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	Executive summary 
	The objectives of this document are to:

· Highlight data quality issues in the notifications sent by Member States to the SSN system. 
· Invite MSs to take corrective actions.

	Action to be taken
	As per point 9

	Related documents
	a. SSN 12.7.2

b. First, second and third SSN Data Quality reports, distributed during 2009

c. SSN Status Reports for MSs
d. Survey on the availability of the Hazmat information provided by phone and fax (dated 27/07/2010)


1. INTRODUCTION
Since SSN WS8, each SSN Workshop has included a report on how Member States (MS) stand with regard to various SafeSeaNet issues.  Of these issues, Data Quality is one of the most important, and has received considerable attention. The Maritime Support Services (MSS) is continually carrying out data quality checks and advises MSs as necessary. Summaries of the Data Quality checks are included in the MS status reports sent to all participating countries.

This document focuses on the following types of information transmitted to SSN:
· Missing Port and Hazmat notifications,

· Rejected Port and Hazmat notifications,

· Missing Ship notifications,
· Implementation of the Incident Report notifications,

· Availability of the Hazmat information provided by phone & fax,
· Port notifications sent late: “Sent at > ETA”.

2. Missing Port and Hazmat notifications
2.1. Port notifications

MSS carries out sample checks using SSN and external sources to verify whether the required Port notifications are provided by the MSs. Table 1 gives the results for all MSs highlighting those with 10% or more missing Port notifications. Last column includes the reported results in 2009 to asses the evolution of each MS.
[image: image1.emf]Previous Period

(Jun 2009 - Aug 2009)

Nr. Checks

Missing 

Notifications

Missing  

Notifications (%)

Missing  Notifications 

(%)

Belgium

154 3 2% 0%

Bulgaria

153 13 8% 0%

Cyprus

169 1 1% 40%

Denmark

170 7 4% 0%

Estonia

* * * *

Finland

170 7 4% 28%

France

170 45 26% 38%

Germany

162 4 2% 0%

Greece

140 29 21% 67%

Iceland

68 2 3% 7%

Ireland

158 59 37% 43%

Italy

139 9 6% 23%

Latvia

140 0 0% 0%

Lithuania

130 3 2% 3%

Malta

135 28 21% 77%

Netherlands

149 4 3% 6%

Norway

151 3 2% 5%

Poland

160 3 2% 0%

Portugal

148 21 14% 16%

Romania

147 0 0% 0%

Slovenia

145 1 1% 0%

Spain

170 60 35% 5%

Sweden

150 9 6% 18%

United Kingdom

168 24 14% 25%

Total EU

3446 335 10% 17%

Current Period

(Jan 2010 - Jun 2010)

Member State


*- notifications not provided
Table 1 – Missing Port notifications

EMSA comments

· France, Greece, Ireland, Malta, Portugal, Spain and the UK are missing 10% or more notifications. Spain has worsened significantly.
· Estonia is providing Port notifications, but inconsistently (37 from January to June 2010).
· Latvia and Romania continue to show 100% availability.
· The overall unavailability of Port notifications has been reduced from 17% to 10%.

2.2. Hazmat notifications

Since July 2009 the MSS has been carrying out sample checks to verify whether the required Hazmat notifications are being provided by the MSs
. Table 2 shows the results for missing Hazmat notifications for all MSs. The last column includes the reported results in 2009 to asses the evolution of each MS.
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Number of |  Missing Missing Missing
Checks | Notifications  Notifications (%) Notifications (%)
Belgium 3%
Bulgaria 31%
Cyprus 3 3 100%) 100%)
Denmark 2 21 88% 50%
Estonia 7 7 100%) 100%)
Finland a7 21 5% na
France ] 33 52% §1%
Germany 61 1 18% 16%
Greece 60%
Iceland na
Ireland 100%)
italy 39%
Latia 2%
Lithuania 36%
Matta 16%
Netherlands 1%
Noway 7%

Member State

Poland 0%
Portugal 19%
Romania 0%
Slovenia 0%
Spain 39%
Sweden 21%

United Kingdom 16 25% n
Total EU 250 29¢ 5





n.a.: not applicable (no samples available)
Table 2 – Missing Hazmat notifications
EMSA comments

· Only Belgium, Norway, Poland and Romania send more than 90% of Hazmat notifications.
· Cyprus investigated and solved problems in their system in May. Estonia started sending Hazmat notifications in June 2010.
· Between the testing period in 2009 and the testing period in 2010, the overall number of missing Hazmat notifications had reduced from 50% to 29%, but still is very high.

Port and Hazmat notifications were missing for the following reasons:

· Masters, agents and operators do not fully comply with their reporting obligations, and MS staff does not follow up to ensure compliance.
· Port and Hazmat notifications are provided to the National System, but not forwarded to EMSA.

· Port and Hazmat notifications are forwarded with errors and rejected by SSN, and are not then re-sent by MSs with corrected data.

· Ports are not connected to the national SSN system.
· There are misinterpretations of the requirements in Directive 2002/59/EC. The following clarifications will help MSs for a correct reporting:

· The Directive does not make any reference to the reasons why a ship is visiting a port or anchorage within port limits. Therefore, a port visited for bunkering or any other operation should be considered as next port or departing port.

· Articles 4 and 13 of the Directive address reporting obligations, and do not differentiate between sea ports and ports in inland waterways. However the purpose of the Directive is to help to prevent accidents and pollution at sea and to minimise their impact on the marine and coastal environment. In that respect, if the ship is calling at a sea port coming from an inland waterway, it shall be subject to the reporting obligations of art.4 and 13 of the Directive. The same obligations apply for a ship leaving a sea port bounding to an inland port.
· Some MSs send reports only for some dangerous and polluting goods, but not for all (as defined in Art.3 of Directive 2002/59/EC).
Actions proposed
MSs are invited to:

· Take necessary measures to ensure that all masters, agents and operators are fully aware of their Port and Hazmat reporting obligations.

· Ensure that all participating ports are connected properly to the system.

· Continually monitor reporting activity in order to detect missing notifications and ensure their correct submission. The EMSA MSS will continue to support MSs by cross-checking the notifications provided to SSN with information from other sources.

· Continually check their systems to make sure that all notifications received are forwarded to SSN after applying automatic checking rules.

· Ensure that errors in notifications are minimised, and should they occur, the corrected information is sent to SSN without delay.

· Impose sanctions on ship masters, agents or operators (as foreseen in Art.25b of Directive 2002/59/EC) whenever they do not provide Port or Hazmat notifications, and send associated incident reports to SSN.
3. Rejected port and hazmat notifications
MSS analysed the most common causes for the rejection of Port and Hazmat notifications due to ‘InvalidFormat’. In addition, MSS reports on a monthly basis the full list of rejected messages and their causes. Annex 1 includes the tables with the percentage of the rejected Port and Hazmat notifications per MS.
Tables 3 and 4 below, show the most common errors for the rejection of Port and Hazmat notifications at EU level.
[image: image3.emf]Error for rejection of Port notifications

Rejected notifications at 

EU level (%)

Missing ETD from port 0.6%

Invalid IMO number 0.4%

Invalid number of POB 0.3%

ETA to port after ETD from port (ETA > ETD) 0.2%

Invalid LOCODE 0.1%


Table 3 – Most common errors for rejection of Port notifications at EU level
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Rejected notifications at 

EU level (%)

ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)

6.3%

Unknown next port of call or waypoint with ETA

0.4%

Missing Fax number

0.2%

Invalid LOCODE

0.2%

Invalid Fax number

0.1%

Invalid Phone number

0.1%

Missing Phone number

0.1%

Missing LOCODE

0.1%

Invalid Email

0.1%


Table 4 – Most common errors for rejection of Hazmat notifications at EU level
EMSA comments

· Data quality rules were agreed in 2008, and have been applied since January 2009.  were agreed in 2008 and since January 2009. The MSS is reporting them to all participating countries on a regular basis.
· As an outcome of the MSS and MSs continued efforts, some countries started to correct systematic errors (e.g. all Hazmat notifications provided by Malta were initially rejected, but with the introduction of the ETA-ETD checking rule, and following MSS checks, this situation was resolved).
· Once corrected, rejected messages must be resent to the SSN system as soon as possible. According to MSS records, only Ireland, Latvia and Poland have established the due operational procedures.

The most common errors for rejection are:

· Notifications not compliant with the XML Schema definition (e.g. missing ETD attribute in Port notifications).
· Data provided not complying with agreed checking rules (e.g. ETA > ETD in Port notifications, ETD > ETA in Hazmat notifications, invalid IMO number).

Actions proposed
MSs are invited to:
· Carry out SSN Commissioning Tests as Data Provider and Data Requestor before undertaking significant changes to existing systems or the entry into production of new National versions of SSN.
· Implement at National level the agreed business and checking rules refereed in the SSN XML Message Reference Guide.
· Establish internal procedures for regularly monitor rejected notifications and resend them after correction.
4. SHIP NOTIFICATIONS
AIS Notifications

Portugal informed EMSA that they will start to provide AIS data in the beginning of the third quarter of 2010. In the case of France all AIS data is available via XML, but the coastline of the Biscay Gulf is still missing in SSN GI. Once Portugal and France start, providing the AIS data to SSN GI the entire EU coastline will be covered, and the information will be shared with all participating countries.
IMO adopted Mandatory Reporting Systems (MRS) in EU waters
Only Estonia, Iceland, Italy, Poland and Slovenia provide MRS notifications for all their declared MRS. France and Spain provide partially (France does not provide the WETREP, and Spain does not provide the WETREP or the CANREP). Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Portugal and the United Kingdom do not provide any MRS notifications. Countries are reminded that the exchange of MRS information has a legal basis and there is a clear obligation to exchange this information without delay through SSN.
5. INCIDENT REPORT NOTIFICATIONS
The implementation of the Incident Reports is still lagging behind for most of the MSs. Annex 2 includes the reporting figures for the same period in 2009 and 2010 (from 01 January to 30 June) to asses the evolution of each MS.
EMSA comments

· Though more MSs are reporting, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark, Iceland, Ireland, Norway, Romania, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden (10 MSs) sent less than 5 Incidents Reports while Estonia, Finland, Germany and Lithuania did not report any incidents.
· To improve the situation the MSS started to inform MSs whenever it is known (from other sources) that an accident took place in their waters matching the criteria set by Art. 16 of the Directive.
· An explanation of the low performances might be due to the lack of procedures and perhaps misunderstanding of the requirements.
· The “Incident Report Messages Guidelines” is currently under revision in order to highlight the legal reporting requirements by giving examples of how and when an Incident report should be distributed.

6. Survey on the phone & fax solution
As a result of of MSS experience resulting from monitoring SSN functions on a 24/7 basis, and more specifically the problems associated with the provision of Hazmat notifications, EMSA stated its intention to launch a special survey on the subject at the SSN HLSG 3 meeting held in Brussels on 3/4th June. Given the significant problems experienced in obtaining Hazmat information via the phone/fax solution, it was agreed that the survey would focus on this issue. The objective was to analyse the issues in a systematic manner, and to present the results to MSs.

All National Competent Authorities (NCAs and the operational contacts of the Member States) were notified of the survey, and it was carried out in June. A full report was distributed in August to all NCAs and operational contacts.
The main issue is that the volume of notifications that use the phone/fax solution remains significant, both for Hazmat details (47%), and even more so for the cargo manifest (97%).

The phone/fax option was the main solution when SSN was implemented in 2004, but even then it was only considered as a temporary solution until such time that individual MSs became connected to the system. During the past 6 years, the situation has slowly improved, but we are still a long way from having a system that works effectively. 

Annex 3 provides a more detailed account of the results of the Hazmat details checks, while Annex 4 does the same for the results of the cargo manifest checks.

Main findings:

a. 13 MSs are still employing the phone/fax solution for Hazmat details (Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, The Netherlands, Portugal, Romania and the United Kingdom). 10 MSs always provide Hazmat details using XML or URL (Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Norway, Poland, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden). 1 MS (Estonia) consistently does not provide Hazmat notifications (only two notifications were sent - in May 2010).
b. Only 4 MSs (Denmark, Iceland, Romania and Slovenia) provide the cargo manifest using URL. All the others use the phone/fax option.
c. During the survey, the MSS made 66 requests for Hazmat information from the 13 MSs using the phone/fax solution. This was to compare the level of efficiency in supplying information in this way with the relatively quick method of accessing attachments sent using URL (less than 1 minute to retrieve the document from the provider MS). The results were as follows:

· In the case of Hazmat details, 13 of the checks failed (19.7%). When details were available, the average response time was 5 hours 26 minutes (by fax or email).

· In the case of the hazardous goods part of the cargo manifest, 51 of 120 checks failed (42.5%). When information was available, the average response time was 23 hours.
NB: Art.14 of Directive 2002/59/EC requires MSs to send information on the dangerous or polluting goods on board to the competent authority of another MS without delay. The “timing requirement” agreed by the SSN group and indicated in the interface control document (ICD) is 15 minutes.
In addition, the following issues were identified:
· Some of the cargo manifest documents provided by fax were difficult to read or understand (e.g. scanned handwritten forms, lack of quality in the scanned document, etc.).

· 7 MSs (Cyprus, France, Latvia, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom) provided the phone/fax details for agents, ship operators and/or shipping companies in notifications either for the Hazmat details or the cargo manifest. In most of the cases, these contacts were not aware of the real requirement, and were reluctant to provide the information requested by EMSA based on a justification related to confidentiality issues.

· One MS (Portugal) raised concerns regarding the legal support for exchange of information on the cargo manifest because in accordance with their position this is not a requirement supported by Directive 2002/59/EC.

Conclusion
The survey clearly showed that the phone/fax solution for providing Hazmat details is highly unreliable, as the availability figures are low and the timing requirements are not nearly satisfied (an average of 5.5 hours delay in comparison with a required maximum of 15 minutes). The survey also showed that some MSs delegate the responsibility for providing Hazmat details and/or cargo manifest information by phone/fax to the agents, ship operators and/or shipping companies. 
Consequently, it is clear that this is not a workable solution. The phone/fax solution was only considered as a temporary solution to be applied at the first stages of SSN and does not comply with the requirements of Directive 2002/59/EC. The continued use of the phone/fax solution is discouraging those Member States which have invested in developing automatic solutions, but which continue to receive data from other MSs via phone/fax.

7. Port notifications sent late: “Sent at > ETA”.

At SSN WS12 EMSA presented a report comparing the SentAt and ETA of Port Notifications attributes (see SSN 12.7.2 document Data Quality). This report indicated a serious problem as an average of 9,6% of the initial Port Notifications (before any update) were sent late during the month of August 2009.
Table 5 below shows those MSs which have sent 10% or more of the Port notifications after the ship’s arrival. Annex 5 includes the full list of MSs.
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(June 2010)

1st SentAt > ETA

(June 2010)

% of late 

notifications

(June 2010)

% of late 

notifications

(August 2009)

Denmark

5609 698 12.4% 16.8%

Estonia

37 32 86.5% n.a.

France

4334 596 13.8% 3.9%

Italy

19266 4466 23.2% 31.1%

Malta

1584 213 13.4% 0.0%

Spain

2866 349 12.2% 6.9%

United Kingdom

25209 4871 19.3% 15.7%


Table 5 - Port Notifications sent after ship’s arrival (June 2010)

EMSA comments

· If the SentAt attribute is later than ETA it means the notification has been sent after the estimated arrival of a ship to port.

· Among the above listed MSs, only Italy has improved its records.

· In the case of Malta, the “late notifications” are manually sent to the system (via the web interface) and are linked to bunker ships movements.

Conclusions
These type of problems would be avoided by implementing (at national level) an automatic checking rule alerting the authority responsible for the national SSN system whenever the SentAt and the ETA attributes do not match the logical relation (SentAt prior to the ETA). MSs are invited to inform the Master, Agent or Owner of the ship in case of improper reporting and apply sanctions according to Art.25 (2) of Directive 2002/59/EC.

8. EMSA GENERAL COMMENT

The tables presented in this document show that despite the progress made in certain areas of SSN there are other cases where SSN procedures are not fully implemented.
EMSA will continue to report on the SSN implementation to the COM and to each MS maritime director (through ad hoc reports and individual reports).

It is very much worth re-stating that the effectiveness of Directive 2002/59/EC depends on Member States strictly enforcing its implementation. With this in mind, MSs and their authorities are encouraged to put greater efforts into ensuring the efficient operation of SSN so that the rapidly expanding benefits can be maximised by the growing user base.

9. Action required

Member States are invited to investigate the cases related with each one and take the appropriate measures.
Annex 1: Rejected Port and Hazmat notifications 

[image: image6.emf]Member state

Rejected notifications

at country level (%)

Most common error for rejection of Port 

notifications

Belgium

0.0% -

Bulgaria

0.0% -

Cyprus

0.4% Invalid IMO number

Denmark

0.1% Invalid IMO number

Estonia

6.1% ETA to port after ETD from port (ETA > ETD)

Finland

0.0% Invalid MMSI number (unknown MID)

France

0.4% ETA to port after ETD from port (ETA > ETD)

Germany

0.0% -

Greece

0.3% Invalid IMO number

Iceland

0.1% LOCODE not registered

Ireland

0.0% Invalid MMSI number (unknown MID)

Italy

0.0% Invalid number of POB

Latvia

0.6% Invalid MMSI number (unknown MID) | Invalid LOCODE

Lithuania

2.7% Invalid number of POB

Malta

1.7% Invalid number of POB

Netherlands

0.3% ETA to port after ETD from port (ETA > ETD)

Norway

0.0% LOCODE not registered

Poland

0.3% Invalid IMO number

Portugal

3.9% Invalid number of POB

Romania

0.0% -

Slovenia

0.0% -

Spain

0.1% Invalid IMO number

Sweden

0.0% Duplicated MsRefID

United Kingdom

0.9% Missing ETD from port


[image: image7.emf]Member State

Rejected notifications 

at country level (%)

Most common error for rejection of Hazmat 

notifications

Belgium

0.0% -

Bulgaria

2.0% Missing Hazmat details URL

Cyprus

0.4% ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)

Denmark

0.0% Invalid IMO number

Estonia

66.7% Invalid LOCODE

Finland

0.0% Missing next port of call

France

6.6% ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)

Germany

0.1% Duplicated MsRefID

Greece

0.0% Invalid IMO number

Iceland

0.0% -

Ireland

0.0% -

Italy

0.0% Invalid LOCODE

Latvia

0.7% Missing ETD from port

Lithuania

6.6% ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)

Malta

1.0% Missing Hazmat details URL

Netherlands

0.3% ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)

Norway

0.0% -

Poland

0.0% Missing ETD from port

Portugal

0.7% ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)

Romania

0.0% -

Slovenia

0.8% ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)

Spain

0.0% Invalid IMO number | Duplicated MsRefID

Sweden

0.0% Invalid email

United Kingdom

6.2% ETD from port after ETA to port (ETD > ETA)


Annex 2: Incident reports
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Grand 

Total

Tests with IMO 

“9999999”

Belgium

20 20 20

Bulgaria

1 1 0

Cyprus

2 2 0

Denmark

1 1 0

Estonia

Finland

France

6 96 189 195 486 0

Germany

Greece

41 11 146 198 0

Iceland

5 5 1

Ireland

1 1 2 0

Italy

1 137 1 43 1 183 0

Latvia

13 2 15 0

Lithuania

Malta

4 3 7 6

Netherlands

1 7 7 90 105 8

Norway

4 4 0

Poland

5 1 6 0

Portugal

21 46 67 1

Romania

3 3 0

Slovenia

3 3 0

Spain

13 13 0

Sweden

2 2 0

United Kingdom

3 27 12 42 4

Grand Total

9 270 115 563 208 1165 40


Incident Reports sent to SSN (period January/June 2010)
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Grand 

Total

Tests with IMO 

“9999999”

Belgium

22 22 22

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Denmark

6 1 7 2

Estonia

Finland

2 2 2

France

5 108 201 187 501

Germany

Greece

0 1 7 8

Iceland

Ireland

2 1 3 3

Italy

11 5 1 17

Latvia

1 4 71 76

Lithuania

2 1 3 2

Malta

25 23 3 6 11 68 68

Netherlands

17 8 4 1 30 16

Norway

Poland

4 4

Portugal

4 4 2

Romania

4 4 4

Slovenia

2 1 3 3

Spain

2 2 4 3

Sweden

1 1

United Kingdom

6 61 24 91 42

Grand Total

30 99 122 299 298 848 169


Incident Reports sent to SSN (period January/June 2009)
Annex 3

Result of the Hazmat details checks
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Average response 

time

Comments

Belgium 7 7 5h54m

Oneofthecheckswasdelayedbyupto38hbecauseofafailurein

theBelgiumsystem.Thissituationhasdowngradedtheaverage

response from Belgium.

Bulgaria 7 5 16h12m No data or clarifications provided for the failed checks.

Cyprus

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France 6 3 2h54m

Only2phonenumberswerecorrect,althoughphonecontactwas

doneusingacorrectednumberorcallingtheNCA24/7.Phone

numbers corresponded mainly to Agents.

Germany

Greece 6 6 1h12m

The contact details corresponded to the NCA 24/7.

Greecealsoprovidesdataautomatically(viaXML)withoutdelayand

according to legal and operational requirements.

Iceland

Ireland 4 4 1h48m

ThecontactdetailscorrespondedtotheNCA24/7.Irelandalso

providesdataautomatically(viaURL)andthereforewithoutdelayand

according to legal and operational requirements.

Italy 5 5 1h

ThecontactdetailscorrespondedtotheNCA24/7.Scannedpaper

filesalwaysprovided.Italyprovidesmostofthedataautomatically(via

XML) and therefore without delay and according to legal and

operational requirements.

Latvia 5 5 1h30m

Localagentsprovidedascontactpoints.Latviaalsoprovidesdata

automatically(viaURL)andthereforewithoutdelayandaccordingto

legal and operational requirements.

Lithuania 1 0 Failed

Thedataisprovidedautomatically(viaURL)inmostcases,and

therefore without delay and according to legal and operational

requirements.Thephone/faxsolutionisrarelyemployedbyLithuania.

The unique test failed.

Malta 5 5 19h

ThecontactdetailscorrespondedtotheNCA24/7.Thedatais

providedautomatically(viaURL)inmostcases,andthereforewithout

delay andaccording tolegal andoperational requirements.The

phone/fax solution is also employed by Malta. 

Netherlands 5 0 All failed

Contactpointsprovidedwereagentsorportphonenumbers,but

information was never available and no follow-up was carried out.

TheNetherlandsalsoprovidesdataautomatically(viaXML)and

therefore without delay and according to legal and operational

requirements.

Norway

Poland

Portugal 6 4 6h12m

The phone contacts provided in notifications were not available in 4 

cases out of 6. The NCA 24/7 was contacted in those cases.

Romania 3 3 1h36m

Thedataisprovidedautomatically(viaURL)inmostcases,and

therefore without delay and according to legal and operational

requirements.Thephone/fax israrelly employedby Romania.All

notificationsofthistypeprovidedduringtheperiodofthesurveywere

checked.

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

United Kingdom 6 6 6h12m

Only2phonenumberswerecorrect,althoughphonecontactwas

madeviatheNCA24/7.Contactdetailscorrespondedtoportsor

agents.TheUKalsoprovidesdataautomatically(viaXMLorURL)

andthereforewithoutdelayandaccordingtolegalandoperational

requirements.

TOTAL (all EU) 66 53 5h36m

SURVEY ON THE HAZMAT DETAILS

Data provided automatically (via XML or URL) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Data provided automatically (via URL in PDF format) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Data provided automatically (via XML) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Data provided automatically (via XML) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Estonia consistently does not provide Hazmat notifications. No checks performed.

Data provided automatically (via XML) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Data provided automatically (via XML) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Data provided automatically (via URL in PDF format) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Data provided automatically (via XML) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

Data provided automatically (via XML or URL) and therefore without delay and according to legal and operational requirements.

The phone/fax solution is used sometimes as a backup solution.

Dataprovidedautomatically(viaURLinPDFformat)andthereforewithoutdelayandaccordingtolegalandoperationalrequirements.The

phone/fax solution is used sometimes as a backup solution.


Annex 4
Result of the Cargo manifest checks
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Comments

Belgium 7 5 52h34m

ThecontactdetailscorrespondedagaintotheNCA24/7.Asabove,

onecheckwasdelayed,thistime252h.Twootherchecksfailed(no

follow-up). In one case the ship was still in port (loading/unloading).

Bulgaria 7 1 47h34m

TheonlycargomanifestprovidedcoincidedwiththeHazmatdetails

(chemicaltanker).TheMSSwasrequestedtoclarifythedifference

between hazmat details and the cargo manifest. 

Cyprus 5 5 66h36m

Thephonenumberprovidedinthenotificationwaswrong(noprefix).

Contact details corresponded to private companies. The MSS

contacted the NCA 24/7 each time.

Denmark

Estonia

Finland 6 3 14h24m

ThephoneandfaxinformationisalwaysforTurkuRadio,whichisnot

identified as the NCA 24/7. In onecase, phonecalls werenot

answered.

France 6 1 2h54m

ThecontactdetailsprovidedwereforthesecurityofficeinLeHavre,

butwithnoaccesstocargoinformatioandnofollow-upattheirend.

Onlyonecheckwasconsiderednecessaryastheshiptypewasa

chemicaltankerandnocargootherthanthedeclaredDPGwason

board.TheMSSwasrequestedtoclarifythedifferencebetween

hazmat details and the cargo manifest. 

Germany 5 5 10:54

ThecontactdetailscorrespondedtotheNCA24/7.Averageresponse

timeishighbecauseasinglechecktook45h(theagentwasonly

available during working hours).

Greece 7 5 4h48m

ContactdetailscorrespondedtotheNCA24/7.Issuestobereported

arereadabilityofthefilesprovided,communicationproblemswith

email/faxwiththeNCA24/7andthefactthatcargomanifestwas

rapidlyavailablewhencoincidingwiththehazmat details(mainly

tankers).Meaningofthe"cargomanifest"withinSSNscopewasnot

fully understood.

Iceland

Ireland 6 4 2h24m

ThecontactdetailscorrespondtotheNCA24/7.Inonecase,the

cargomanifestwasnotprovidedandtheMSSwasrequestedto

contactaPortAuthority/ShipCo.Inanothercase,onlyHazmatdetails

were provided.

Italy 11 7 01h

ThecontactdetailscorrespondtotheNCA24/7.Scannedpaperfiles

sometimesunreadableand/orinItalianlanguage.Somedocuments

werenotrealcargomanifests.Regardingthefailedchecks,intwo

casesItalyrepliedthattheshipwasnotcarryingDPG,andinanother

two, only Hazmat details were provided.

Latvia 7 7 04:42

Localagentsprovidedascontactpoints.NCA24/7intervenedwhen

necessary to speed up the response.

Lithuania 4 0 All failed

OnlyrespondedonceanddataprovidedreferredonlytoDPG,andnot

to the full cargo manifest. The contact point provided in the

notifications was not available outside working hours.

Malta 8 8 20:15

Onephonenumberprovidedincertainnotificationswasnot24/7.

OthernotificationsprovidedthecontactdetailsoftheNCA24/7.Malta

wasalsobriefedabouttheinformation theMSS wasrequesting

(Hazmat details and cargo manifest).

Netherlands

9 0 All failed

Contactpointsprovidedwereagentsorportphonenumbers,but

information was never available and no follow-up was carried out. 

Norway 5 2 113h36m

Phonenumbersprovidedwerewrong(nocountrycode,etc.)in4

notifications and in any case never available. Contact details

correspondedto3privateCoandto2officialOffices.Alwayswas

contactedtheNCA24/7asitwastheonlyoneresponding.MSSwas

requestedtoclarifythedifferencebetweenhazmatdetailsandcargo

manifest. 

Poland 6 5 4h54m

ContactdetailscorrespondstotheNCA24/7.Theresponsetimewas

delayedincertaincaseswhenthecargomanifestwaslinkedtoro-ro

or container carriers.

Portugal

Romania

Slovenia

Spain 7 2 103h36m

TheSpanishNCA24/7isnotprovidingafull24/7. TheMSSwas

requestedtoclarifythedifferencebetweenHazmatdetailsandthe

cargo manifest. 

Sweden 7 2 36h30m

Contactdetailscorrespondedtolocalagents.Intwocases,theydid

notrespondtophonecalls.TheMSScontactedtheNCA24/7inthese

cases.

United Kingdom 7 7 6h50m

Only2phonenumberswerecorrect,althoughphonecontactwas

madecallingtheNCA24/7.Thecontactdetailscorrespondedtoports

or agents.

TOTAL (all EU) 120 69 23h

Not applicable (data provided via URL in PDF format). In the case of container carriers, only the quantity of cargo and origin and destination of 

containers was listed.

SURVEY ON THE CARGO MANIFEST

Denmark provides cargo manifest information using URL, but the data is either not available or it coincides with the hazmat details (reported to 

Denmark in the regular status report on SSN implementation).

Estonia consistently does not provide Hazmat notifications. No checks performed.

Iceland always provides the same file for the Hazmat details and for the cargo manifest, which should not be the case for certain ships such as 

container carriers, Ro-Ro, etc.

Portugal raised concerns regarding the legal support for exchange of information on the cargo manifest because in accordance with their position 

this is not a requirement supported by Directive 2002/59/EC.

Romania sends all Hazmat notifications with the cargo manifest provided via URL. In some cases, the information provided refers only to the DPG.


Annex 5
Port Notifications sent after ship’s arrival (June 2010)
[image: image12.emf]Member State

Total number of 

Port notifications 

(June 2010)

1st SentAt > ETA

(June 2010)

% of late 

notifications

(June 2010)

% of late 

notifications

(August 2009)

Belgium

8051 287 3.6% 3.8%

Bulgaria

293 27 9.2% 14.5%

Cyprus

356 29 8.1% 20.9%

Denmark

5609 698 12.4% 16.8%

Estonia

37 32 86.5% n.a.

Finland

4022 70 1.7% 2.0%

France

4334 596 13.8% 3.9%

Germany

9351 1 0.0% 0.0%

Greece

11636 306 2.6% 21.1%

Iceland

235 0 0.0% 2.2%

Ireland

818 54 6.6% 5.9%

Italy

19266 4466 23.2% 31.1%

Latvia

652 0 0.0% 0.2%

Lithuania

519 0 0.0% 49.4%

Malta

1584 213 13.4% 0.0%

Netherlands

6245 104 1.7% 3.0%

Norway

7245 0 0.0% 0.0%

Poland

2109 0 0.0% 0.0%

Portugal

2443 85 3.5% 3.4%

Romania

548 14 2.6% 13.2%

Slovenia

324 18 5.6% 8.7%

Spain

2866 349 12.2% 6.9%

Sweden

13046 628 4.8% 5.3%

United Kingdom

25209 4871 19.3% 15.7%

Total

126798 12848 10.1% 9.6%


n.a.: not applicable (no notification sent)
Those MSs with 5% or more of Port notifications sent late are highlighted in red.
� The number of checks per MS is unbalanced because of the lack of reference data in some areas (n.a.: no samples available).





�Percentages are obtained by dividing the number of rejected Port or Hazmat notifications by the total number of notifications sent by each Member State.
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