

Reponses to comments received on the Technical specifications, standards and procedures document for the EMSWe Common Location Database – version 0.3

	#
	Author
	Section
	Question/comment
	EMSA response

	Received before the meeting

	1.
	PROTECT 
(e-mail)
	Section 3.4
Annex 1
	Data elements, Attribute “In EU”: Occ=1, Value is always Yes or No
	This attribute has been removed. It is related to the country and not to location code.

	2.
	PROTECT 
(e-mail)
	3.4
Annex 1
	Data elements, Attribute “Status”: Format missing
	Excel with data elements for the CLD has been updated.

	3.
	Belgium 
(e-mail)
	Section 1
	What is the proposal: to have a separate SSN CLD and a separate EMSWe CLD, or a common CLD with a separate SSN web interface and a separate EMSWe web interface ? What’s the difference between the SSN and EMSWe CLD web interface: other data fields, other functionalities ?
	How to develop the EMSWe CLD will be assessed once the business requirements expressed in the meeting paper will have been finalized with the Group. There are a lot of similarities in the EMSWe CLD and the SSN CLD. The paper was drafted in order to maximise the similarities and limit the potential impact.

	4.
	Belgium 
(e-mail)
	Section 6.2.1.2
	Which locodes will the SSN/EMSWe CLD contain: only locodes with function 1 and 7, or also locodes with other functions ? I don’t understand why airports need to be integrated into the EMSWe CLD ? We are talking about an implementation for the maritime sector, and not for airports.

	Some reporting obligations require to identify places which are not necessarily ports. For instance, the MDH requires the identification of the location of evacuation which is not always a port. Customs formalities may as well use location which are not always ports.

	5.
	Belgium 
(e-mail)
	Section 6.2.3.1
	Will only the SSN NCA be able to request SSN specific locodes ?
	The procedure described in the SSN LOCODEs guidelines would be the one applicable unless agreed otherwise.

	6.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	General comment
	This document contains various statements that can be considered as general principles. Other EMSWe documents such as the documents for the MIG and the spreadsheets contain a chapter with general principles. To keep the various documents consistent, it might be helpful to use general principles for this document as well.
	Noted. The document is structured to address the requirements from the Regulation, e.g.  technical specifications, standards and procedures with respect to the collecting, storing, updating and provision of the ship information. The document is therefore more focused on the implementation and management of the CLD. Its structure was presented and agreed with the Commission.

	7.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	General comment
	There is a connection with the work done by the EMSWe Interfaces and Data team. Therefore the work of the different teams should be aligned. 
(Also see our general remarks, no 2)
	The work of all groups is executed in parallel. EMSA participates in all groups in order to ensure that the work is aligned.
As indicated, the work of the EMSWe Data Team will be reflected in the document once the EMSWe dataset is finalised.
As regards the Interfaces Team, use of common databases is addressed in the GUI functionalities document.

	8.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 3
	We would like to ask attention for the fact that the locode in the port facility code is not always the same as the locode for the port itself. There are differences. Differences can exist for instance if the port facility uses the locode for the geographical location while the port has the locode of the entire port area. For instance, the geographical location Maassluis (NL) has port facility codes starting with NLMSL…, but the port facility itself is part of the port of Rotterdam with locode NLRTM.

For supporting users of the GUI in selecting port facilities in the GUI, these differences need to be taken into account.

We suggest to investigate whether different locodes could become related to each other in the CLD (e.g. locode 1 is geographical part of locode 2). This is not only needed for port facilities but also for reuse of data across formalities. Assume a vessel sails from Lisbon to Rotterdam (with berth in Maassluis). If in the pre departure notification the next port of call is NLMSL, and this information needs to be used in the pre arrival notification in Rotterdam, system wise it must be known that NLMSL and NLRTM are related.
	This comment was discussed during the bilateral meeting on 20 May. The Netherlands is going to show this use case to others to check whether there are more Member State with similar implementation.
During the bilateral meeting EMSA mentioned possibility of introducing dependent locations in order to address this issue.

	9.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 3.2
	For port facilities we expect specific codes are needed as well.

	The creation/update of port facilities is done in the Maritime Security Module of the Global Integrated Shipping Information System (GISIS) which is maintained by the IMO. Member States shall coordinate the creation/deletion/updating of port facilities with the national authorities responsible for port facility security.
EMSWe CLD will use information registered at IMO.

	10.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 3.3
	Currently, ZZCAN is used for exchange of information with Central SSN.
For cancelling a port call via messages (RIM) or GUI the code ZZCAN should not be used in our opinion.
So, we support the use of specific codes, but we suggest not to use code ZZCAN in RIM or GUI.
It can of course remain be used for the exchange of information with SSN.
	This depends on the implementation. Currently we have some Member States which connected National Single Window (NSW) directly to Central SSN while there are others which use National SSN in the middle.

Therefore, we propose to keep the LOCODE “ZZCAN” on the list and the decision whether to use it or not in MNSW will be taken at the national level.

	11.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 4.1
	An overall view of all tasks and responsibilities is needed for all components of the EMSWe-architecture. This information should therefore be consolidated in a separate document.
(Also see our general remarks, no 3.)
	This is not a task for the SSN group for the EMSWe Databases. This group focuses on the roles and responsibilities for each database in view of the preparation of the implementing acts for each database.

	12.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 5
	What are the underlying arguments for the use of a local copy?

And if a local copy is used:
·  How does the local copy stays synchronized with the CLD?
·  Is the method described in this document the best way to do it?

Working with a local copy doesn’t seem to be fully in line with / incorporated  in the rest of the document. If Member States should use a local copy, then there should be clear functions for synchronizing and there should be functions for using data from the local copy. But the description seems to be a mix of having a local copy but also using functions for retrieving data directly used in the GUI.
	The arguments for using the local copy are the following:
· Location database is rather static (2 big updates per year). No need for continuous request when declarant prepares declaration if data is available locally.
· No dependency with external system. Even if Common database has some technical intervention information is available at national level and MNSW works.
· Data available locally gives more possibilities for the web interface (e.g. search after typing few characters of LOCODE or port name, etc.)

The local copy stays synchronised thanks to the announcement mechanism. Whenever there is a change in the Common Location database it is sent to the MNSW. In case of technical issue this announcement message is queued until the MNSW can process it.

As described in the document data can be retrieved from the GUI as a back-up solution to the S2S interface.

	13.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 3
	See also our remark for port facilities. We propose to investigate whether locodes could be related to each other in the CLD.

	See our answer in the comment 8.

	14.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 5
	It is not clear what is meant here with making available the information. If the list of codes must be available for supporting manual entry via the GUI then we support that this should be a common functionality. But the description of such a functionality should be part of the GUI document.
If it is meant that code lists should be downloadable by declarants, then this should be done centrally and once by the Commission, in our opinion. Otherwise each Member State has to develop exactly the same functionality.
	According to point 2 of Article 15 of the EU Regulation 2019/1239 Commission shall ensure the availability of the location database to the maritime National Single Windows in order to facilitate ship reporting.

This will be done (one connection per Member States) and then it is up to each Member State to decide how this information will be shared with declarants, port community systems, etc. This part is not covered by this document since each Member State can have its own approach for making this data available from the MNSW.

	15.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 5.1.1
	If functionality is developed for one-time use only, this might be an expensive solution (for Commission and all Member States). The creation of an initial local copy might be realised in a more easy way as well.
	True but since this functionality already exists in the current EMSA CLD no development is needed. In order to simplify development at national level it has been removed from the document.

In addition, EMSA proposed (Proposal 4) to investigate whether the “push” mechanism could provide automatically the full list of location codes after subscribing to the service (i.e. initial synchronisation of databases). In this case there is no need to keep Request/Response for the MNSW.

	16.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 5.2
	Why are two databases used for locodes? EMSWe CLD and SSN CLD. We suggest to use only one database for locations.

	How to develop the EMSWe CLD will be assessed once the business requirements expressed in the meeting paper will have been finalized with the Group. There are a lot of similarities in the EMSWe CLD and the SSN CLD. The paper was drafted in order to maximise the similarities and limit the potential impact.
Since current EMSA/SSN CLD contains some information not relevant for the EMSWe it has been proposed to create dedicated subset of information.

	17.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 6.2
	We suggest to consider to record validity periods (start and end dates) for codes. The use of a validity period per code makes it easier to roll out and implement in advance new, changed or removed codes. If validity periods are not used each authority has to implement the changed codes at the same moment. This is not feasible in practice.

	If Member States implement subscription/announcement mechanism all changes will be recorded at the same time. Eventually some seconds of difference due to communication may happen.

We cannot have different lists based on validity period since all MNSW has to have the same reference. Giving an example we could have one MNSW which already removed a LOCODE while there is another one which still accept it. There would be clear communication issue between them and it would be impossible to reuse information.

	18.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 7
	The texts of the following chapters are the same for all common databases (with only some small exceptions). These texts should be consolidated to avoid duplicate texts with the risk of deviations between the documents.
	Noted. The document is structured to address the requirements from the Regulation, e.g.  technical specifications, standards and procedures with respect to the collecting, storing, updating and provision of the ship information. The document is therefore more focused on the implementation and management of the CLD. Its structure was presented and agreed with the Commission.

	19.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 7.2
	The MS is already a legal participant, based on the Regulation. Complying or not complying with the CT will not change this. We suggest to remove this sentence.
	The document will be updated accordingly.

	20.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 8.2
	We think archiving or cleaning up the CLD would be sensible to do, taking requirements from legislation into account on this point.
	Noted. The legislation will be taken into account.

	21.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 8.6
	This should be done (automatically) by S2S.
	Yes. It is expected to be automatic. The EMSWe CLD will ensure that messages are schema compliant and the same is expected from the MNSW.

	22.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 8.7
	What are exactly roles, tasks and responsibilities? And what is the impact of this principle for he MSs ?
This should be considered in general for the whole chain of information.
	Yes. We expect that EMSWe and MNSW will have 24/7 contact point to ensure that all components of the system work as expected.

	23.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 9
	This chapter is not very clear to us. Does this concern the CLD, local copies or MNSW in general?

A lot of the requirements are, in our opinion, not specific for CLD or not related to CLD. Also the requirement should not apply for MSs, but COM if they concern the CLD.
	Text has been clarified

	24.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 9.2.2
	Why the SSN-password policy? This concerns CLD, not SSN. It’s better to describe the requirements which are applied, instead of referring to SSN.
	Noted. The document will be updated accordingly.

	25.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 9.2.3
	It is unclear for us why local systems are mentioned in this text.
	Local systems to be remove.
Text to be clarified

	26.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 9.2.4
	Which information is meant? Is this still about the CLD?
	Yes. This is about logs. CLD needs to store information about all transactions (creation, updates of information but also exchange of data with MNSW).

	27.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 9.2.5
	To our opinion these are not requirements for a database such as the CLD. Or the other way around, should the content of the CLD not being limited to data for which these rules are not necessary?
	True. This are general requirements for data storage which are not applicable to CLD at the moment.

	28.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 9.2.6
	The CLD is a system. This should be an authority, in this case the Commission.
	Noted. The document will be updated accordingly.

	29.
	Netherlands (e-mail)
	Section 3.4
Annex 1
	Why is the data element Country a separate data element? This data element is only needed if the two first characters of a locode can be different from the country where the locode is related to.
If this latter is not the case, we suggest to remove the data element Country.
	There is a link between first two letters and the country. The “Country” attribute is needed for search functionality if the user wants to the list of LOCODEs for a specific country.

	30.
	France (e-mail)
	Section 5.3
	can the ports be authorized to download the lists of Location Records (via web interface or wia NMSW)?  Could be interesting in particular if they have a local system (port community system) like mentioned at point 9.2.3 h.
	According to point 2 of Article 15 of the EU Regulation 2019/1239 Commission shall ensure the availability of the location database to the maritime National Single Windows in order to facilitate ship reporting.

This will be done (one connection per Member States) and then it is up to each Member State to decide how this information will be shared with declarants, port community systems, etc. This part is not covered by this document since each Member State can have its own approach for making this data available from the MNSW.

	31.
	France (e-mail)
	Section 5.1.1
	Proposal no 3: It is proposed that this mechanism [Request/Response between MNSW et EMSWe] is only used to create an initial local copy of the EMSWe CLD information in the MNSWs.
→ what is the interest to pu in place a req/res mechanism if it’s destination is to be used only one time ?
	This functionality already exists in the current EMSA CLD and no development is needed. In order to simplify development at national level it has been removed from the document.
In addition, EMSA proposed (Proposal 4) to investigate whether the “push” mechanism could provide automatically the full list of location codes after subscribing to the service (i.e. initial synchronisation of databases). In this case there is no need to implement Request/Response for the MNSW.

	32.
	France (e-mail)
	Section 5.1.2
	Proposal no 4: It is proposed to investigate whether the “push” mechanism could provide automatically the full list of location codes after subscribing to the service (i.e. initial synchronisation of databases).
→ see answer to proposal 3. If this could be done with the push mechanism, req/res mechanism has no more interest. 
	True. See our answer in the comment 31.

	33.
	France (e-mail)
	Section 5.2
	Proposal no 5: It is proposed to establish a dedicated web interface for the EMSWe CLD
 with the EMSWe relevant data elements. This web interface will be distinct from the SSN
 Central Location Database.
 → noted that the web interface is also the back-up solution. Does it mean that the web interface will be able to provide the data elements in xml format, or will the ME have to develop or use a specific specific solution in order to integrate data in another format (csv, xls, other, ...) ?
	This is to be specified. The current system provides information in the PDF, CSV and XML format.

	34.
	France (e-mail)
	Section 6.2.1.2
	Proposal no 6: Considering that the EMSWe dataset requires port locations (function 1 - Port and function 7 - fixed platforms) but as well locations of other types (such as function 4 - airports), it is proposed to include UN/LOCODEs of all functions in the EMSWe CLD.

→ it represents many Locodes if all the functions are taken in consideration. 
Can you explain what is the need for (to use all location types)  and an estimation of the volume of use that those new categories will represent? 
Will there be any restriction on the confidence level of the Unece Locode (status RL, QQ, AA, etc..)?

	Some reporting obligations require to identify places which are not necessarily ports. For instance, the MDH requires the identification of the location of evacuation which is not always a port. Customs formalities may as well use location which are not always ports.

If all codes are included the database would have around 100.000 records. If only ports and off-shore installation it is around 20.000.

Regarding the confidence level the LOCODEs with status RR are not uploaded.

	
	                            Received during the meeting

	35.
	Germany, Netherlands
	Section 1
	Will the EMSWe CLD replace the SSN CLD? or is EMSWe CLD a copy of the SSN CLD?
	How to develop the EMSWe CLD will be assessed once the business requirements expressed in the meeting paper will have been finalized with the Group. There are a lot of similarities in the EMSWe CLD and the SSN CLD. The paper was drafted in order to maximise the similarities and limit the potential impact.

	36.
	Slovenia
	Section 3
	Does this mean we will use also LOCODES which are not only ports and offshore facilities?
	Some reporting obligations require to identify places which are not necessarily ports. For instance, the MDH requires the identification of the location of evacuation which is not always a port. Customs formalities may as well use location which are not always ports.

	37.
	Denmark
	Section 3
	We support the inclusion of SSN specific. We support only port and offshore locodes in the database
	Some reporting obligations require to identify places which are not necessarily ports. For instance, the MDH requires the identification of the location of evacuation which is not always a port. Customs formalities may as well use location which are not always ports.

	38.
	Netherlands
	Section 3.2
	locode part of port facility might not be the same a teh locode of the port
	True. The EMSWe CLD is prepared for this situation. Location code corresponds to the Locode of the port. Under Port Facilities element there is a Port Facility Locode which can be different than the Location Code and Port facility GISIS code.

	39.
	PROTECT
	Section 3.4
Annex
	If EMSWe CLD is for reporting only, it should only contain data elements for reporting. So “in EU” is not nessesary.
	This depends on the implementation at national level. If MNSW will connect directly to SSN this information may be needed to assess whether Hazmat on arrival should be reported or not (i.e. Hazmat only to be reported if ships are coming from non-EU ports).

	40.
	Germany
	Section 4
	Will it be a common functionality of the RIM to get information from the EMSWe CLD?
	This is not a question for the SSN group for the EMSWe Databases. This group has been tasked to define system interfaces between the common databases and MNSWs. The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe group.

	41.
	Netherlands, Sweden
	Section 4
	What are the underlying arguments for the use of a local copy? Is this a general principle or a technical choice?
	The arguments for using the local copy are the following:
· Location database is rather static (2 big updates per year). No need for continuous request when declarant prepares declaration if data is available locally.
· No dependency with external system. Even if Common database has some technical intervention information is available at national level and MNSW works.
· Data available locally gives more possibilities for the web interface (e.g. search after typing few characters of LOCODE or port name, etc.)

The local copy stays synchronised thanks to the announcement mechanism. Whenever there is a change in the Common Location database it is sent to the MNSW. In case of technical issue this announcement message is queued until the MNSW can process it.

	42.
	Germany, Sweden
	Section 4.1.2
	4.1.2 – Please define, which users are meant here. Only system users from the MS or also declarants?
or should all MS have to implement a copy of EMSWe CLD and have to maintain it?
	Only system users and human users for national coordinator for the EMSWe.
The document will be updated accordingly.

	43.
	Germany
	Section 4
	using the RIM is not only for checking data content. the RIM can also support the search for a Codes to the declarents (S2S)
The copy should be located inside the RIM..The copy of the CLD.
	This is not a question for the SSN group for the EMSWe Databases. This group has been tasked to define system interfaces between the common databases and MNSWs. The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe group.

	44.
	Spain
	Section 4
	CLD is also going to be used in case declarants use GUI
	Yes. The information from the CLD shall be made available to declarants in the MNSW GUI.

	45.
	PROTECT
	Section 4
	Will the CLD be available for download  for the use in the systems from shipping lines and shipping agents?
	The EMSWe CLD will be available for download to national coordinators for the EMSWe.
It is up to each Member State to decide how the information is made available to the declarants from the MNSW. This document does not cover this part.

	46.
	Denmark
	Section 4
	if the ompanyt is a NON EU ompany who should supply him with the data from whom should he download the CLD
	The location of shipping company does not matter. The ship goes to an EU port and in this case the MNSW when the declaration is submitted is the one to make information available to the shipping company.

	47.
	Germany
	Section 5
	How is this chapter connected to the EMSWe MIG?
How is it integrated into the EMSWe system architecture?

this interface is different from the interface national SSN between central SSN (S2S)?
	It is not. The EMSWe MIG relates to the data exchanges between declarants’ systems and MNSWs through the RIM. The CLD document relates to the data exchanges between the CLD and the National SSN system and MNSWs.

There will be a dedicated interface for the MNSW which will be very similar to the one which currently exists between National SSN and Central SSN.

	48.
	Germany
	Section 5.3
	Is the national coordinator not able to change information of national locations?
	Yes, but not directly in the EMSWe CLD. As specified in the Operational services and procedures (chapter 6) there are specific procedures how to update UN/LOCODE, Port facilities and SSN specific codes.

	49.
	France
	Section 5.3
	"the management of users'access to location dta within the MNSWs is the responibility of nataional coordinators but the ethods used should reflect the princiles of the EMSWe": maybe need to precise "and download possibilities" after location data, considering the precisions given previously
	Text will be updated accordingly.

	50.
	Netherlands, Iceland
	Section 5
	The implementation and maintenance of a local copy at every MS seems to be an expensive solution for a technical issue. Can MSs choose to work with a local copy or not?
	As explained before the arguments for using the local copy are the following:
· Location database is rather static (2 big updates per year). No need for continuous request when declarant prepares declaration if data is available locally.
· No dependency with external system. Even if Common database has some technical intervention information is available at national level and MNSW works.
· Data available locally gives more possibilities for the web interface (e.g. search after typing few characters of LOCODE or port name, etc.)


	51.
	Germany, Spain
	Section 5
	we are discussing about interfaces, functions, access rights of the different databases without having a full picture of the overall architecture of EMSWe. This is very difficult in my opinion.
	True but this is how the plan for implementing EMSWe was prepared. In addition, the comments and feedback between different groups is share and taken into consideration when updating the documents.

	52.
	PROTECT
	Section 5.3
	5.3 creation/update/removal of a location by NCA. Will these updates be forwarded to SSN CLD and checked there and then distributed ?
	Yes. Nothing is going to change with the existing procedures described in the SSN LOCODEs guidelines. Before changes are included in the EMSWe CLD there will be consultation with Member States. 

	53.
	Sweden
	Section 5
	the data in the MIG and the data coming from the cental databases should be defined by the dataset subgroup
	True. The data elements were prepared based on information available in the Data Team. Once the dataset is finalized there will be another check to ensure that all data related to locations is available in the EMSWe CLD.

	54.
	Belgium
	Section 5
	should the national SSN system continue to use the SSN CLD S2S interface or use the national local copy of the EMSWe CLD ?  will updates of the EMSA CLD to national SSN systems and to MNSW be synchronised ?
	The updates to national SSN and MNSW will have to be synchronized.

	55.
	France
	Section 5
	access to data is different from download. So if provided download at national level is authorized, it must be precised in this document
	It is up to each Member State to decide how the information is made available to the declarants from the MNSW. This document does not cover this part.

	56.
	Sweden
	Section 5
	Agree with NL and the legislation says, 
"The Commission shall ensure the availability of the location database to the maritime National Single Windows in order to facilitate ship reporting" Article 15:2
	Yes. The document specifies what are the interfaces with Maritime National Single Windows (chapter 5).

	57.
	Denmark
	Section 6
	will the NCA be able to update locodes
	Yes, but not directly in the EMSWe CLD. As specified in the Operational services and procedures (chapter 6) there are specific procedures how to update UN/LOCODE, Port facilities and SSN specific codes.

	58.
	Estonia
	Section 6
	UN/LOCODES are already years maintained by MS Focal Points!
	No changes. Still National Focal Points will update UN/LOCODEs.

	59.
	Netherlands
	Section 6.2.3.2
	We suggest to consider to record validity periods (start and end dates) for codes. The use of a validity period per code makes it easier to roll out and implement in advance new, changed or removed codes.
	If Member States implement subscription/announcement mechanism all changes will be recorded at the same time. Eventually some seconds of difference due to communication may happen.

We cannot have different lists based on validity period since all MNSW has to have the same reference. Giving an example we could have one MNSW which already removed a LOCODE while there is another one which still accept it. There would be clear communication issue between them and it would be impossible to reuse information.

	60.
	PROTECT, Denmark
	Section 6.2.1.2
	If other locations as 1 And 7 are available, there should be a correct set of business rules where which locode should be used.
	When the dataset for EMSWe is defined it can be specified which LOCODEs can be used under specific attribute (all or only ports).

	61.
	Greece
	Section 6.2.2.1
	Do you have a list of contacts in GISIS to provide the Member States because we have some questions regarding the update in GISIS and we cannot find anyone responsible to get some answers in GISIS.
	You can submit your questions using “Feedback” option in the IMO GISIS.
The Point of Contact in Greece:
First Name: CHRISTOS
Last Name: KOSTELIDIS
Title: LIEUTENAND COMMANDER H.C.G.
Telephone: +30 210 4191911
Fax: +30 210 4137997
Email: dedaple@hcg.gr 

	62.
	Germany
	Section 6.2.1.2
	Proposal 6 – It might be an idea to store the information in two tables, as the complete list is very large. One for 1+7 and the other one for the rest.
	It is technically feasible for the EMSWe CLD, however it would require storage in two tables at MNSW.

	63.
	France
	Section 6.2.1.2
	it represents many Locodes if all the functions are taken in consideration. 
Can you explain what is the need for (to use all location types)  and an estimation of the volume of use that those new categories will represent? 
Will there be any restriction on the confidence level of the Unece Locode (status RL, QQ, AA, etc..)?
	Some reporting obligations require to identify places which are not necessarily ports. For instance, the MDH requires the identification of the location of evacuation which is not always a port. Customs formalities may as well use location which are not always ports.

If all codes are included the database would have around 100.000 records. If only ports and off-shore installation it is around 20.000.

Regarding the confidence level the LOCODEs with status RR are not uploaded.

	64.
	Norway
	Section 6.2.1
	Is it possible to connect the UNECE locode and EMSA CLD system so the MS updated and accepted locodes in UNECE locode DB is transferred to EMSA CLD.
This way the MS states only have one plase to update locodes.

	The UN/LOCODE list is included in the EMSWe CLD. As defined in the procedure 6.2.1.1 Member States update UN/LOCODE list using UN/LOCODE Entry Request System. Then these changes are reflected in the EMSWe CLD. There is only one place to update UN/LOCODE list.

	
	                       Received after the meeting

	65.
	Netherlands (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 5
	Local copy
We understand the benefit of the use of a local copy. This principle however doesn’t seem to be incorporated completely throughout the documents; some of the proposals or working methodologies seem to be not in line with the use of a local copy. Also, the responsibility for the databases to be available for the MNSW’s lies with the Commission (as stated in articles 14, 15 and 16) regardless the use of a local copy at national level by the Member States. The requirements for the databases should therefore not apply for the local copies.
We would support the use of a local copy, if the responsibility remains at central level and the technical implementation is left to the Member States; there are several (technical) ways to implement a local copy, but in our opinion the technical choices made should be left up to Member.

	The technical ways to implement a local copy (cache, database, etc.) is a choice of Member State.

EMSWe CLD will provide services to MNSW to retrieve information about locations. From the moment that MNSW is connected it is the responsibility of national coordinator for EMSWe to ensure that information is available to declarants to facilitate reporting.

	66.
	Netherlands (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 5
	Incorporation of databases in RIM
Germany proposed to incorporate the databases in the RIM. We are of the opinion that a complete overview of the scope of the architecture, including the RIM is needed, before any proposal like this can be assessed. At this moment, taking the current views on the RIM in the Interfaces team into account, we do not favor the incorporation of the databases in the RIM.

	This is not a question for the SSN group for the EMSWe Databases. This group has been tasked to define system interfaces between the common databases and MNSWs. The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe group.

	67.
	Netherlands (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 3.4
	Content of the databases
Will the content of the databases also be discussed in the EMWSe Data Team? Since these databases are not only for the purpose of SSN, we think feedback from the Data Team is important. 

	Yes. One the dataset for the EMSWe is defined we will ensure that all data elements related to locations are available in the EMSWe CLD.

	68.
	Netherlands (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 6.2.1.2
	EMSWe CLD, proposal no. 6
We noticed some comments on the proposal to include LOCODES of all functions in the database. Since the EMSWe CLD will be used by several authorities, e.g. Customs, we support to include all LOCODES.

	Noted.

	69.
	Netherlands (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 6
	EMSWe CLD 
We would like to discuss the option to relate LOCODES to each other since some LOCODES are geographically part of others, e.g. NLMSL is part of NLRTM. We have already arranged a call with Lukasz and Philippe for next week, and will discuss this then. We also wonder whether other member states face the same situations.

	This comment was discussed during the bilateral meeting on 20 May. The Netherlands is going to show this use case to others to check whether there are more Member State with similar implementation.
During the bilateral meeting EMSA mentioned possibility of introducing dependent locations in order to address this issue.

	70.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 1
	Is this another database than the EMSA CLD? If it is another database – is it a copy of the CLD?
Why is there a need for another DB? Why can’t the EMSA CLD be enriched with the required additional attributes?
	How to develop the EMSWe CLD will be assessed once the business requirements expressed in the meeting paper will have been finalized with the Group. There are a lot of similarities in the EMSWe CLD and the SSN CLD. The paper was drafted in order to maximise the similarities and limit the potential impact.

		71.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 4
	Will it be a common functionality of the RIM to get information from the EMSWe CLD? It would have to be implemented the same way by 26 MS…
This RIM is not only for communication using the eDelivery building block but can also provide common functionalities to all MS.
Does every MS have to maintain a local copy? Can this copy be located in the RIM? How will it be available for the MS?
	This is not a question for the SSN group for the EMSWe Databases. This group has been tasked to define system interfaces between the common databases and MNSWs. The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe group.

Answer from Commission: The CLD and other databases (ESD, CHD) are meant to interact with MNSW directly. As stated in the Regulation Article 2(4), RIM is a middleware through which information is exchanged between IT system of declarant and MNSW.

The possibility for EMSWe CLD local copy to be available from RIM, needs to be assessed by Interfaces team. At this moment, Commission is looking at the option where this database is not part of the RIM. The reason being – these databases are there to complement existing GUIs of the MNSW to act as a “cache” of data to facilitate declarant’s manual submission of data to various MNSWs. Even if the local copy of these databases would be part of the RIM, MS would still have to implement mechanisms to pull this data in GUI of their MNSW – either directly from EMSWe CLD or RIM, therefore development work on MS side is unavoidable. In addition, by making an extra step of how data becomes available in the GUI of MNSW seems to add extra complexity to the overall architecture.

	72.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 4.1
	Please define, which users are meant here. Only system users from the MS or also declarants?

	Only system users and human users for national coordinator for the EMSWe.
The document will be updated accordingly.

	73.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 5
	How is this chapter connected to the EMSWe MIG? How many MIGs will we have a the end? One for each functionality of the RIM?
A full picture of the overall architecture of EMSWe is still outstanding.
	It is not. The EMSWe MIG relates to the data exchanges between declarants’ systems and MNSWs through the RIM. The CLD document relates to the data exchanges between the CLD and the National SSN system and MNSWs.

Answer from Commission: Overall architecture picture (and aligned to the Regulation) has been already provided during Interfaces thematic team meeting on 19 November 2019 and it gives the explanation of various connections MNSW will or already has. On more detailed architecture of specific technical solutions the work is still ongoing where also MS will be consulted. From the high level architectural diagram already provided, it is clearly demonstrated that the connections from EMSWe CLD, CHD and ESD should be part of the MNSW back office architecture – similar to the connections of SSN where declarants are not directly exposed to. It is still under discussion for SSN group whether existing channels to SSN could be used to interact with these databases.
When speaking about EMSWe MIG - it has been made clear that the scope is limited to the information exchange between declarants/data service and the RIM and between the RIM and MNSWs. Declarants do not directly interact with EMSWe CLD, CHD, ESD – data of these databases are made available in GUI of MNSW by Member States. MNSW and its GUI is the responsibility of each Member State.

	74.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 5
	[bookmark: _GoBack]This should be common functionalities of the RIM. Otherwise, 26 MS would have to implement the same code..
Please indicate, how it is integrated into the EMSWe system architecture.
Will this be different to the current interface with the EMSA CLD?
	This is not a question for the SSN group for the EMSWe Databases. This group has been tasked to define system interfaces between the common databases and MNSWs. The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe group.
CLD is included in the EMSWe architecture as addressed by the Commission with the Interfaces Team.
There will be a dedicated interface for the MNSW which will be very similar to the one which currently exists between National SSN and Central SSN.

Answer from Commission: RIM ensures S2S communication between declarants and MNSW. CHD, CLD, ESD communicates with MNSW. Data of these databases are made available in GUI of MNSW by Member States.
Even if the connections to these databases should be implemented as part of the RIM, this does not mean that MS are relieved from any implementation, as the data from these databases still needs to be made available also in the current GUIs of the MNSW. Development and maintenance of GUI of the MNSW is the responsibility of MS and their MNSW.

	75.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 5.2
	Is this a CLD manager? If not it might make sense to add an additional role for a manager who can change (SSN?) location information, but who has no access to user rights and role management.
Normal user should be read only and not be able to change location information.
	This role already exists and is given to SSN NCA. 

	76.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 5.2
	Is the national coordinator not able to change information about the national locations? Does the CLD only mirror information from other DBs?

	Yes. It will contain UN/LOCODE list, IMO GISIS port facility and SSN specific code. Each of these codes have already procedures on how to update them.

	77.
	Germany (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 6.2.1.2
	Example? What is the LoCode of an airport relevant for?
It might be an idea to store the information in two tables, as the complete list is very large. One for 1+7 and the other one for the rest.
	Some reporting obligations require to identify places which are not necessarily ports. For instance, the MDH requires the identification of the location of evacuation which is not always a port. Customs formalities may as well use location which are not always ports.

To store information in two tables is technically feasible for the EMSWe CLD, however it would require also storage in two tables at MNSW.


	78.
	Sweden (e-mail after meeting)
	Section 5
	We understand your thoughts of keeping a local copy of the databases but isn’t simpler to keep this at a central level? 26 copies which will be updated differently and with different data at different times, sounds fare more complicated. There must be another solution, for example using the “RIM” as was suggested at the EMSWe database meeting
	There will be one reference database at a central level (EMSWe CLD). Each MNSW has to make this information available to the declarants. 

The arguments for using the local copy are the following:
-	Location database is rather static (2 big updates per year). No need for continuous request when declarant prepares declaration if data is available locally.
-	No dependency with external system. Even if Common database has some technical intervention information is available at national level and MNSW works.
-	Data available locally gives more possibilities for the web interface (e.g. search after typing few characters of LOCODE or port name, etc.)

The local copy stays synchronised thanks to the announcement mechanism. Whenever there is a change in the Common Location database it is sent to the MNSW. In case of technical issue this announcement message is queued until the MNSW can process it.

This group has been tasked to define system interfaces between the common databases and MNSWs. The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe subgroup.







