[image: image1.png]EMSA

/’European Maritime Safety Agency




SafeSeaNet WS 14
SSN 14/3/1
20&21 October 2010
version 1.00


SafeSeaNet Workshop no 14
SSN 14/3/1 (v.1.00)
Agenda item III
20&21 October 2010
Lisbon, 21 September 2010
SAFESEANET OPERATIONAL AND LEGAL ASPECTS

Incident Reports Working Group - Progress Report
Submitted by EMSA/IRWG
	Executive summary 
	The “Incident Report Working Group” (IRWG) was set up by the SSN WG 12 with the objective to review the Incident Report (IR) messaging and the IR guidelines

	Action to be taken
	As per paragraph 5.

	Related documents
	a. 1st IRWG Meeting Report on 29/6/2010;
b. IRWG Terms of Reference



1. INTRODUCTION

The “Incident report” messages form part of the SSN messaging framework as defined in the SSN XML Reference Guide and other SSN documentation. According to Article 16 of the VTMIS Directive the objective of the Incident reporting is to make accessible to the Authorities information concerning certain ships posing a potential hazard to shipping, or a threat to maritime safety, the safety of individuals or the environment. 

During SSN 12 (21-22 October 2009), the SSN group agreed to set up a working group on Incident Reports (IRWG) and defined the following ToR, which tasked the WG to:

· Review the XML Incident Report messages to remove inconsistencies and resolve open issues.

· Include in the XML format the two additional messages agreed at SSN12 (document SSN 12.3.2: New Incident Reports in SSN2) as well as the three agreed at SSN5 (document SSN 5.3.3: new alerts).
· Incorporate the possibility to distribute Incident Reports via the XML interface. (Incidents can currently be distributed via the web using the Incident Report Distribution tool). 
· Review the Incident Report Messages Guidelines. 

The IRWG met once at the EMSA premises in Lisbon on 29 June 2010. The Meeting Report is attached to this document (Annex 1).

The scope of this document is to:

· Report to the SSN Group upon the main discussions held at the first meeting; and
· Propose an extension of the ToR for one year (October 2011).
2. FIRST IRWG MEETING

2.1. Reporting obligations

It was noted that currently there is confusion about what information has to be notified to SSN, and what has to be distributed along the planned route of the ship, when and why. It was emphasized by EMSA that the Directive requires MSs to report all incident reports to SafeSeaNet, should they be received by the designated authority (pursuant to art. 16 and 17). Germany didn’t agree with this and introduced their interpretation of the reporting requirements (see remark below).
The group acknowledged that the reporting obligation given by the Directive is twofold:

· to make the information available at any time upon request by another Member State;

· to distribute the information to the coastal stations located along the planned route of the ship, whenever the destination of the ship is known.

The IRWG agreed to:

· update the Incident Report messages Guidelines. 

· propose upgrades of the current SSN web distribution tool.

Remark: Germany’s proposal is to apply threshold values for reporting incident reports. The German representative explained that their proposal aims not to undermine the value of the whole system by requiring that the national competent authorities has to assess which cases have to be notified and which can be omitted for notification. Since considered “ the vessel posing no potential hazard to shipping or a threat to maritime safety, the safety of individuals or the environment” are not of interest of other member states).
2.2. New notification mechanism

EMSA proposed that all data related to an Incident report (notification and details) should be provided in the incident report notification itself and stored by SSN. Some representatives were not in favour of this proposal because of the financial impact it will have for them through necessitating changes to their systems (e.g. the XML interface). It is worth noting that this solution is currently being implemented through the web Incident Report Distribution tool.

The Group noted that a development of this nature should be discussed at the HLSG because the current ICD defines SSN as an index server, where no data is stored. The proposal was recognised as having several advantages but no agreement was reached.

EMSA introduced the IncidentPlus message framework as a technical solution that may fit MS needs for operational and technical improvements of the system. This solution recalled the modular approach followed for the definition of the PortPlus message implemented in SSN v.2.

Although the idea for a single modular IncidentPlus message was accepted in principle, some MS (mainly the ones that have already developed an XML interface at national level) disagreed with the technical approach, given the impact that this solution may have on their existing applications. However, it was noted that bringing all MSs up to a common level would impact more on the MSs that had not yet developed an XML interface.

The Group recognised that any XML solution requiring thorough development at MSs level has first to be assessed, taking into account those MSs which have already implemented an XML solution on their side.

The Group agreed to distribute a questionnaire to all MSs to verify the current technical and operational implementation of incident reports data exchange systems at MS level. It was agreed that the IncidentPlus proposal will be distributed to all Member States along with such implementation survey and that further development of the proposal will take into account the existing XML solutions at MS level, with the view to minimise any negative impact on them.
3. WORK PLAN
A general work plan for the IRWG was discussed. The need to extend the yearly mandate of the IRWG to the whole year 2011 was recognised. 

The Group agreed to reduce as much as possible the number of meetings, recalled the possibility to work via correspondence, and stressed that due to the existing commitment for the ongoing developments of SSN v.2 any further developments which would affect MSs will have to be carefully considered and should only be adopted from 2012 onwards.

In drafting a roadmap on future technical developments related to incident reports in SSN, the following should be taken into account: 

· during 2010 and 2011 both EMSA and the MSs have built upon existing knowledge and analysed lessons learnt. MSs can use the web based incident reporting tool offered by EMSA. EMSA should provide the MSs with guidelines on how to make use of the incident reporting messages and propose organisational procedures facilitating the exchange of incident reports;
· the year of 2011 is crucial for SSN since both EMSA and the MSs are changing their SSN messaging framework for the first time. The interface of the new version (SSN V.2) will be developed and tested by both EMSA and the MSs;

· drafting the incident reporting part of the XML Reference Guide should start in 2011 and then technical implementation should follow according to an agreed roadmap. 

4. FOLLOW UP ACTIONS OF THE 1ST IRWG MEETING
The IRWG agreed to work mainly by correspondence. NL offered to host the next meeting. 

The following actions were agreed:
	Action point
	Item
	Task leader
	Associated partners

	1
	Revision of the Incident reports forms
	Italy
	EMSA

	2
	Solving existing inconsistencies in the incident report messages
	UK
	IE, EMSA

	3
	Incident Report implementation survey
	EMSA
	all

	4
	Incident Reports Guidelines revision
	EMSA
	DE, NL

	5
	Improvement of the distribution tool through the web interface
	DK
	EMSA

	6
	Revision/improvement of the Incident reports messages framework (structure, distribution…)
	IE
	UK, FR, EMSA

	7
	Draft an amended version for the identification of the possible polluters
	EMSA
	NL


The tasks that the IRWG will have to perform will need at least one more year.  For this reason, the extension of the ToR to the SSN Workshop of October 2011 has been proposed.

5. ACTION REQUIRED
Member States are invited to:

a. Agree on the extension of the mandate of the IRWG to October 2011. The new Terms of Reference are provided in Annex 1 (for quick reference, amendments are in track changes). 

b. Take note of the minutes of the 1st IRWG meeting (annex 2) and provide their comments.

c. Take note of the first draft of the revised Incident Report Guidelines (A separate document will be provided later on – week 41) 
Annex 1
SSN Working Group on “Incident Reports”

Revised Terms of Reference
1 - Mandate

The SSN Working Group on “Incident Reports” should, taking into account existing specifications of the SSN system; develop and propose to the SSN Group a revised version of the Incident Reports messages (Alert messages in the current XMLRG) to be exchanged between MS.

The WG shall in particular:

· review the XML Incident Reports messages to remove inconsistencies or still remaining open issues.
· include in the XML format the two additional messages (document SSN 12.3.2 New incident reports in SSN2) as well as the 3 agreed at SSN5 (document SSN 5.3.3 new alerts).

· incorporate the possibility to distribute Incident Reports via the XML interface (as it is now implemented on the web using the Incident Report Distribution tool). 
· review the Incident Report Messages Guidelines 

· propose actions to improve the level of reporting of Incident reports 

The SSN Working Group on “Incident Reports” shall take into consideration that they are producing an agreed XML messaging framework that should fulfil both technical and operational requirements.
2 - Resources and Members of the Group
Each Country participating in SSN and the European Commission has the right to nominate members of the group by the 1st of November 201009. The MSs involved in the IRWG in 2009-2010 will remain unless expressed otherwise. Other appropriate representatives of SSN user groups (such as law enforcements authorities, masters, ship-owners, ESPO) may participate as observers in or consultants to the group.

EMSA will provide the secretariat; and will coordinate, collate and amalgamate the information sources identified by the members of the group into working electronic documents or ongoing dissemination and agreement.

The Working Group can either develop its mandate in writing addressed to all the Members of the Working Group (a correspondence WG) or through meetings organised by EMSA, if so considered. When meeting outside EMSA’s premises travel costs shall be supported by each participant. EMSA may chair the meeting if the hosting MS requests.

3 - Report
The report, coordinated by EMSA, will cover the objectives and will assess the need for continuing the work, and, if so, how further work will be conducted, and reflect the views of the participants.

4 - Deliverables and timing
The report should be ready by end July 201110 to be transmitted to the SSN Group members and allow for a feed back during one month prior to the workshop. The chair of the group will present the report at the workshop.

5 - Acceptance

The final result of the Working Group will be submitted to the SSN Group at the Workshop programmed to take place in the second semester of 2011 for agreement and implementation.
6 - Duration of these ToR.

At the Workshop programmed to take place in the second semester of 201110 the mandate of this working group will expire, and be renewed if necessary with new ToR.
Annex  2
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Background

I. Introduction

The “Incident Report Working Group” (IRWG) was created by the SSN WG 12 with the objective to propose by October 2010 to the SSN group “an agreed XML messaging framework that should fulfil both technical and operational requirements”.

The meeting was chaired by Mr. Yann Le Moan of EMSA.

The meeting was attended by delegations from: Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
The list of participants is attached as Annex 1 and the meeting agenda as Annex 2.

All the documentation presented and power point presentations and this report are available at:

https://extranet.emsa.europa.eu/index.php?option=com_joomdoc&task=cat_view&gid=267&Itemid=121
Workshop Programme

1.  Opening / Introduction (EMSA)

Mr. Yann Le Moan welcomed the participants, highlighting the wide scope of the issues to be dealt by the WG. He mentioned that the IRWG should provide to the SSN group a revised version of the Incident Report XML messages in order to remove the inconsistencies between the XSD and the XMLRG, to include the 3 new messages agreed during SSN5 and the 2 agreed in SSN12 and to incorporate the possibility to distribute Incident reports provided via XML. This revision could be profited to improve as a whole the Incident report messaging as described below.

2. Approval of the agenda 

The agenda was approved.

3. Work plan

The chairman introduced the work plan for the whole IRWG activity and pointed out the need to ask SSN Group 14 for prolonging the yearly mandate of the IRWG to the whole year 2011.  
UK raised the issue of the need to reduce as much as possible the number of meetings and also recalled the possibility to work via correspondence.

DE agreed on the proposed planning but suggested to review the topics of each meeting according to the previous discussions, including any input from the SSN Group.

NL underlined the common budget constraints of MSs and stressed that due to the existing commitment for the ongoing developments of SSN v.2 any further developments which would affect MSs will have to be carefully considered and only beyond 2012.

EMSA clarified that in accordance with the mandate of the IRWG, the group might propose a time plan to the SSN Group for further consideration and adoption.

IT declared that a unique form per type of Incident reports (through the web) should be used by all. EMSA recalled that these forms are accessible through the SSN web interface, but an action can be undertaken to propose new ones (for the cases others) and therefore propose a full set of forms (Action point 1)

UK highlighted the fact that inconsistencies listed in the Annex I of the current XMLRG 2.03 were not being discussed in the first meeting. UK stressed the priority of the corrections to the current SSN implementation which were one of the four items of the mandate given to the Working Group by SSN 12. 

The chairman clarified that EMSA has already started to work on this issue and that it will be an item of the next meeting (Action point 2).

4. Incident reports: background and summary of the complete set of proposals.

EMSA introduced this document to provide an overview of the proposals, including the reasons supporting these and the possible alternatives.

IE recalled that the notification side of the web-interface of SSN is to be phased out. The point being made was that Member States are faced with meeting these developments needs to satisfy their reporting requirements according to the current XML specification.

EMSA underlined that the phase-out of the SSN web-interface for notification purposes is not a decision to be taken at SSN Group level but at the SSN HLSG level and is beyond the mandate of the IRWG. 

IT has not yet implemented an XML version for Incident reports in SSN2 but it has already implemented it in the current XML version. IT doesn’t consider it usable from an operational point of view due to the fact that the XML interface requires several mandatory elements that may be not known at the time the report is drafted. In case any of these elements are missing, the notification is not accepted by the system.
IE pointed out that user requirements have to be carefully analysed before proposing to the SSN plenary group any further development. Any XML solution that will require thorough development at MSs level has to be assessed first taking into account those MSs which have already implemented an XML solution on their side.  

After several interventions the group agreed to prepare a questionnaire to be distributed to all MSs (Action point 3). The questionnaire will serve for a user requirements survey to be conducted with all MSs and to verify the current technical & operational implementation; including elements discussed during the meeting (possible ways to receive distributed Incident reports, impact on their systems if proposed changes are agreed, etc.).

The questionnaire shall be agreed by email among the members of the IRWG before distribution to all MSs.

UK and NL underlined that they have been audited by EMSA in 2009 for the implementation of Directive 2002/59 and that results of such inspection visits – which concern also incident reporting into SSN - could be reported to all MSs.

5. Reporting obligations

EMSA introduced the document IRWG 1/3 which aimed at clarifying the reporting obligations according to art. 16, 17 and 21.2 of Directive 2002/59 (as amended).

EMSA recalled that currently there is confusion about what has to be notified to SSN, what instead has to be distributed along the planned route of the ship, when and why; it also emphasized that the Directive requires MSs to report all incident reports to SafeSeaNet, should they are received by the designated authority pursuant to art. 16 and 17.

DE pointed out that based on their reading of art. 16 requirements, the national authority concerned should apply threshold values to not undermine the value of the whole system which requires that the national competent authorities concerned has  to assess which cases have to be notified and which can be omitted for notification  , since considered “ the vessel posing no potential hazard to shipping or a threat to maritime safety, the safety of individuals or the environment” and therefore are not of interest of other member states. The note from Germany regarding this professional judgement will be sent by EMSA to the group. 

EMSA clarified that the current text of the Directive does not reflect this possibility to apply professional judgement and therefore all incident and accidents, regardless of their magnitude and follow-up, shall be notified to SSN; professional judgement should be then applied in assessing such information upon receipt, to take the appropriate measures against the ship.

UK, while understanding the position put forward by Germany, had to concur with EMSA’s reading of the Directive.  

The group acknowledged that the reporting obligation given by the Directive is twofold:

· to make the information available at any time upon request by another Member State;

· to distribute the information to the coastal stations concerned located along the planned route of the ship, whenever the latter is known. 

Some delegations stressed the current implementation of the web distribution tool has been proven being not fully adapted to the needs, since the users are receiving e-mails from SSN but without any valuable information which might help to know whether the ship is of immediate interest for the coastal authority or not.

The group agreed to update the Incident Report messages Guidelines (Action point 4) and to work for reviewing the web distribution tool of SSN and to improve the quality of the service (Action point 5).

6. New notification mechanism

EMSA introduced the document IRWG 1/4 which proposed that all data related to an Incident report (notification and response) is provided in the Incident report notification itself. 

IE and UK were not in favour of this proposal because of the financial impact as it will imply thorough changes in their systems (using the XML interface).

DE proposed this to be discussed at the HLSG because the current ICD defines SSN as an index server, where no data is stored.

The proposal was recognised to have certainly several advantages but no agreement was reached.

7. IncidentPlus message in SSN

EMSA introduced the document IRWG 1/5 which proposed to adopt the same structure for the Incident reports as the one employed for the Port notifications implemented in SSN version 2: a single message allowing to notify all the incident reports, to update the information and to link incident related to a same event.

Although the idea for a single modular IncidentPlus message was accepted in principle, some MS (mainly the ones that have already developed an XML interface at national level) disagreed with the proposal, given the significant impact that this solution might have on their existing applications. Anyhow, bringing ALL MSs up to a common level will impact more on the MSs that hasn’t developed yet an XML interface.

It was agreed that the IncidentPlus proposal will be distributed to all Member States along with the implementation survey (ref. 4 above). Further development of the proposal will take into account the existing XML solutions at MS level with the view to minimise the impact on MS. 

UK suggested that the timing of the implementation of any changes to the structure of Incident reports should take into account the various other activities that are currently within the HLSG's SSN roadmap, although the decision about the timing of implementation would have to be made by the HLSG.
UK, DE and FR proposed an alternative approach for the distribution of incident reports via XML, such as:

· MS should notify to SSN through XML, specifying the list of MS which to distribute the report to,

· SSN should then notify to the MS recipients through different solutions, (full XML, e-mail, SMS or a combination of them).

IT underlined that besides dealing with a new notification framework, there is a need also to review the current forms used for reporting incidents and accidents through SSN, since MS are using different forms and sometimes information is not provided in English language. 

The group agreed, after the review of the questionnaire, to work on and propose improvement of the Incident report messages structure (Action point 6).

8. Identification of possible polluters

EMSA introduced the document IRWG 1/6 about the CSN service thanks to the AIS data provided by SSN is able now to “correlate” possible oil spills with ships causing this pollution. This possible infringement falls under art. 16.1.(b) of Directive 2002/59 (as amended). Therefore, MSs are obliged to report these ships to SSN (Incident report type POLREP).

The group agreed that these ships are of interest and should be tracked and reported to the SSN system. On the other hand, the following issues were raised:

DE indicated that such a report has serious consequences according to their national legislation (pollution is considered a criminal act).

DK requested to clarify if all the possible polluters have to be reported to SSN or those for which it has been possible to corroborate this possibility (i.e., visually verifying that it is a real oil slick and/or visually identifying the ship as the polluter).

The group requested certain clarifications on how CSN was working (distribution of the information, number of ships reported, etc.).

The group proposed EMSA to redraft the document in order to clarify the above aspects. Once agreed, it could be presented at SSN 14 (Action point 7).

Workshop Conclusions / Follow-up Actions

The group agreed to meet by the end of the year and mainly work by correspondence.

Nl proposes to host the next meeting.

The following tasks, leaders and participants were agreed:

	Action point
	Item
	Task leader
	Associated partners

	1
	Revision of the Incident reports forms
	Italy
	EMSA

	2
	Solving existing inconsistencies in the incident report messages
	UK
	IE, EMSA

	3
	Incident Report implementation survey
	EMSA
	all

	4
	Incident Reports guidelines revision
	EMSA
	DE, NL

	5
	Improvement of the distribution tool through the web interface
	DK
	EMSA

	6
	Revision/improvement of the Incident reports messages framework (structure, distribution…)
	IE
	UK, FR, EMSA

	7
	Draft an amended version for the identification of the possible polluters
	EMSA
	NL
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