Responses to comments received on the Technical specifications, standards and procedures document for the EMSWe Ship Database – version 0.2


	#
	Author
	Section
	Question/comment
	EMSA response

	1. 
	FI
	8.5
	there is a typo error in document 8.5. which is dealing with ESD.
In the business continuity there is a reference to location database. […] 
We believe that if there is text “ESD” instead of “location” it would be correct
	· It will be corrected

	2. 
	FI
	
	In order to manage user access rights in our NMSW are we directly linked to Central SSN via WUI like we are now in managing SSN access rights nowadays via Common Management Console? Or are there any other technical means like S2S interface. Other user access related question is, that will the user management database be totally centralized system (Corporate system), or will we be able to have a local user database for instance LDAP, which is linked to Central User Register via Web Services.

	The EMSWe user registry and access management system foreseen in the Regulation relates to the access to the MNSWs (article 12 point 1). But interconnection with EMSA’s identity management system will have to be considered.

	3. 
	FI
	
	With regard to Ship Sanitation Database, do we have to build an own WUI in order to enter the database, or will there be a centralized solution.
	The sanitation database is not addressed by the SSN Group. This is to be discussed with the Commission. 

	4. 
	FI
	
	With regard to ESD, are we going to run parallel to ESD a local Operative Vessel Register (OVR), which is the very register that the declarant is using when feeding a new port call notification into our NMSW. Our idea is that our local OVR is then linked to SSN/ESD via WS-interface.
	We understand that what you refer as the OVR may be equivalent to the “local copy” referred to in the document. Indeed, local copies should be linked to the ESD in order to reflect the information from the ESD.

	5. 
	SE
	
	We don’t really understand how the E-ship database will be filled with information from the agents, shipping company etc. Today when a declarant reports a port call, they search for the vessel they intend to report. They search directly in the interface of the NSW and the data of the ship is collected from the database of Swedish Maritime Organisation. That database already collects information from other different databases as for example “Lloyds”. In short, the agent doesn’t have any records or databases of the ships they use. We thought that the idea of EMSWe was to minimize the administration for the shipping industry, we are pretty sure that this function will not be appreciated, it will make the port call process more time consuming
	As required by the EMSWe Regulation, the ESD will be completed “on the basis of the data submitted by declarants to the maritime National Single Window”. Changing such requirement is out of scope of the group’s mandate. Such issue should be raised to the EMSWe subgroup.

	6. 
	SE
	
	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
	The common databases serve as reference for all MNSWs. If all MNSW would rely on a live link with the database, each common database would become a potential single point of failure of the overall EMSWe. For their operational operation, it is generally recommended to rely on local copies.
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.

	7. 
	SE
	
	(Comment on Waste Business Rules – 14 April) Our question was if the maximum sufficient capacity has to be reported for each port, and the answer from EMS was yes. We would like to continue on the subject – does it has to be that way, is there no possibility that the maximum capacity is prefilled?
	Addition of ship maximum capacity per waste type in the ESD would address the issue and should be investigated considering this is static ship data.
· Add in dataset

	8. 
	DE
	
	We should not mix the different formalities to fill in the ESD DB. The ESD should only hold static information
	Ship particulars may come from different reporting obligations, it is therefore necessary to consider all relevant reporting obligations.
The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	9. 
	DE
	
	Will the CSD get data from the ESD?
	The CSD gets the information which is exchanged through SSN. This includes today some ship data. Additional ship data will be investigated when the EMSWe data exchange via SSN will be discussed.

	10. 
	DE
	
	Exemptions should be stored in another reliable database (in SafeSeaNet) – from there, they can be made available to the ESD (mirrored).
	This is indeed what is proposed.

	11. 
	DE
	3
	(about proposal 2) Why should the MS send the same information twice via the same interface? All data on exemptions that has been sent to SSN should be made available to the ESD.
	MS will not send the exemption information twice. MS will send exemption information to SSN only. 
· Text to be clarified in Proposal 2.

	12. 
	DE
	3
	(about proposal 3)  Why “either - or”?
	Exemption information may come from the MNSW or the National SSN. To be decided by each MS.

	13. 
	DE
	
	“Name of Master” and “Company security officer” should not be part of the ESD. “Master” can cause problems with data protection and the information about the CSO is part of the security information, not of the ship information. Only information of the ship information formality should be part of the ESD (+ information on exemptions). Attributes are coming from the formality for Ship information. The user has no possibility to provide additional information.
	Ok to remove personal data from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.
The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	14. 
	DE
	4.1.1
	(about link between MNSWs and ESD in section 4.1.1)  Will it be a common functionality of the RIM to get information from the ESD?
	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 subgroup.

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 ESD 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 MNSW – either directly from ESD or RIM, therefore development work on MS side is unavoidable. Also, by making an extra step of how data becomes available in the GUI of MNSW seems to add extra complexity to the overall architecture.

	15. 
	DE
	4.1.1
	(about second paragraph of section 4.1.1) This should be the task of SSN, not of the MS.
“Reporting only once” should also apply for MSs
	This is the responsibility of the MS according to Regulation’s article 14 point 2.

	16. 
	DE
	4.1.1
	(about “ MS shall ensure that the information complies with the syntax rules of the EMSWe dataset” in section 4.1.1).  This should be a common functionality of the central part of the RIM, defined in / by the MIG (context ship formality).
	Whether the RIM will perform data quality checks is still to be investigated by the Commission, as reported to the Interfaces Team.

	17. 
	DE
	4.1.1
	(About section 4.1.1) User management will be done on European level, not by the MS. Which user management is meant here?
	This is the management of users of the ESD. Please refer to section 5.3. Therefore for national coordinators, this relates to the management of MS authority users.

	18. 
	DE
	
	(about “ICT”) Glossar: “information and communications technology”??
	· “ICT” will be added in the glossary.

	19. 
	DE
	4.1.1
	(about local copy in section 4.1.1) How about the update procedures of the local copies of the databases?
	The local copy will be kept up-to-date by subscribing to the announcement mechanism. Please refer to section 5.1.3 
· Text to be clarified in section 5

	20. 
	DE
	
	Why not to support a central functionality at national level (eg. RIM) for agent and shipping companies to download the content of the CSD?
	According to the Regulation, the Commission shall ensure the availability of the ship database data to the maritime National Single Windows for facilitation of ship reporting. 
It is up to each Member State to decide how the information is made available to the declarants from the MNSW.

	21. 
	DE
	
	(About user administration by the ESD administrator) Please define, which users are meant here. Only system users from the MS or also declarants?
	Please refer to section 5.3: users may be national coordinators for the EMSWe and MS authorities issuing ship reporting exemptions. Indeed, system users will as well be administrated by the ESD administrator.

	22. 
	DE
	5
	(about section 5 – interfaces)  How is this chapter connected to the EMSWe MIG
	It is not. The EMSWe MIG relates to the data exchanges between declarants systems and MNSWs through the RIM. The ESD document relates to the data exchanges between the ESD and the National SSN system and MNSWs.

	23. 
	DE
	5
	(about connection between the ESD and MNSW in section 5) This should be common functionalities of the RIM. Please indicate, how it is integrated into the EMSWe system architecture.
	This is not a question for the SSN group. 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.
The ESD is included in the EMSWe architecture as addressed by the Commission with the Interfaces Team.

Answer from Commission:  Overall architecture picture (and aligned to the Regulation) that was provided during Interfaces thematic team meeting on 19 November 2019 and explains 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 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.

	24. 
	DE
	5
	(about the request/response mechanism in section 5)  This information is only relevant for reporting purposes and so for GUI and RIM, not for the MNSWs.
	[bookmark: _Hlk42005489][bookmark: _GoBack]For the reporting process, the MNSW should use its local copy. Local copy would be kept up-to-date with the push mechanism. There is therefore no need for request/response mechanism. 
· Remove Request / Response from the document

	25. 
	DE
	
	Why send ship notifications? They have already been sent to SSN…
	The ESD will rely on the ship notifications sent by the MNSW. The exchange of data through SSN in the scope of the EMSWe Regulation is meant for addressing the reuse of data between ports, not for the ESD.

	26. 
	DE
	5.1.1
	(about ship information notifications in section 5.1.1) This information has already been sent to SSN
	See answer above.

	27. 
	DE
	5.1.1
	(about ship information notifications in section 5.1.1) The result can be more than one ship
	The request / response mechanism will be removed from the document considering that it is not needed with local copies

	28. 
	DE
	5.2
	(about creating and updating ship details in the web interface in section 5.2)  Is this an ESD manager? If not it might make sense to add an additional role for a manager who can change ship information, but who has no access to user rights and role management.
	This feature is restricted to the ESD administrator. Please refer to section 5.3.

	29. 
	DE
	5.3
	(about consolation of logs and creation of system and human users by the ESD admin in section 5.3) All permissions except these two should also be available for an ESD manager.
	Please clarify what you mean by “ESD manager”.

	30. 
	DE
	6.2.1
	(About section 6.2.1)  Data quality will be bad…
	Please clarify the issue

	31. 
	DE
	6.2.1
	In the interface team (MIG) we are discussing that the primary key of a port call must be the IMO number or a dummy IMO number in combination with the MMSI. How will the ESD handle this BR?
This IMO number has to be defined to be the same for everyone (“0000000”?).
	The idea developed by the Interface Team is to identify whether a ship has no IMO number. This idea will be proposed to the Data Team. Once this is done, the ESD can be designed to handle this feature. 
· It will be reflected in the document.

	32. 
	DE
	6.2.1
	There can be more than one entry with the same MMSI.
	This is true. This is reason why it is proposed to use the MMSI number along with the Call Sign

	33. 
	DE
	6.2.1
	(about case where necessary ship identification information is not provided by the MNSW) Who shall correct that error? Who is responsible?
	This is reporting issue. It is up to the authority(ies) to take proper action to improve the quality of the data reported by declarants.

	34. 
	DE
	6.2.1
	(about the fact that one ship record may contain information coming from different declarants in section 6.2.1) So, there will only be one record for each ship. What’s the primary key for the ship? The IMO number? If not – can there be more than one record per IMO number?
	There will be one record per IMO number and per couple [MMSI+Call Sign] for ship without IMO number

	35. 
	DE
	6.2.2
	(about the fact that SSN will indicate which information from the exemption record is in error in section 6.2.2) Who shall correct that error? Who is responsible?
	Data error must be corrected by the data provider. For instance, the authority reporting the exemption information.

	36. 
	DE
	
	(about exemptions) Is the IMO number the key?
	The ship identification is not a key for identifying exemptions. Each exemption has an ExemptionID.

	37. 
	BE
	3
	Is there no contradiction in this document? It is stated that the EMSWe ship database only uses data coming from declarants (chapter 3, second paragraph), when elsewhere the document specifies that also data about exemptions is contained in the ship database, that comes from authorities and not declarants. Perhaps this wording in chapter 3 can be detailed to explain that ship particulars information is coming from declarants.
	We will clarify the text. Indeed, only ship identification information and particulars will come from declarants.
· Text to be clarified

	38. 
	BE
	
	The fact that SSN NCA and MNSW coordinator can provide exemption information to the SSN exemptions database (in case of using S2S for this), seems to be in contradiction with the principle imposed by SSN that there can only be 1 S2S connection per member state to central SSN. Can you explain in detail how the MNSW could technically provide exemption information to the SSN exemption database: is this via the SSN NCA system ?

	The proposal is to use the current S2S interface of the central SSN system and upgrade it. As explained in section 4.1.1, the idea is that the exemptions are transmitted by the national SSN system or the MNSW (depending on how this is set up at national level) once recorded by the relevant authority

	39. 
	BE
	
	Where will exemptions be stored: in central SSN EIS, in SSN CSD and/or in EMSWe ship database ?
	The proposal is to reuse the existing interface of SSN, therefore SSN would store the exemption information, as currently. This is explained in section 6.2.2.

	40. 
	BE
	
	If the management of exemptions (create/update/delete) can not only be done via SSN (web interface + S2S interface), but also via the EMSWe ship database web interface, then the SSN user account management (where the SSN NCA has to assign access rights to certain authorities/users to manage exemptions) will have to be aligned with the EMSWe user account management. Please elaborate how this will work.
	[bookmark: _Hlk42010069]Indeed, relevant authorities may record exemptions using the SSN user interface (section 5.3 and proposal 2 in section 3). EMSA already handles user accounts of authorities. Interoperability between EMSA user management and the EMSWe user registry and access management system will be assessed with the Commission when discussion once the EMSWe user registry and access management system will start

	41. 
	BE
	
	For each new exemption record, SSN will define a unique ExemptionID which will be sent as response to the first ship exemption notification.”  This seems in contradiction with the SSN requirements, whereby national SSN systems (and not central SSN) need to assign a unique ExemptionID for a new exemption (when using the S2S interface for registering new exemptions in central SSN). We are not in favor of changing the current SSN business logic.
	We believe that this would help if a harmonized identification schema was defined at EU level.  The current approach may be more problematic if more authorities are involved because more types of exemptions are handled. To be discussed.

	42. 
	ES
	
	We think that to raise a different database than the one that has been working with EMSA (central ship database), and with data source only in declarants, is limiting. We have serious doubts about the quality of the data and, therefore, about its usefulness for the reuse of data. We believe it will be a source of errors that would impair the agility of authorization and clearance processes by the Maritime and Port Authorities.
Now we are using a ship data base form IMO and Lloyds and we allow declarants to change some ship details but we only record the changes in the database if Port Authority and Maritime Administration confirms it which is unusual due to declarants mistakes and inaccuracies. Our experience with the shipping agents as origin of ships data is not good.
	As required by the EMSWe Regulation, the ESD will be completed “on the basis of the data submitted by declarants to the maritime National Single Window”. Changing such requirement is out of scope of the group’s mandate.  Such issue should be raised to the EMSWe subgroup.

	43. 
	ES
	
	The ship database should contain only static data of ships, referring to nothing more than technical characteristics and identification of the vessel
	

	44. 
	ES
	
	It should be possible to give access to the databases, through the NMSW, to the declarants, IT service providers and, where appropriate, to the PCS / Port Authorities, in order to have, in fact, common databases.
	According to the Regulation, the Commission shall ensure the availability of the ship database data to the maritime National Single Windows for facilitation of ship reporting.  It is up to each Member State to decide how the information is made available to the declarants from the MNSW .

	45. 
	FR
	
	For all DB, it's indicated that there will be one connection per member state. Would this connection be unique for all DB, or unique by DB (i.e. one connection for ship DB, one for Hazmat, one for Location)?
	It should be one connection per db. Each db being a distinct ICT system, configurations of connections will be distinct as well

	46. 
	FR
	
	(about the fact that the web interface may be used as a back-up solution to the S2S interface to retrieve information and update the ship database of the MNSW) 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 solution in order to integrate data in another format (csv, xls, other, ...) ?

6.2.1 If no IMO number is provided, the ESD will use the MMSI number and the call sign provided by the MNSW. 


	Downloading information from the GUI in XML format is not foreseen. 

	47. 
	FR
	6.2.1
	(about section 6.2.1) If no IMO number is provided, the ESD will use the MMSI number and the call sign provided by the MNSW.  Additional criteria of Cal sign compared to today, which can create additional risks of error.
	Call sign will be used in conjunction with the MMSO number (not alone). This should reduce the risk of error.

	48. 
	FR
	Annex
	Data elements of the EMSWe Ship Database.
No indication about what is missing  or not (column occurrence missing) + business rule missing (for IMO versus MMSI/call sign)
	Apart from Ship identification information, there is no other required information. The ESD will reflect the information received.
The business rules will be equal to the ones defined for the EMSWe dataset. As explained in the paper, the ESD dataset will be revised to reflect the final EMSWe dataset once defined by the Data Team.

	49. 
	PL
	Annex
	Some data elements are excessing the scope of dataset required by EMSWe regulation and are more relevant to the Ship Security Notification  e.g. ISSC data, CSO data, CSO contact details (telephone). We propose to decouple the data required by the formalities strictly mentioned in the Annex of the Regulation 1239/2019 from static data related to the ship's characteristics, particulars, identification. As per Article 14.1 of a/m regulation: "In accordance with Article 8(2), the Commission shall establish a EMSWe ship database containing a list of ship identification information and particulars, as well as records on ship reporting exemptions.". ISSC data is however not considered as ship's particulars data.
For the similar reason we do not consider that the data field "name of master" (ID 580) is already covered by other formalities (FAL 1, FAL 2, MDH). It is changing so frequently that there is no added value for embedding it in the ESD data.
	The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	50. 
	PROTECT
	
	Name of master:  This is not a reference data element, but a voyage data element.
	Personal data will be removed from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.
The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	51. 
	PROTECT
	
	Although EMSA has a high quality ship database we are starting more or less from scratch where all the data we are going to use is derived from input from shipping lines, shipping agent or the ships them self. In 7.3.7 Annex 1 the most important chapter is missing eg. Data Quality.
I suspect within a year we will have multiple entries for the same ship due to faults when entering data and no data quality checks. 
 Why not use a minimum data set only necessary for reporting (ship’s name, callsign, IMO or MMSI number) exported from the EMSA ship database.  In Rotterdam we are using IHS as supplier for our ship database and have an agreement with them for using a subset for reporting in our PCS.
Looking further you could also think about a way of making the whole EMSA ship database available for those parties interested on a subscription base. I suspect a lot of NCA’s and LCA’s are paying a commercial party for their ship database. One central European Ship database will most likely be a lot cheaper for all.

	As required by the EMSWe Regulation, the ESD will be completed “on the basis of the data submitted by declarants to the maritime National Single Window”. Changing such requirement is out of scope of the group’s mandate.  Such issue should be raised to the EMSWe subgroup.

The enhanced ship database pilot project is open to all MS willing to participate. It will offer services to maritime authorities of the MS, including NCAs and LCAs.

	52. 
	NL
	
	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.
(Also see our general remarks, no. 1)
	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 focussed on the implementation and management of the ESD. Its structure was presented and agreed with the Commission.

	53. 
	NL
	
	What is the purpose of having the exemption information in the ESD? The ESD is filled with the information provided by the declarants; exemptions are granted and validated by authorities, and are related to ships with by authorities validated information. 
Exemptions are not solely related to a ship, but also to an MS, route and port ánd are valid for a limited time. We therefore wonder if it’s logic to have the exemptions information in the ESD at all. Exemptions should be related to information which is validated by an authority. We therefore suggest to consider to relate the exemptions to the ships in the CSD.
	The document identifies this issue and proposes to use the reporting mechanism in place in SSN for exemptions. Please refer for instance to proposals 2 and 3. 

	54. 
	NL
	
	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 both 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. 

	55. 
	NL
	
	We fully agree that detailed specifications are not a part of this document. Who will draft up these documents and how will member states be involved?
	This should be done by EMSA with the SSN Group.

	56. 
	NL
	
	(about “ Whereas (23) indicates that the data in the ESD should be “as reported to the respective maritime National Single Window” in section 3) We propose to include only the necessary information in this document, this is in line with the documents of other teams. Since this is a consideration of the Regulation, we suggest it to be removed.
	This part of the Regulation gives indication of the objectives and intentions. This is relevant considerations for the development of the ESD.

	57. 
	NL
	
	We have doubts whether the data quality of the ESD will become sufficient for purposes of reuse. We suggest to discuss and reconsider in the EMSWe sub group whether the use of a second ship data base, filled by information from the declarants, will contribute to the objectives of the Regulation. We think the use of validated data from the CSD could be a better solution.
	As required by the EMSWe Regulation, the ESD will be completed “on the basis of the data submitted by declarants to the maritime National Single Window”. Changing such requirement is out of scope of the group’s mandate.

	58. 
	NL
	3
	(about proposal 1) Since different declarants can provide (different) details for the same ship, the source might not always be unique.  
	Indeed, this is indicated in section 6.2.1. The intention of the sentence is to say that information will come from a unique type of source.

	59. 
	NL
	4.1.1
	(about “ as soon as submitted in the MNSW by declarants” in section 4.1.1) The information provided by the declarants should at least be validated semantically before being submitted to the ESD.
	The NMSWs should control the semantic of data received (as indicated in the MIG).
· Text to be clarified: “as soon as submitted by the declarants and accepted by the MNSW”

	60. 
	NL
	4.1.1
	(about “ MS shall ensure that the information complies with the syntax rules  of the EMSWe dataset” in section 4.1.1)  The term syntax rules is used throughout the document, but these are, in our opinion, semantic rules.
	· Wording to be aligned with the MIG.

	61. 
	NL
	
	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. 

	62. 
	NL
	4.1.1
	(about the local copy in section 4.1.1)  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 ESD?
·  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 common databases serve as reference for all MNSWs. If all MNSW would rely on a live link with the database, each common database would become a potential single point of failure of the overall EMSWe. For their operational operation, it is generally recommended to rely on local copies.
Keeping local copy updated will be done with the announcement service (push). 
· Text to be clarified (in section 5)

	63. 
	NL
	5
	(about  Request/response mechanism in section 5) This doesn’t seem to be in line with the use of a local copy. There seems to be no need for a local copy if there is a request-response mechanism with the ESD (or the other way around). And if there is a local copy, the request/response mechanism could work on the local copy.
	· The request / response mechanism will be removed from the document.

	64. 
	NL
	5
	(about request/response mechanism for exemption information) For what purpose should the exemption information to be requested?
Exemptions are only relevant for the MS where the exemption applies for (for a certain ship, route and port). The authority that granted the exemption already has this information. In our opinion there is therefore no need to request information from the ESD from other MSs.
	The request / response mechanism will be removed from the document

	65. 
	NL
	5.1
	(about section 5.1) Detailed technical description, like technical naming of the messages is not necessary for this document (see chapter 2); a functional description should be sufficient.
	This section stays at functional level. It aims at provide a complete view of the expected functionalities of the ESD for discussion at SSN Group. This part may indeed be copied in the technical specifications in the future to provide the functional view.


	66. 
	NL
	5.2
	(about the creating or updating of ship details function in section 5.2) According to Article 14 of the Regulation, the ESD can only be filled with information coming from the declarants, through the MNSW’s. If there is a need for manually creating or updating the ship details, then this should only be possible in certain cases, for example as a backup procedure, and if authorized / approved by the declarant

	This function is only available to the ESD admin (EMSA). It is indeed intended to address unforeseen issues or failures.

	67. 
	NL
	5.2
	(about the creating or updating of ship exemption records function in section 5.2) Exemptions regarding SSN are registered (created and updated) in SSN; this information should therefore not be created or updated in the ESD as well.
	This is indeed the intention.
· To be clarified.

	68. 
	NL
	6.2.1
	(about “ Ship records which don’t comply with at least one of the rules  will be rejected by the ESD” in section 6.2.1)  What’s meant by ‘at least one of the rules’?
	If the ship record contains at least one error as regards the syntax rules, it is rejected.

	69. 
	NL
	6.2.1
	(about “The ESD will indicate which information from the ship record is in error” in section 6.2.1) Do you agree this should not occur, since the rules also apply for the notifications submitted by the declarants through the MNSW or GUI?

	Theoretically it should not, but the ESD has its own responsibilities in terms of data quality and must therefore make sure that syntax rules are applied. This is a very common issue in distributed system with variant implementations and distinct parties involved.

	70. 
	NL
	6.2.1
	(about ship identification rules in section 6.2.1)  In this way multiple records of the same ship can be generated, e.g. one declarants uses only an IMO-number and another uses only an MMSI.
	To address the issue, the EMSWe Interfaces Team has recommended adding a data element in the EMSWe dataset to indicate whether the ship has an IMO number of not. If it has, then the declarant will have to report it. This document will be updated once this is accepted by the Data Team.

	71. 
	NL
	6.2.1
	(about section 6.2.1) We suggest to apply the replace mechanism for data that comes from one formality. This means, if the declarant provides data about the ship all data of the ship related to that formality is replaced in the ESD. If data comes from multiple formalities, the replace mechanism can be applied per formality.
In this way it is more clear which declarant has reported the data and optional data elements which have been reported accidentally can be removed as well.
	Do you mean that even if a data element is the same as in the ESD, the ESD will nevertheless record it as an update? 
What about if the declarant does not report a ship particular (because optional), would this particular be deleted from the ESD? Why? This would reduce the benefits from the ESD, if the next declarant wants to report that ship particular.

	72. 
	NL
	7
	(about 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 focussed on the implementation and management of the ESD. Its structure was presented and agreed with the Commission.

	73. 
	NL
	7.2
	(about “ Via this process, the MS becomes an officially recognised participant in the EMSWe network for the designated functionality “ in 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.
	· Ok to remove and clarify the text.

	74. 
	NL
	8.2
	(about “ The ship records shall be available via all interfaces in the ESD without any time limitation” in section 8.2)  We think archiving or cleaning up the ESD would be sensible to do, taking requirements from legislation into account on this point.
	Could you please clarify the requirement? Need to investigate archiving measures.

	75. 
	NL
	8.5
	(about “Ensuring, by means of the alternative solutions, the availability of the location database to the MNSW” in section 8.5) What are these ‘alternative solutions’?
	This chapter relates to extreme situations where the ESD would not be available because of a disasters. A business continuity facility should be set up to take over the service from another location. If this facility does not work, then alternative solutions should be handled through e.g. manual upload and download of data…

	76. 
	NL
	8.5
	(in section 8.5) replace “location database” with ESD
	· Text to be corrected.

	77. 
	NL
	8.6
	(about “In cases where the ESD transmits an invalid message, the MNSW should inform the Commission/EMSA of the reasons for the invalid message as soon as possible” in section 8.6) This should be done (automatically) by S2S
	Yes. It is expected to be automatic. The ESD will ensure that messages are schema compliant and the same is expected from the MNSW
· Text to be clarified

	78. 
	NL
	8.6
	(about 24/7 contact point in section 8.6) What are exactly roles, tasks and responsibilities? And what is the impact of this principle for the MSs? This should be considered in general for the whole chain of information.
	Yes. We expect that ESD and MNSW will have 24/7 contact point to ensure that all components of the system work as expected.

	79. 
	NL
	9
	(about section 9 – system security)  This chapter is not very clear to us. Does this concern the ESD, local copies or MNSW in general? A lot of the requirements are, in our opinion, not specific for ESD or not related to ESD. Also the requirement should not apply for MSs, but COM if they concern the ESD
	· Text clarified

	80. 
	NL
	9
	(about “Passwords should be compliant with the SSN password policy detailed in the SSN Technical and Operational Documentation.” In section 9) Why the SSN-password policy? This concerns the ESD, not SSN. It’s better to describe the requirements which are applied, instead of referring to SSN.
	Noted. 
· Mentioning a password policy is not relevant considering that it will be handled by the EMSWe user registry and access management system. To be removed.

	

	81. 
	NL
	9.2.3
	(about “Authorisation of the national coordinator for the EMSWe by the Commission/EMSA, or of the authorities implementing a local system (e.g. port community system) by the national coordinator for the EMSWe should be subject to the identification of the individuals” in 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

	82. 
	NL
	9.2.4
	(about “The following actions shall be traced and the records shall be available to the data provider of the information  upon request” in section 9.2.4)  Which information is meant? Is this still about the ESD?
	Yes. This is about logs. ESD needs to store information about all transactions (creation, updates of information but also exchange of data with MNSW).

	83. 
	NL
	9.2.5
	(about Data storage rules in section 9.2.5) To our opinion these are not requirements for a databases such as the ESD. Or the other way around, should the content of the ESD 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 ESD at the moment.
· Text to be revised

	84. 
	NL
	9.2.6
	(about “ The ESD  shall ensure that the information is authentic and complete” in section 9.2.6)  The ESD is a system. This should be an authority, in this case the Commission
	· Text to be revised

	85. 
	NL
	Annex
	(about ESD dataset in annex) The ESD should, in our opinion, only contain (semi)static information; some data fields are not static information (e.g. name of master).
Data elements containing personal information should be avoided in the ESD as much as possible, since this is privacy sensitive information
	Ok to remove personal data from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.

	86. 
	NL
	
	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.

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

	87. 
	NL
	
	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. It is not strictly related to the RIM.

	88. 
	NL
	
	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.
	The common databases will reflect the content of the EMSW dataset as regards hazmat data, locations, port facilities, ship identification information and ship particulars. Therefore output from the Data Team will be reflected in the common db documentation.

	89. 
	BG (chat)
	
	Some countries have two ships registration flags (secondary national register). Why does the central date base of ship not accept these second flags (for example DIS, ISR, MAR NIS, Italian international Shipping register)?
	The central database will host a subset of the EMSWe dataset. Second Flag registries are not included in the EMSWe dataset at this stage. It will be included if part of the final EMSWe dataset.

	90. 
	ES (chat)
	
	If the source of ESD are only declarants, what shall happen if two different declarants report different data form the same vessel?
	This is addressed in section 6.2.1. The ESD will register updates of ship data in the order received.

	91. 
	DE (chat)
	
	Name of Master” and “Company security officer” should not be part of the ESD. “Master” can cause problems with data protection and the information about the CSO is part of the security information, not of the ship information. Only information of the ship information formality should be part of the ESD (+ information on exemptions)
	Ok to remove personal data from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.
The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	92. 
	DK (chat)
	
	the exemptions are related both to the vessel and one or two specific ports how should that be handled
	As currently in SSN

	93. 
	DE (chat)
	
	The dataset of ESD must cover the attributes of the formality for ship static Information - than the formality can be used to update the ESD and for the fulfilment of the reporting obligation regarding MNSW

	The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	94. 
	FR (chat)
	
	what would be the primary key(s) on this table? external or based on IMO and/or MMSI/Call sign?
	As indicated in section 6.2.1, ships will be identified by their IMO numbers. If a ship has no IMO number, it will be identified by its MMSI + Call Sign.

	95. 
	NL (chat)
	
	Agree on ES, we have doubts whether the data quality of the ESD will become sufficient for purposes of reuse and will contribute to the objectives of the Regulation. Since different declarants can provide (different) details for the same ship, the source might not always be unique.  
NL:  agree with DK on exemptions,
	Indeed there may be more than on declarant contributing to the same ship, as indicated in section 6.2.1.
For exemption, this will be done as currently in SSN

	96. 
	SE (chat)
	
	Could you elaborate some more on the proposal nr 1, we do not fully understand the idea
	Replied verbally

	97. 
	PL (chat)
	
	We concur with the remark of DE. Security details are a part of Security notification and shall be de-coupled from general ships characteristics/particulars as per art. 14.1 of the EMSWe regulation.
	The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	98. 
	PL (chat)
	
	Please explain in details business processes in S2S interface
	Replied verbally.
Details of the S2S interface will be provided in the technical documentation.

	99. 
	ES (chat)
	
	Yes we have some vessel technical data in Part C. So ESD is not going to de complete for the purpose of Regulation
	As indicated in the Appendix, the dataset of the ESD will be updated once the EMSWe dataset it defined. At this stage the EMSWe dataset only covers parts A and B.

	100. 
	SE (chat)
	
	SE agreed with DE on "name of master"
	Ok to remove personal data from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.

	101. 
	NL (chat)
	
	Agrees on comment from DE on 'name of master' as well
and CSO
	Ok to remove personal data from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.

	102. 
	FI (chat)
	
	If ship does not have IMO, MMSI or Call Sign it should not be rejected, because then we should use ship name to identify the ship. This applies for ex. Barges in domestic traffic.
	The ESD will only hold information on ships with IMO number or MMSI number. Ships without MMSI nor IMO number are generally only involved with one NMSW and therefore ESD would not be needed. 

	103. 
	DE (chat)
	
	Can there be more than one db entry with the same IMO number?
	No. IMO number is unique.

	104. 
	PROTECT
	
	Could we use the EMSA database to verify the declarants data and have an extra field “verified”?
	The EMSA Central Ship Database will be made available to authorities. Such authorities may use the CSD to verify incoming data, as any other ship database.

	105. 
	DK (chat)
	
	agree with NL we have tried this solution and it failed - the data quality was very poor
	As required by the EMSWe Regulation, the ESD will be completed “on the basis of the data submitted by declarants to the maritime National Single Window”. Changing such requirement is out of scope of the group’s mandate. Such issue should be raised to the EMSWe subgroup.

	106. 
	IE (chat)
	
	Am I correct the ESD will be empty when it is launched and it will be populated as the declarant submits information for the first time and will be populated as times go by. How will the ships data be populated in the NSW - CSD? If so there could be inconsistencies

	Considering that information from ESD can only come from data from declarant, information will indeed depend on data submitted by declarants.

	107. 
	PL (chat)
	
	We do not agree with personal data in this set of ESD data as other colleagues.
	Ok to remove personal data from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.

	108. 
	SI (chat)
	
	Slovenia doesn't agree with personal data in ESD.
	Ok to remove personal data from the ESD dataset considering that there is not concrete legal basis for that.

	109. 
	SE (chat)
	
	How will the CSD be populated only by declarants? it seems like the comments from NL is very valid. How can the declarant provide data, shall they update the ESD from scratch?  
	Considering that information from ESD can only come from data from declarant, information will indeed depend on data submitted by declarants.

	110. 
	DK (chat)
	
	will ship data obtained with the help of the ESD be validated by the SSN ship database when the data are sent through the central system? 
	According to the Regulation, the ESD will serve declarants and will be populated by declarants.
The EMSA CSD will consolidate data from different sources, but it cannot be considered as a perfect and always correct source of data. But it may be used by authorities to compare data.

	111. 
	DE (chat)
	
	We should not mix the different formalities to fill in the ESD DB - and ESD should hold static information - the means no change of content in ESD from call to call

	If a declarant reports a change in ship identification or particulars, it must be reflected in the ESD as required by the Regulation.
In addition, ship particulars may come from different reporting obligations, it is therefore necessary to consider all relevant reporting obligations.

	112. 
	ES (chat)
	
	Fully agree with DE and PL. Only static info in ESD, identification and particulars
	The ESD dataset will be revised to only cover ship identification information and ship particulars as required by the Regulation.

	113. 
	DK (chat)
	
	Agree with DE - we use our database to give the declarant a suggestion they can change MMSI name etc. but not save the new data only the NCA can save data in the database

	According to the Regulation, the ESD will serve declarants and will be populated by declarants.
As required by the EMSWe Changing such requirement is out of scope of the group’s mandate. Such issue should be raised to the EMSWe subgroup.


	114. 
	SE (chat)
	
	SE: Agree with DK, same situation in Sweden
	Same answer as above. 

	115. 
	DE (chat)
	4.1.1
	Like CLD, for the notes - Common functionality in the RIM?
	The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe subgroup.

	116. 
	DE (chat)
	4.1.1
	Second chapter - This should be the task of SSN, not of the MS.
?	“Reporting only once” for MS
	Provision of ship data reported by declarants to the EDS by MS is as per Regulation’s requirements. 
Compliance with syntax rules is as per EMSWe dataset.

	117. 
	GR (chat)
	
	How will the local copy will work for the EMSWe ship database? How often will this local copy be updated? Because in the location database this is much easier since it is updated twice per year
	This is indicate in section 5.1.3: announcement messages will be  sent on regular basis (e.g. every 30 minutes)

	118. 
	NL, DE, ES (chat)
	
	How is the request/response mechanism from the MNW with the ESD for ship information in line with the use of a local copy?
MNW=MNSW
	· The request/response mechanism will be removed from the document.

	119. 
	PROTECT
	
	Do you foresee a S2S interface with industry. Download will be not so easy with many updates
	According to the Regulation, the Commission shall ensure the availability of the ship database data to the maritime National Single Windows for facilitation of ship reporting. 
It is up to each Member State to decide how the information is made available to the declarants from the MNSW.

	120. 
	NL (chat)
	
	Regarding the request/response mechanism for the exemption information: exemptions are only relevant for the MS where the exemption applies for (for a certain ship, route and port). The authority that granted the exemption already has this information. In our opinion there is therefore no need to request information from the ESD from other MSs.
	The request / response mechanism will be removed from the document

	121. 
	BE, NL, DK (chat)
	
	If the management of exemptions (create/update/delete) can not only be done via SSN (web interface + S2S interface), but also via the EMSWe ship database web interface, then the SSN user account management (where the SSN NCA has to assign access rights to certain authorities/users to manage exemptions) will have to be aligned with the EMSWe user account management.
	Management of exemptions will only be done via SSN, not via the ESD. EMSA already handles user accounts of authorities. Interoperability between EMSA user management and the EMSWe user registry and access management system will be assessed with the Commission when discussion once the EMSWe user registry and access management system will start

	122. 
	PROTECT (chat)
	
	But we see that more and more agents and shipping lines are going to use their own systems to reporting. That’s the reason to have this data
	Well noted. The issue should be raised to the EMSWe subgroup.

	123. 
	DE (chat)
	
	additional question to question of Protect - why not supporting a central functionality at national level (eg. RIM) for agent and shipping companies to download the content of CSD
	Indeed,  it is up to each Member State to decide how the information is made available to the declarants from the MNSW.
The idea of developing a common software module that can be used by all NMSWs should be discussed in the EMSWe subgroup.

	124. 
	DE (chat)
	6.2.1
	Who shall correct the error? Who is responsible?
	This is reporting issue. It is up to the authority(ies) to take proper action to improve the quality of the data reported by declarants.

	125. 
	FR (chat)
	
	So for someone looking for a ship with MMSI in MNSWe, if several "lines" in the table (one with IMO, one with one callsign, one with another, etc...) all the results will be proposed to the user? and he will "choose" the ship he wants to use?
	This is correct if an MMSI appears in more than one record. 
But duplication issue should be addressed by addition the “ship has no flag” indicator in the dataset. This proposal will be discussed at the Data Team.

	126. 
	BE, SE (chat)
	
	BE is not in favour of changing the current SSN business logic whereby the ExemptionID is defined at national level when providing the new exemption to SSN via S2S interface. But we are in favour of defining the minimal harmonized identification rules at EU level for ExemptionID's, to be applied at national level, so to guarantee that the ExemptionID is unique at EU level.
	· Ok to revert to current approach where the exemption ID is defined by the SSN NCA.

	127. 
	DE (chat)
	
	in interface team we are discussing that the primary key of a port call must be IMO number or a dummy IMO number with the MMSI. how the ESD will handle these BR
	The proposal to have a “ship has no flag” indicator in the EMSWe dataset will be discussed by the Data Team.

	128. 
	SE (chat)
	
	So the declarant decide what the IMO number will be for these "Dummy ship"
	The idea is to require the declarant to indicate whether the ship has an IMO number of not. 

	129. 
	EE, ES, DK (chat)
	
	The ESD responsibility is still open, as if to say that declarant is responsible means that nobody is responsible!
	According to the Regulation, the ESD will serve declarants and will be populated by declarants. The ESD aims at facilitating the reporting of data by the declarants. This is their data and they are responsible for it. 



