change on the overall SafeSeaNet programme. The CM Authority will allocate tasks to the relevant authorities (technical, procedural, and/or legislative) in order to take stock of those areas within the SafeSeaNet programme that will have to be adjusted to accommodate the proposal’s requirements.

It is important to recognize that the information being sought in this phase of the process must be limited to objective observation and reporting.  The actors in the process should not be seeking solutions or giving advice at this juncture.  (The decision on whether to commit to implementation of the change proposal is to be taken at a later step in the CMP.  The quality of that decision will be a reflection of a comprehensive end-to-end assessment of what has to be done to resolve the issue, and almost as importantly, why it has to be done.  Yet we can’t answer those questions until we have made a thorough determination as to which parts of the existing programme will be affected by the change.)

The findings from each task in the impact assessment phase should be manifested in an update to the CMI’s documentation.
iv. Testing and Validation

At this point in the change proposal’s progression through the CMP, sufficient information will have been gathered to impart a high-level understanding of the issue(s) at hand, as well as a comprehensive assessment of the impact that the proposal will have on the overall SafeSeaNet programme.

For each task needed to fulfil the proposal’s requirements, options should be offered as hypotheses to be tested against best practice, or what might be practicable in a situation that involves the coordination of multiple heterogeneous tasks.  An optimal combination of all options under consideration should be given priority for the purposes of completing this step in the CMP.  This provisional solution can be adjusted wherever hypothetical tests uncover undesirable limitations in the approach.

Furthermore, a very important question must be asked during this step in the process: What alternatives are at the disposal and within the remit of the SafeSeaNet programme that might be deployed to satisfy the proposal’s requirement?  Has the proposal been viewed from different perspectives in an attempt to derive ulterior (e.g. “low-tech”) solutions?

After having reviewed the CMI’s accumulated documentation, the size and complexity of the proposal should be apparent.  As such, values for both the time and resource variables in the equation to determine the proposal’s overall effort should be estimable.  There are three key elements that will supplement a provisional decision with regards to the proposal:
· Risk Analysis

What is the probability of failure for each of the elements in the proposal’s planning, development and implementation?  Can it be anticipated that all factors salient to the implementation of the modification can be controlled and remain focused for the duration of the effort (E.g. Resource availability, reliable suppliers/support, timely expert advice, etc.)?  Does the proposed change exhibit a propensity for drawing significant objections from other programme participants?
· Resource Utilisation/Benefit Analysis

Given that programme resources (e.g. people, time, budgets, etc.) are a finite quantity, how much benefit will be derived from the change relative to the amount of resource that it will consume?  

Another way of addressing the resource/benefit issue would be to ask whether the consequences of non-action on the proposal might lead to recurring resource capacity issues until such time that a solution is adopted.  

(Also, in order to ensure that resources are focused on priorities, alternative low-tech solutions should be given due consideration.  There exist certain classes of problems for which technology is ill-suited.)
· Prioritisation

Where is the proposed change placed in the hierarchy of established priorities for the SafeSeaNet programme?  The prioritisation element considers the proposed change relative to EMSA’s mandated strategic objectives.  It is worth stating that this step in the CMP does not seek to prioritise the proposal according to resource/budget issues.  The relative merits of the proposal will determine not whether it will be done immediately, but rather whether and where it will be kept in the queue of good ideas that should be incorporated sooner or later into the SafeSeaNet programme.
v. Planning

We have now arrived at the step in the CMP where we can start devoting significant time and resources toward the formulation of a detailed plan for implementing the change request.  Thus far, the CMP has served to legitimise the continuation of the CMI’s lifecycle.  This deliberate process of checks and balances has given the actors an informed justification for why the proposal should be carried forward.  

This planning step will define in detail what has to be done.

A work plan will be drawn up to include an itemised list of all tasks that has to be carried out in order to implement the change request’s requirements.  Dependencies between tasks must be identified in order to ensure that the tasks can be carried out in a sustainable sequence.  Duration estimates for each task will determine the effort’s schedule.  The schedule can be reconciled to resource availability, and be used to anticipate the possible acquisition of short-term specialised skills (e.g. expert consultants) and/or infrastructure upgrades.  As well, test plans (e.g. unit testing, user acceptance testing, regression testing, etc.) must be incorporated in the overall effort.  And at the end of it all, budgetary constraints must be given their due.

It might be a worthwhile exercise, at this step, to cast a glance at other CMI’s in order to identify any opportunities for combining other change requests in a single work plan.  The key factor in this decision will be whether other CMI’s share thematic or technological characteristics.  Also, change requests that prove to be minor in scope, can be combined into a single work package, thereby optimising the use of testing resources at the end of the project.

All of the above items have to be documented (e.g. project plan, functional specification, physical design, etc.) not only for planning purposes, but also as an opportunity to reaffirm the change proposal in terms of a detailed solution with identifiable milestones.
vi. Publication

The documentation set created in the planning step should be made available to all participants within the SafeSeaNet programme.  As well, all collateral information gathered during the analysis portion, from CMP instantiation through to validation should be combined in order to provide full context for the solution. In their totality, these documents should provide a comprehensive reference library with which participants can trace the lineage of a planned task, it’s relevance to the overall solution, where it is likely to impact the current programme, how it ties in with the change request as stated at the time of instantiation, etc.

The communication of this document package to all participants within the SafeSeaNet programme will be for the purposes of soliciting consensus approval for the proposed change from all participants.
vii. Feedback Assessment

Over the course of the CMP, the CMI (and all its issues) has status updates and therefore been given continuous visibility within the SafeSeaNet community.  At every step, participants have been invited to offer their advice or objections with regards to certain aspects of the proposal, or the proposal in its entirety.  The exchange of ideas and opinions throughout the process has given guidance to the SafeSeaNet project team and the many decision points encountered along the way.

The feedback assessment step is focused on the planning document.  Was anything missed in the project plan?  Is there anything included in the plan that seems superfluous to the overall goal of the change request?  Can anyone offer a method that will impart further efficiencies to the plan?  Is the plan’s timeframe suitable to all participants?

The plan itself is being given one last validation cycle before a final decision can be reached and the project launched in earnest.  Once again, participants’ comments on the plan are documented and made available throughout the SafeSeaNet programme.
viii. Decision

The plan goes into great detail with regards to what will be done; and by whom; and when the work is expected to finish. The SafeSeaNet participants have reviewed the plan. The very deliberate nature of the CMP has ensured that the decision to continue to the implementation step will not be an arbitrary one.  The SafeSeaNet programme – with its complex time, budget and resource constraints – is kept from committing EMSA and the Member States to efforts that are questionable or negligible in terms of their overall value to maritime transport safety.

It is not to suggest that every instance of the CMP will be carried forward through every step as defined in the CMF.  Nor is it reasonable to expect that every instantiation of the process will meet with consensus approval.  Constant monitoring will ensure that CMI resources remain dedicated to qualifying and discovering opportunities that have the potential to add value to the SafeSeaNet programme.  Each step in the CMP provides an opportunity to discover flaws, misunderstandings and/or problems that would categorise the change request as low-priority or impractical.  At every step, the option to skip forward to a final decision is available.  The CMF’s analytical approach along with its documentation requirements will make it easier to reach an informed resolution.

At this point in the CMP, a solid case has been made with regards to the proposal.  It is clear to everyone as to what is involved: the benefits, the effort, as well as the risks.

Regardless, it is important to gain a consensus decision among those SafeSeaNet participants entrusted to do so.
ix. Implementation

The proposal is now in a position to be developed, tested and implemented.  The plan has set forth structure, focus and expectations for the effort to come.  Yet, experience will tell anyone that the perfect plan, in and of itself, is no guarantee of a successful outcome.

It is not the purpose of the CMF to go into detail about project management best practices, etc. etc.  The CMF’s interest in the development/testing/implementation step is from the reporting perspective.  

The CMP has been very purposeful in maintaining its openness to all SafeSeaNet programme participants; and if participants played an active role during the analysis phases of the CMP, most likely they’ll be just as interested to keep abreast of the project’s status as it makes its way toward realisation.

Project progress/status reports will be helpful within the remit of the CMF.  The issues and/or delays that might arise during the implementation phase might have their origins in prior steps within the CMI.  (Perhaps something was missed.)  The sum total of the analysis undertaken in prior steps can be offered as a management tool in order to keep the development cycle from going off on too many wasteful tangents.
x. Post-process Analysis

Every instance of a CMP should be taken as an opportunity to evaluate and improve the CMF itself.  A formal review at the end of the process should analyse of what worked, what worked well and what didn’t work at all; the review should prove invaluable to informing subsequent instances of the CMP.

Also, as additional CMI’s are undertaken and completed, it is likely that patterns will appear.  From these patterns will emerge the project team’s ability to determine the circumstances under which the CMP can be scaled to address a CMI’s particulars.  (In other words, the CMP is not intended to impose a one-size-fits-all approach.)

In this last step, structured metadata that summarises the CMI should be collected, linked to the documentation set, and then employed to deliver CMF metrics.  This data can also include a high-level index/bibliography of the CMI’s documentation set for the purposes of future analysis.  Perhaps some aspects of a prior CMI can prove valuable or reusable in a subsequent change proposal.

While the emphasis of the post-process step is to seek ways to improve the CMF, it can also be a chance to do a bit of maintenance (i.e. “house cleaning”) on the documentation that’s been accumulated over the course of the CMP.  Ensuring that the documentation indeed has been organised according to established standards, with each document in its proper/intended folder, that duplication and rubbish has been minimised, etc. will make it easier when future CMI participants wish to do research on particular aspects of the SafeSeaNet programme.
3.5 CHANGE MANAGEMENT ACTORS

Responsibilities within and for the Change Management Framework are balanced between many different actors.  This section does not seek to identify individuals, but rather defines roles and the protocols for communication between roles.

It is important that the level of support and expertise brought to bear on a CMP instance is in line with the change’s requirements.  This will ensure that all programme participants can expect a well-informed and balanced resolution.  Given the dynamics of the SafeSeaNet programme, the importance of effective cooperation between CMP actors cannot be underestimated.  It mitigates the potential for unilateral actions; and it reconciles decisions to expert opinion thereby limiting the possibility of arriving at ill-advised or arbitrary assessments.

It is worth noting at this point that anyone involved – directly or indirectly – in the SafeSeaNet programme will have the opportunity to submit change proposals.  As well, it should be made clear that all CMI’s are open to the opinions, advice and/or objections from all programme participants, provided that comments are channelled through designated roles as identified later in this section.

The determination to respect and maintain a normalised protocol between CMF roles is essential to the efficient operation of the CMP.  In the absence of a well-defined line of communication, correspondence between authorities and participants can be misdirected and result in unnecessary delays.
a. Change Management Framework Authority

The role of CMF Authority will be assumed by the SSN programme manager.  It is critical to the effectiveness of the CMF Authority is in a position to understand the overall dynamics of the SafeSeaNet programme, combining a high-level knowledge of EMSA policy, procedural issues, system functionality, SSN project team responsibilities, etc.

As the ultimate owner of each and every CMI, the efficiency with which the change proposal is handled often will be dependent on how well the CMF Authority is able to direct appropriate resources to aid in the response to the issues at hand.  Familiarity with those resources and encouraging timely responses to requests and task assignments is essential.

The CMF Authority will be responsible for ensuring that all SafeSeaNet participants are given every opportunity to consider and contribute to a CMI.

SafeSeaNet’s appointed CMF Authority mustn’t only react to direct proposals from participants, but also remain proactive in assessing potential opportunities for improving the constituent dimensions of the SafeSeaNet programme, and ensuring that the programme is kept current per the latest developments in maritime safety policy at the legislative level.

The CMF itself will be subject to quality assessments, usually at the conclusion of each CMI.  Periodic reviews of the process and its procedures will be conducted to determine whether better methods can be employed to bring greater efficiency to the CMF.  At the end of the day, the CMF must be perceived by all participants to be an effective agent for change within the context of the SafeSeaNet programme.
b. Member States (National Competent Authorities)

Member States who are participating in the SafeSeaNet programme will identify at least one individual from their own NCA who will act as liaison between the country’s SafeSeaNet project and the CMF Authority.
The MS’s CM Authority will be responsible for gathering information from his/her national colleagues (e.g. LCA’s) and organising this information before sending it on to the CMF Authority.  This information can be in regards to the introduction of their own change proposals, or in response to on-going change proposals as publicised by the CMF Authority.

The MS’s CM Authority will also be responsible for monitoring the SSN programme to decide whether changes proposed by other MS’s will have an impact on his/her own SSN implementation.  If this turns out to be the case, then it is contingent upon the MS CM Authority to express the MS’s specific interest in the change proposal.
c. SafeSeaNet Project Team

This particular role refers to those responsible for maintaining and upgrading the SSN’s Central Index infrastructure, including hardware, software, networks, etc.

It has been established within the SSN community that MS participants’ point of contact with the SSN project team should be via the SSN technical support service via the SafeSeaNet mailbox. It is the responsibility of SafeSeaNet Project manager to bring maintenance issues to the attention of the CM Authority whenever appropriate.  (The CM Authority will advise the project manager whether the issue will warrant the instantiation of the CMP.)

Also, the SSN Project Team, as the resident experts with regards to all aspects of the SSN system, often will be called upon to offer assistance and advice during the various steps of the CMP (e.g. scoping, validation, planning, etc.).
d. EMSA Directorate

On behalf of EMSA, the SafeSeaNet programme manager will ensure that changes to policy and/or legislation proposed or adopted at the commission level are given consideration vis-à-vis the SafeSeaNet programme.

Policy/legislation changes should be assessed by the SSN programme manager and communicated to the participating Member States whenever the changes fall within the scope established for the CMF.  It is important that the impact of such a change is understood and defined, and with all due consideration to the Member States’ SSN-related planning.
e. Infrastructure Suppliers

This particular role is quite diverse in its responsibilities within the scope of the SSN programme.  Suppliers can be any of the following:
· Software vendors

· Hardware vendors

· Telecomm/network support

· Expert specialists / consultants

While many of these roles will be passive in terms of their relationship with to the SSN programme, the actors who make up this category of SSN participants can contribute to the SSN’s CMP both as advisors as well as indirect initiators of a CMI.  (E.g. Software upgrade/patch release.)

In some circumstances, information being sought on foot of a CMI might require the SSN project team to seek expert advice for the purposes of acquiring knowledge of best practices, best-of-breed software, etc.  Often is the case where timely expert advice avoids the later consequences of guesswork at critical decision points during the analysis phases of a project.
3.6  CHANGE REQUEST CLASSIFICATION
a. Categorisation

Likely the most important question that has to be posed is the one that will determine whether an issue is the impetus that will trigger an instantiation of the CMP.  It should be made clear at this point that the CMF seeks to establish the de facto model for coordinating all amendments to the SafeSeaNet programme.  

Consider that a change at the policy level can have a domino effect that leads to one or more modifications at the system level.  In this situation, a single CMI can be seen as a comprehensive change that is more likely to invoke all steps as defined in the CMP.

But what of changes to policy that seem to have been anticipated in the current SSN system?  The policy change itself should be subjected to proper diligence via the CMF.  Recalling the steps in the CMP, the Impact Assessment effort will prove or disprove conclusively whether the change to policy can, in fact, be represented within the current state of the SSN system.  Yet, it is the arbitrary ingredient in assumptions that the CMF is designed to eliminate.

When considered from the highest perspective of the maritime safety concept, and using EMSA’s own particular mandate to set this step’s constraints, there exists quite a wide scope for introducing new ideas into the process, and hence evolving the SafeSeaNet programme in its wake.   It’s an impossible task to foresee the myriad ideas that will be proposed.  Yet the CMF must be a robust and flexible system for coordinating change – from the most complicated to the very simple.  (And it isn’t always predictable as to which of those two extremes will be the easiest to implement.)
b. Prioritisation

The topic of prioritisation usually revolves around an inexact algorithm that includes such variables as resources, time and budgets.  While it is true that these constraints eventually do impinge on the SafeSeaNet programme’s capacity to follow through on all change requests, it is not within the remit of the CMF to manage this particular dimension of prioritisation.

The CMP’s Impact Assessment step draws attention to prioritisation as a factor in the overall estimation of the change proposal.  The CMF’s interest in prioritisation is to grade the change proposal according to the goals set for the SafeSeaNet programme specifically and EMSA in general.

Each and every CMI will use up resources and time in varying measures.  (Analysis has to be done; experts can be called upon; etc.)  Impact analysis will give the CM Authority the earliest indication as to the value of the change proposal vis-à-vis the stated key performance indicators established for the SSN programme by EMSA.  This will be the determining factor as to where the change proposal will be ranked on the SSN programme’s priority scale.  Obviously, the higher a change proposal is ranked on the priority scale, the more likely that it will be implemented.

This is not to suggest that those CMI’s that stop at the Impact Assessment step will be dropped altogether.  Recall that the CMF lists accountability as one of its fundamental principles.  This means that a CMI will remain on the CM Authority’s “radar” until it reaches the front of the project queue, or a decision is made to reject the change proposal.  A decision to defer a change proposal represents an issue that has been studied, and will be revisited.  The CM Authority’s queue will be arranged according to CMI priority, which, of course, is aligned with the SSN programme’s overall priorities.  
Never-the-less a case can be built – e.g. new information, SSN participants’ consensus, etc. – that will cause a change proposal’s priority to rise or fall in the queue.
3.7 DOCUMENTATION / REPORTING

An essential feature of the Change Management Framework is accountability.  Knowing or recalling the circumstances and factors present at decision points over the course of a CMI can prove as important as the decisions themselves.  The quality and quantity collected in a CMI’s documentation set will be reflected in the efficiency with which the process goes forward.

A CMI’s documentation set will serve as the historical record of the particulars, tasks and actions taken related to the change proposal.  The evolution of the SafeSeaNet programme will be traceable, and over time, documentation collected through the deployment of the CMP will become a valuable reference library for the sake of subsequent CMI’s.

It should be stated here that the CMF does not seek to impose a rigid structured approach to collecting documentation related to the change proposal.  Adopting a highly defined method for storing and organising documentation is more likely to introduce a layer of bureaucracy for the sake of itself, with little added value to the CMP.   As well, it must be assumed that potential contributors to a CMI will not be operating within a single homogeneous infrastructure (e.g. operating systems, software suites, etc.).  As such, the CMF will set forth its standards for managing change proposal documentation following a lowest-common-denominator approach to address the disparity between participants’ operating environments.

Each CMI will, without exception, trigger the creation of a standard set of folders on a centralised EMSA-managed server.  The list of folders will mirror the steps listed in the Change Management Procedure section.  Each step will have its own list of required and suggested documentation as defined later in this section.  Documents will be stored according the procedural step in which they were collected.

The lone deviation from the CMF documentation guidelines as described above will be prescribed to the collection of CMI metadata during the post-process analysis step.  This particular information will serve to assist the on-going evaluation of the CMF itself.  As this will be the responsibility of EMSA’s SafeSeaNet project team, the selection of a toolset with which to collect the metadata will be under the unilateral discretion of EMSA.

The CMF recognises the value of adopting EMSA’s established standards for naming and versioning documents attributed to the SafeSeaNet programme.  As such, the CMF will impose these guidelines on all CMP contributors.

The following is a representative list of the types of documents that will be stored in the CMI’s folders:
· E-mail correspondence

· Spreadsheets 

· Project plans

· Technical white papers

· Text (e.g. Word, WordPerfect, Lotus Notes, etc.)

· Diagrams (e.g. process flows, ERD’s, infrastructure maps, etc.)

The following sub-sections will serve as a high-level guide that will describe the types of documents that should be collected at each step in the CMP.  What is important is to control the attributes (e.g. content) of each document; it is likely unhelpful to prescribe a specific structure for each document, for it is difficult to anticipate the circumstances and particularities of each new CMI.
a. Instantiation

A change proposal should not be considered to be a formal instantiation of the CMP until written information is received from the initiator.  The change proposal should be addressed first to the SSN programme manager and then on to the SafeSeaNet programme’s CMF Authority.

The focus of this section of the CMI’s documentation set should be the introduction and initial definition of the change proposal.

This step’s document set should include the following attributes:

· The initiator’s particulars (e.g. name, organisation, location, contact information, etc.)

· The initiator’s role as categorised within the SafeSeaNet programme (e.g. NCA, Software/Hardware supplier, EMSA policy, SafeSeaNet project authority, etc.)

· Change proposal’s description, particulars, etc.

· Supporting collateral / supplementary legislative, technical, or procedural references
b. Scoping

This step is the CMF Authority’s official response – in report form - to the change proposal’s initiator, and by proxy, to all SafeSeaNet participants.  In effect, the documents issued/collected during this step in the process will re-iterate and make clear the change proposal’s rationale.

The focus of this section will be to confirm that the SafeSeaNet team understands the change proposal’s issue(s).

This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· A mutually acceptable and official definition of the change proposal’s underlying issue(s)

· Related correspondence, including supplementary requests for information and initiator responses
c. Impact Assessment

An impact assessment report is, in the main, the responsibility of the CMF Authority.  S/he must position the change proposal in its proper context within the SafeSeaNet programme.

The focus of this section will be to create a comprehensive and accurate list of areas within the SafeSeaNet programme that will be affected by the change proposal.

This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· References citing the specific areas within the SafeSeaNet programme that will be affected, including

· Policy document references

· System documentation references

· Software/hardware specifications

· Infrastructure documents

· Etc.

· Expert / specialist analysis
d. Testing / Validation

This report is the outcome from the testing and validation of the change proposal.  It is the responsibility of the CMF Authority.  However, it is important to consider that the formulation of this step’s final content likely will be shaped by input solicited from programme participants. The resulting report might be subject to multiple iterations/versioning, depending on the nature of the feedback received from programme participants.

The focus of this section will be to present a balanced and high-level representation of the way forward for the change proposal.
This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· A high-level enumeration of required tasks, categorised by affected area (e.g. policy, technical, system, procedure, etc.), including:

· All considered options

· Preferred option

· Outline of the optimal solution, including rationale

· Analysis of risk factors

· Cost/benefit analysis

· Prioritisation

· Related correspondence between participating actors, including opinions, suggestions, advice and/or objections
e. Planning

The documents that emanate from this step will represent a detailed version of the solution selected during the testing/validation phase.  The content of the plan should be the ultimate responsibility of the SSN project manager, but with significant contribution from applicable members of the SafeSeaNet project team.

The focus of this section will be to communicate what’s to be done, how that will take place, who will be responsible for the work, and when it can be expected to finish.

This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· Detailed list of tasks to be completed, including:

· Functional specifications (for technical issues)

· Resource requirements (expertise, capital investment, etc.)

· Duration

· Task dependencies

· Task schedule (i.e. project plan)

· Test plan

· Cost estimate

· Packaging with other outstanding change proposals (where applicable) including rationale
f. Publication

Publication refers to the dissemination of the plan as documented in the previous step.  The CMF Authority is responsible for ensuring that the proposal is distributed to all SafeSeaNet participants.  It summarises the history of the change proposal to date, with specific instructions with regards to the plan, including the request for feedback, and a deadline for submitting feedback.

This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· A summary of the change proposal’s related activities to date with specific reference to the proposal’s plan of action

· A bibliography/index of all collateral documentation collected over the course of the CMI

· Special instructions to participants
g. Feedback

SafeSeaNet participants will have been invited to submit their comments related to the content publicised in the previous step of the CMP.  At the conclusion of the specified feedback period, the CMF Authority will collate the comments and acknowledge their receipt.

Feedback will be focused on the proposal’s plan for implementation.

This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· Participants’ feedback (in the form of e-mail, or e-mail attachments

· Acknowledgements including CMF Authority’s comments/analysis

· Supporting documentation received on foot of participants’ feedback
h. Decision

All CMI’s will require a decision as to whether to accept, defer or reject the change proposal.  The ultimate responsibility for this decision resides with the SafeSeaNet programme manager. 
The focus of this documentation will be to state clearly the decision and the rationale for the decision.
This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· Acceptance, deferral or rejection status

· The SafeSeaNet programme manager’s conclusions (i.e. rationale).  (For rejections, it might be helpful to cite specific collateral documentation that influenced the decision.
i. Implementation

Updating the programme participants on implementation progress will be the extension of project management best practices.  The project manager placed in charge of directing the development and testing teams will be responsible for issuing periodic status reports, including deviations from plan schedules, issue logging, etc.

The focus of this section will be to keep the CMF Authority - as well as the programme participants – informed as to how the development cycle is progressing.  This will allow CMI participants to identify deviations from the change’s intended functionality before the deviation causes too much time to be wasted.

This step’s document set should include the following attributes:
· Periodic project status report

· Issue log

· Correspondence between participants and the project team via the CMF Authority

j. Post-process Analysis

As stated in this section’s general description, this portion of the CMP’s documentation requirement will be satisfied by the collection of CMI metadata.  In order for this information to prove useful for SafeSeaNet’s project team, it should be in structured format (e.g. a database).

The focus of this section will be to allow the SafeSeaNet project team to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the CMF.  It will allow them to recognise areas for improvement in the framework itself, and as such, allow the CMF to evolve into an optimised and normalised component of the SafeSeaNet programme.

This step’s documentation should include the following attributes:
· Change proposal initiator’s information (name, location, role, etc.)

· Change proposal’s scope (e.g. policy, system, procedure, etc.)

· Categorisation, prioritisation, etc.

· CMI’s actors (e.g. SSN project team members, outside specialists, etc.)

· CMI’s duration

· Decision

· Relationship to other CMI’s (where applicable)

· Links to the documentation set
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