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	Executive summary 
	This document deals with EMSA action 2 of SafeSeaNet Workshop 4 and identifies the potential for improved use of UN LOCODEs. In addition it raises the issue of future incorporation of subsidiary codes within the UN LOCODE.



	Action to be taken
	As per paragraph 7

	Related documents
	a. Document SSN 5/3/8

b. UNECE Recommendation 16, (ISO 3166) 


1. INTRODUCTION 

As in 5/3/8, for SafeSeaNet purposes, the UN-LOCODE is used to identify a named place or location in geo-spatial terms. In many cases, a UN-LOCODE may coincide with a named LCA or even NCA, but this is not true in every case. More precisely, the LOCODE is not likely to be a pin-point location. In the majority of cases it is an area (e.g. port authority area). 
An essential issue in the current use of UN-LOCODEs for purposes of SafeSeaNet is the establishment of uniform practice in geo-spatial identification of location – where is the ship and where is it going to or from? Without establishing uniformity in the data, for information requesters the SafeSeaNet system will be unable to produce complete reports of ships based upon ports of departure, destination or area (where that function includes ports). The UN-LOCODE system offers the best opportunity of achieving the uniformity in data essential to efficient network development.

2. MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENT OF UN LOCODES
The limited success expected from the voluntary use of UN LOCODEs and the need introduce better systems to reflect and encourage their use was presented in paper SSN 5/3/8. Furthermore, the need to improve the way port locations are described and disseminated to shipping, becomes even more important if the systems are applied to determine what we can call “subsidiary locations”.
As previously stated, problems of disharmony in the notification data can be at least partly if not completely overcome through use of intelligent systems/GIS interface for input (reference draft minutes of SSN Workshop 4) that are able to accurately recognise or interpret and convert input data into a form that can be automatically recognised throughout the system (and can therefore be used to index the data). 

UN LOCODES have already been adopted and are frequently applied by customs and various other organisations, commercial and non-commercial around the world. 

3. THE STRUCTURE OF THE UN LOCODE

In accordance with UN ECE Recommendation No. 16, the UN LOCODE consists of two plus three characters in the Roman alphabet. These consist of:
“two letters identifying the country, according to the ISO 3166 two-letter Code for the representation of names of countries, and UN/ECE/FAL Recommendation No.3; three characters identifying the location within the country.”

In addition to the codes on the UN ECE list, SafeSeaNet will also use the message designators where no port of destination has been determined “”ZZUKN”; or to cancel a previously determined port of destination “ZZCAN”, as agreed at SafeSeaNet Workshop 4. This will be applied in version 1.9 or earlier.
4. USE OF ADDITIONAL CODES (MORE THAN THE BASIC FIVE) ADDED TO THE LOCODE

Recommendation 16 also states:
“The code elements can be extended by the addition of further characters to indicate subsidiary locations, such as areas of a port, different railway stations at the same location, or terminals at the same airport, etc. Such code element extensions are optional at the discretion of Governments or local authorities concerned.”

This may offer a constructive way forward to identify for purposes of SafeSeaNet, other subsidiary locations within the responsibility of a particular authority (LCA) and where a ship may wish to identify as its place of departure or destination. This could such locations as:
· Terminals within port areas
· Anchorages

· Pilot boarding and disembarkation points

· VTS reporting points
· Places of refuge

The use of the above also offers a long term solution to the problem discussed at the earliest SafeSeaNet meetings, of obtaining a more precise and accurate definition of the locations referred to by an estimated times of arrival (ETAs) relate to. i.e. It can answer the question - Is it the VTS boundary, the pilot station, anchorage or terminal ETA? A more detailed approach to the LOCODES has the potential to add greater accuracy to a vessel’s estimated position along its predicted track/voyage, presupposing that more advanced systems will be applied in the future.
In view of discussions that are already taking place on the subject of ship security, it is known that at the IMO, two, three or four additional characters are used to identify port facilities and terminals. At least one Member state uses three additional characters of the alphabet to identify port-centred locations. It is also known that some ports for commercial purposes are using up to fifteen additional characters. Bearing in mind current discussions on the potential future use of SafeSeaNet to support the (ISPS Code) security notifications, it would for practical purposes be logical for SafeSeaNet to harmonise with the IMO security code designations for port terminals (port facility numbers). Consideration should be given to future policy for incorporation of additional characters to identify additional locations within SafeSeaNet. The potential future use of more detailed identifiers emphasises still further the need for Member States to adopt GIS, mapping or NER methods, with a clear hierarchy or system architecture, such as shown in the diagram attached at Annex 1 to this paper.
The above will require further discussion at Workshop 6 and broad agreement. Any changes to SafeSeaNet will not therefore be incorporated until SafeSeaNet Version 3 or later.
5. THE CONSEQUENCES FOR DATA INPUT

It is possible to see the approach to the future development of LOCODEs will lead to the evolution of a number of necessary rules for their application.

a. Ships should define their ports of departure and arrival as accurately as possible. 
b. Principally, any definition must include the “two letters identifying the country”. Consequently, systems should be developed to accept a two letter country code independently of the other parts of the code. Further consideration should be given as to if and how “unknown” destinations are dealt with by SafeSeaNet in the context of this two-letter approach.

c. The “three characters identifying the location within the country” must be used whenever possible. The three-letter “port” code will in all cases be subsidiary to the three-letter country code. i.e. No two letter location within the country can be accepted without a two-letter country code.
d. Subsidiary or additional codes can be used to identify locations or areas within or closely connected to port areas (or places?), such as the examples provided earlier. It appears at first desirable that these locations should predominantly reflect those areas (terminals etc.) identified for purposes of the ISPS Code. However, whether the “IMO codes” used for purposes of the ISPS Code should be directly imported and used by the “systems” or whether a new fixed system of say two or three letters should cross-refer to those ISPS Codes but for use by SSN “systems”, is a question requiring further consideration.
6. ADDITIONAL CONSEQUENTIAL ISSUES
To what extent should this system of LOCODEs with subsidiary or additional codes by incorporated into SafeSeaNet and/or associated national systems?
What would be the likely timescale for the above developments? Or, to what extent should these developments wait or influence the necessary development of intelligent systems/GIS interfaces, embedded voyage management systems to reflect this more complex systems logic?

Whatever happens, Member States will be required to consider development of national systems with information for users and operators to ensure that correct locations (principally ports) can be identified. Strategies that include GIS, structural mapping and NER methods were put forward for consideration in the previous paper SSN 5/3/8. It is known that some Member States have already begun to or are considering introduction of subsidiary LOCODEs.
Member States will need to consider in the context of the mapping of their national systems, access rights to SafeSeaNet and its corresponding status (or not) in the UN List, whether each particular port facility is a port or a terminal with a subsidiary code subject (in the terms of SSN), to a wider port authority. 
7. ACTION REQUIRED 
Member States requested to note and comment upon the issues presented in this paper in the context of future strategies for SafeSeaNet.
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