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	Executive summary 
	Final results of the metadata on ship movements in 40 European ports are available through an executive summary based on detailed information for each port.


	Action to be taken
	As per paragraph 4

	Related documents
	a. Executive summary of the study
b. Extensive results



1. Introduction
During the course of 2007 a study was carried out on how data is collected, stored and retrieved by stakeholders in 40 European ports. A complete picture is now available on procedures used by port Authorities and terminals for collecting, storing, sharing data on ship movements, including Port Clearance reports for EU Directive requirements and to evaluate the availability of this information through descriptive metadata.

2. Main findings
Data Stakeholders
The main stakeholders involved in the process of data collection and processing are the ship’s agents, who provide most of the notifications, with the port authorities and VTS as the main receivers. This is more or less the same for all notifications.

All ports indicated that the EU directives with regard to notifications were implemented. In some ports additional national legal requirements are in place, though these cause no real additional work to data providers.
Data process (data collection, data storage and data sharing): in most ports, data is dispersed among various databases and/or not stored electronically at all. Often no web-based data access facility exists.

AIS is used in about 33 of 40 ports. Main reasons for using it are VTS, ship reporting and as an aid to navigation.

Of the 40 ports reviewed, 14 appear to have a one stop shopping system in place, and 12 ports plan to have one in the near future. In a few ports an interface with SSN exists.

Data availability
Data collection: about half of the ports support e-Notification. Only a few ports have this in use for all notifications. Although many ports do have facilities for e-Notification, a large share of data is still transmitted by fax or even by hand.

Data storage: often done manually, at least for part of the notifications. This makes for inefficiency.

Data sharing: In most ports, data is dispersed among various databases and/or not stored electronically. Often no web-based data access facility exists.
Data transmission
Port notification: the most common way for the submission of the Port Notification is by fax (32%) with Internet to have almost the same value (31%). E-mail and by hand submission follow with 18% and 11% respectively. It must be noted that the Ports communicate with a combination of the above methods.

Dangerous goods: Dangerous Goods Notifications are made mainly by fax. E-mail and Internet options follow with almost the same degree of use (25% and 24% respectively). Submission by hand is another common method, while the telephone and telex options are not considered.

Dangerous goods – recipients: Dangerous Goods Notifications are mainly submitted trough the harbour master’s. Port authorities are also involved in this type of notification. 25% of the ports declare that they receive directly the Dangerous Goods Notification.

Ship notification: Ship Notifications are made available to the responsible departments in the ports (94% of the ports). Information submitted by fax and e-mail and received by VTS has more or less the same percentage (21%) throughout the ports, while the next most common method is submission via Internet (14%). 

Why is the ‘single window’ concept not completely developed?
· Funding: this problem is to be resolved in some ports, especially those in the recently acceded countries, through financial support from the European Commission.

· Legislation: especially for new Member States, while EU legislation is largely implemented or being implemented, in some cases national legislation needs to be revised in order to allow one stop shop solutions to be realised.

· Concept development: all ports (or better: their countries) participate in the Safe Sea Net project and several of the ports mentioned that they are intending to implement the concept developed in this project.
3. Conclusion
A problem for the future may be that a variety of systems are in use in the sampled ports. For follow-up developments towards integrated systems within Europe this may present barriers that ned to be overcome.

The costs and benefits of single window are difficult to estimate but the fact that 26 out of 40 ports either already have it or are planning to install it shows that they see the benefit of such as system and are willing to invest to materialise these benefits.

No “one size fits all” approach should be followed, as this would force those ports that are far ahead in development to slow down and the ports that are lagging behind to invest additional effort in time and money to catch up.

4. ACTION REQUIRED

Member States are invited to take note of the above mentioned points.
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