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	Executive summary 
	This document summarises the outcome of the IR questionnaire that EMSA distributed to the MSs


	Action to be taken
	As per paragraph 3 and in the column “follow up” of the annex.

	Related documents
	IRWG 1st meeting report



1. INTRODUCTION

The SSN Working Group on “Incident Reports” (IRWG) agreed during its 1st meeting (Lisbon, 29 June 2010) that EMSA distribute a questionnaire to the MSs to support the discussions of the group. The questionnaire was agreed by the group before distribution and included 4 main sections: technical and operational implementation, employment of the system and further developments. 

18 MSs replied to the questionnaire, including one land-locked country. Not all questions were replied by the participants.

2. Main conclusions
Annex 1 includes a summary of the information provided by MSs per question. The main findings are:
a. The XML interface has been developed by 14 MSs (for providing and requesting IR).  Only 10 MSs declared that they are using the XML for providing IR to SNN and 7 for requesting.

b. From the moment a decision will be taken, the MSs using the Web interface for providing/requesting IRs need at least two years to implement an XML solution.

c. Most MSs involve several authorities to provide IRs to SSN. The same applies to the distribution process.

d. The reporting areas (as required by Article 17) are not properly defined by some MSs.
e. Some MSs use the national language for providing the details of the IRs.

f. Only 6 MSs have provided training to the SSN community regarding the proper use of IR and none has explained the benefits.

g. The currently implemented IR process does not meet all of the users’ expectations.  Most MSs wish to get clarifications about the purpose of the IR (what and who)

h. Most MSs believe that the distribution through the Web shall be improved as proposed in the IRWG 2/4 document.

i. The proposals mentioned in section 4 of Annex 1 should be further discussed and agreed.

3. ACTION REQUIRED

Members of the IRWG are invited to take into consideration the information and findings included in this document during the discussions.

ANNEX 1

QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE SAFESEANET INCIDENT REPORTS (IR)
	Section1 - Technical implementation


	SN
	Question
	Answers
	Follow up

	1
	Do you have developed an XML interface for notifying IR to SSN (art. 16.2)?
	Yes: 14 – No: 4. 
	

	2
	Is this interface capable to provide all types of IR?
	Among the 14 above, only 2 MSs do not have implemented IR type “Others”
	

	3
	Do you have developed the XML interface for requesting data to SSN?
	Only 10 MSs have replied Yes.
	

	4
	Are you using the XML interface you have developed?
	Only 7 MSs are using the XML interface for requesting data.
	

	5
	If the response to the above question is NO, why it is not used? (possible answers may be: 'unable to overcome technical difficulties' or 'not viable when alert distribution is via web interface' or ‘easier to implement operational procedures with the web solution’, etc.)
	The main reasons are technical constraints and lack of operational value of the information obtained.
	

	6
	Are you planning to develop an XML solution?
	Most MSs are planning updating or creating the XML interface. Among those without an XML interface developed, one does not intend to do so and another has not responded.
	

	7
	Are you reporting IR via the SSN Web Distribution Tool (art. 21.2)?
	Yes: 11 – No: 4
	

	8
	What the efforts / timeframe in terms of development would be if the web interface for notifications is removed?
	From 6 months to 2 years. One MS intends to keep sending IR via web; another indicates lack of resources.
	

	9
	How are you providing details: via XML, quoting phone/fax contact details or attaching a document?
	URL: 10 – XML: 3 – Phone fax: 1 – Any solution: 2
	

	10
	Are the details to be provided on request stored at local or at national level?
	Only 4 at local level.
	


	
	Section 2 Operational implementation:

	
	Incident report notifications can be basically employed:

· As per art. 16.2: To warn MSs along the planned route of a ship about its previous behaviour or condition (for “ships posing a potential hazard to shipping or a threat to maritime safety, the safety of individuals or the environment”) or to warn them the sighting of derelicts or pollution (WARNING REPORTS). 

As per art. 21.2: To inform the SSN community about incidents or accidents where a ship has been involved, in order to support a repository of accidents/incidents per ship (INFORMATION REPORTS).

	
	Question
	Answers
	Follow up

	11
	Which are the authorities entitled to send IR in your country?
	Always national administrations and/or coastal stations.
	

	12
	Are they allowed to send directly IR through the SSN web interface or the national application? This question has been merged with number 18
	Incident reports have been filtered out, either by a service (MAS, CG, MRCC, etc) or by a supervisor of the authority providing the report.
	

	13
	Which authorities are identified to receive the distributed IR?
	Usually the same services entitled to send are the ones receiving the IR. They usually have an attached role for further distribution of the information received.
	

	14
	Which are the SSN users having the permissions (access rights) to receive or access the IR (via web and/or XML)?
	The same as above.
	

	15
	Can you describe how the incident/accident reporting area(s) is(are) defined by your legal framework?
	Only 7 MSs have provided a comprehensive response. Some MSs have to adapt the reporting obligations to the areas they are responsible for (SAR areas may not coincide with counter pollution response areas, etc.)
	Further clarifications seems to be needed

	
	If you have defined areas, can you describe the boundaries
	12 miles – EEZ – SAR – several (as indicated above) – x miles, etc. Responses are very different. 
	

	16
	How the ship’s master is informed about this (these) area(s) and its obligation to report?
	Only 3 MS refers to a nautical publication.
	

	
	Question
	Answers
	Follow up

	17
	Do you share that the information provided by the Incident Report should be written entirely in English?               
	YES
	Monitoring by MSS/MSs

	18
	Are IR filtered out or revised by another body before being distributed/sent? 
	See question 12 above.
	

	19
	Are the Incident Report Messages Guidelines available and used by the Officers in charge of sending IR?
	Mostly yes, only two MSs replies No.
	

	20
	Have you performed or planned trainings to the authorities in charge of sending or receiving the IR
	Yes: 6 – No: 9
	

	21
	If Yes, briefly describe the main elements of such a training
	Focusing on implementation of procedures, description of interfaces, legal requirements. Only one MS stated that these trainings were included in the overall training of their staff.
	Discussion on how to benefit from the legal requirements, i.e., the reported incidents.

	22
	What are the operational added value you foresee in sharing the IR EU wide through SSN
	The following reply provided by a MS summarises the general outcome: “the value foreseen is the ability to monitor and prepare for high risk vessels that are bound for XX ports or pass through the XX waters.”
	


	Section 3 Employment of the system

	
	Question
	Answers
	Follow up

	23
	Do you request SSN for IR information and details? Are you using other sources (such as LMIU-casualty reports)? 


	Most of the MSs are reactive: they consult SSN when an IR is received. Regional agreements are mentioned as a valuable source of information. Only 2 MSs referred to external sources such as LMIU. 
	

	24
	When or in which circumstances?


	In an ad hoc basis (after an accident, on reception of distributed IR, etc.).
	

	25
	How – using the web or XML interface?


	Mainly web as distributed IR can only be consulted using the web interface.
	

	26
	Do you find useful information in SSN regarding IR?


	YES: 9 – No : 5
	

	27
	Do you find useful the distributed IR or do you find the IR are sometimes spamming because you get e.g. “ship is not under command” from a region outside of the area of interest?
	More than a few have considered IR as spamming their email box.
	Monitoring distributed IR by MSS/MSs

	28
	What is your opinion (pros’ and cons’) of the current IR messages Guidelines
? 


	3 MSs refer to them as “unclear”, “too complicated” or “not sufficient”. 8 MSs consider them at least as acceptable.
	Revision of the Guidelines (proposal IRWG 2/3)

	28a
	Do you support that there is a need for definition of incidents relevant for distribution depending on the state of affairs in the ship to other MS along the ship’s route (only if there is a potential risk related to ship’s safety and seaworthiness or the environment, etc.)
	This question is linked with number 27 above. Most of the MSs reply Yes.
	Revision of the Guidelines (proposal IRWG 2/3)

	29
	Is the email currently received when distributing IR clear enough?


	Yes: 6 – No : 7
	To be corrected (proposal IRWG 2/4)

	30
	What would you add/remove?


	Possible adds: from all the detailed part of the IR up to ship Id, next port and ETA, sender, type of incident, area.
One MS suggested removing the list of recipients.

One MS stated that nothing has to be added or removed
	To be assessed (proposal IRWG 2/4)

	31
	What are your recommendations to improve the current implementation?


	Only 4 responses have been received. These refer to the above question (web distribution), the use of non-English language, and the need for an XML distribution. One MS provided the following feedback: We will start the implementation of an incident reporting module in the MRCC which will automatically generate the necessary IR messages to SSN. We have difficulties with the current implementation of incident report distribution that after sending the IR XML message, we have to log in to SSN web to decide who to distribute the IR to. We would like that we can specify in the IR XML message who to distribute the IR to. We still have to decide how to implement this, but we were thinking of using some predefined groups of neighbouring countries e.g. in case of oil pollution, or by dynamically deciding the next country visited by the ship depending on the next port of call.

Furthermore we would like to include the IR details in the notification message together with phone/fax/mail contact details in case another MRCC needs to contact our MRCC for coordination.

	


	
	Section 4 Developments of the IR messages (medium-long term)

	
	Apart from solving the pending inconsistencies of the current IR XML messages, the Incident Report Working Group intends to propose further developments on this relevant part of the SSN system, in order to make it more useful from an operational point of view.

During the last meeting were discussed controversial:

1. The setting up of a new message, in line with the attached document (SSN_IncidentPlus 1.1), in order to allow updating data, cancelling notifications, distribute messages via XML, etc. This way each incident reports will be identified through the same framework message.

2. The provision of all data in the notification itself; such as it is now implemented in the web distribution tool (data is centralised). This way the request/response for the incident details will be shortened and simplified.


	
	Question
	Answers
	Follow up

	33
	Do you agree with the proposal in 1.? 


	Yes: 11 – No: 4, but among those supporting the idea are the land locked country and the one not intending to implement an XML solution.
	Proposal not accepted.

	34
	Which would be the anticipated impact in your system, should the solution in 1. is implemented?
	Impact on their systems (“drastic”, financial, etc.). Only that planning an update/creation of a new XML interface supports the proposal. 
	

	35
	Do you agree with the proposal in 2.? 


	Yes: 14 – No: 2. 
	Proposal not accepted.

	36
	Which would be the anticipated impact on your system, should the solution in 2. is implemented?
	Similar as above.
	

	37
	Do you have any operational requirements that support the two changes suggested?  i.e. will it improve your operational capabilities?
	Only 4 responses are found:

· We do not have any currently identified requirements that would support these changes
· The use of a framework message that includes the evolution of an incident will give access to an overall and updated view of the incident, which is important regarding the operational response to an incident. However, both ways are acceptable if they are implemented in a way they serve well their purpose, from an operational point of view.
· Yes - Time saving for human resources
· WILL BE IMPROVED OUR OP. CAPABILITIES
	

	38
	Would you develop changes 1 and/or 2 in house or using an external supplier?


	11: external - 1: in house.
	

	39
	Will you have to justify this development internally, or to other parts of your administration before you can proceed?


	Internally: 5 – Other Admin: 2 – Both: 3 and Do not know: 1
	

	40
	How long do you think is a sensible timeframe for developing these changes?


	From six months up to two years.
	

	41
	Can you provide an estimated cost of developing these changes?


	From 5,000 € up to 5 million. Only 3 responses were provided.
	

	42
	How do you want to receive the warning, when you are a recipient of a distributed IR? (e.g. e-mail, SMS, Phone, XML, all of the former)


	Email: 4 – XML and Email: 5 – All possibilities, to be selectable: 5
	

	43
	What are your expectations for these IR messages from an operational point of view?


	MSs have similar expectations, i.e.:
· Pre-warning for problematic vessels passing through area, 

· To be relevant and to receive in time, 
· Expectation is for the IR to be clear and detailed enough to facilitate decision making around how to manage a high risk ship,
· To be informed only about real problem ships relevant for our operations.
· IR messages can give Member States time to get prepared for responding to an imminent incident within their jurisdiction (eg pollution in a nearby MS that can affect the MS, ship posing a potential hazard to maritime safety, environment, etc). 

· They give important information to an incident responder and in this way, prompt and accurate decisions can be made.

· They can serve as a tool for the better selection of ships, subject to inspection by our administration. 

· They provide instant awareness of an incident in order to undertake proper action
	IRWG documents 2/5 and 2/6 proposes further evolutions of the system for being more efficient

	44
	Is your intention to request for data on a routine basis?
	Yes: 7 – No: 6
	

	45
	Do you believe that the current XML interface used for sending the IR and the related timing requirement “within 15 minutes” (pag. 24 of the ICD) are usable from the operational point of view?

	Yes: 6 – No: 5.
To be noted that these 15 minutes are considered “unrealistic” in certain circumstances.
	

	46
	Do you agree that the current formats provided by the annex V of SSN Interface Control Document should be revised? 

	Yes: 8 - No: 1
	Doc. IRWG 2/7 proposes a revised version of the forms

	47
	From a SSN user point of view, do you think that SSN IR should reach the THETIS system (PSC information system)? 

Do you foresee benefits by linking the two systems?
	Yes: 15 – No: 0
The most complete answer includes the following: All IR messages linked to a ship should be forwarded to Thetis which should be the unique tool for PSC. The PSCO shouldn't have to check SafeSeaNet.

These IR messages may or may not have an impact on the priority of the ship. But they have to be in the system for the information of the PSCO.
	

	48
	If Yes, How do you envisage this connection (SSN-THETIS)? Automatic, with a previous manual validation from SSN or PSC coordinator/Officer, etc.


	Automatic: 4 Previous validation: 3
One MS reported that Ports are interested to receive inspection notice on ships. Thetis could send a message to SSN and route it to the national application (linked with ports)
	


	
	Section 5: Any other business

	
	In this part you can provide comments on the Incident reports issue that have not been evoked above


	
	Question
	Remarks

	
	No additional comments provided


Appendix 
Number of IR per MS and interface (period 01 Jan-30Jun). Some MSs are sending IR for the Test ship (IMO 999999)
	Country Code
	L/F Containers
	Others
	POLREP
	SITREP
	Waste
	Total
	Tests
	Proper Incidents
	XML
	WEB

	BE
	 
	20
	 
	 
	 
	20
	20
	0
	100.0%
	

	BG
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	0
	1
	
	100.0%

	CY
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	2
	0
	2
	100.0%
	

	DK
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	0
	1
	
	100.0%


	ES
	 
	13
	 
	 
	 
	13
	0
	13
	100.0%
	

	EU
	 
	6
	1
	4
	 
	11
	1
	10
	100.0%
	

	FR
	6
	 
	96
	189
	195
	486
	0
	486
	
	100.0%

	GB
	 
	3
	 
	27
	12
	42
	4
	38
	100.0%
	

	GR
	 
	41
	11
	146
	 
	198
	0
	198
	
	100.0%

	IE
	1
	 
	 
	1
	 
	2
	0
	2
	
	100.0%

	IS
	 
	5
	 
	 
	 
	5
	1
	4
	
	100.0%

	IT
	1
	137
	1
	43
	1
	183
	0
	183
	
	100.0%

	LV
	 
	13
	 
	2
	 
	15
	0
	15
	6.7%
	93.3%

	MT
	 
	4
	 
	3
	 
	7
	6
	1
	100.0%
	

	NL
	1
	7
	7
	90
	 
	105
	8
	97
	
	100.0%

	NO
	 
	 
	 
	4
	 
	4
	0
	4
	
	100.0%

	PL
	 
	5
	 
	1
	 
	6
	0
	6
	16.7%
	83.3%

	PT
	 
	21
	 
	46
	 
	67
	1
	66
	
	100.0%

	RO
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	3
	0
	3
	100.0%
	

	SE
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	2
	0
	2
	
	100.0%

	SI
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	3
	0
	3
	100.0%
	

	Grand Total
	9
	276
	116
	567
	208
	1176
	82
	1094
	
	


� See appendix for your guidance. It includes figures per MS (XML or Web implementation).


� Latest version 1.6 available in  https://extranet.emsa.europa.eu/index.php?option=com_joomdoc&task=cat_view&gid=266&Itemid=121
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