Key Policy Decisions Required of the Committee

1. Cost recovery and/or profit for Contracting Governments

Policy decision required: 

Are Contracting Governments entitled to:

a) recover costs, and/or

b) realize profits.

Impact on technical specification: 

The technical specification currently addresses both options.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

It is recommended to the Committee that a policy decision be made that a CG associated with specific ship positional data be entitled to recover its costs—[but not make a profit] by means of billing DCs requesting that data. This is consistent with the policy direction that Contracting Governments shall bear all costs associated with any long-range identification and tracking information they request and receive.  While cost recovery is recommended, profits for Contracting Governments were seen to be inconsistent with the spirit of the intent to provide an international system to improve maritime security.

2.  Profit for Commercial entities

Policy decision required: 

Are Commercial entities (including Data Centres and the IDE if they are commercial entities) entitled to realize profits?

Impact on technical specification: 

As it was not thought feasible to develop a sustainable international LRIT system that did not allow for commercial entities to make a reasonable profit, the technical specification currently addresses only a scenario in which commercial entities can make a profit.  

Recommendation to the Committee:  

Further to Article 2.2.2.9 of the Costing and Billing standard and recommendations made at COMSAR 11, it is therefore recommended to the Committee that a policy decision be made that if a CG(s) uses a third-party commercial entity as its DC, then the DC associated with the data shall be entitled to make a reasonable profit by means of billing DCs requesting that data

3. Contracting Government(s) reporting to NDCs or R/CDCs not wishing not to pay for regular position reports 

Policy decision required: 

Can a CG reporting to an NDC, or a group of CGs reporting to a R/CDC, not pay for the minimum 4 position reports a day from ships entitled to fly their flag?

Impact on technical specification: 

The technical specification currently addresses both options with the inclusion of scenarios 1A and 2A within the costing and billing standard.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

For CGs reporting to either a NDC or R/CDC, Article 2.3.1.2 of the Costing and Billing standard assumes that:

· NDCs and R/CDCs would be established as Vessel Monitoring Systems,

· if a CG establishes a NDC or R/CDC , then that CG wants the LRIT data for all of its ships and would thus be requesting, receiving and paying for the minimum four position reports for all vessels reporting to its flag, and

· those CGs not wanting to receive or pay for their flag vessel data would select the option of using the IDC. 

The assumptions made are a suggested policy direction based on an interpretation of the Performance Standard that provides an option for CGs not to pay for unrequested flag data, while at the same time giving consideration to the long-term viability and sustainability of the International LRIT Data System.

This does not preclude a Contracting Government wishing to establish a NDC or R/CDC from doing so; paying for the 4 position reports per day and then cost recovering and or profiting by means of charging requesting DCs.

4.  Access to data/ sharing of data within DCs

Policy decision(s) required: 
1 If an R/CDC and/or the IDC receives the same message multiple times in accordance with the DDP entries, then how many times should it pay for it? The possible decisions are:  

1. once, or  

2. as many times as it is received.

1 Is an R/CDC and/or the IDC allowed to request a position report once and then route it internally within the R/CDC? If so, how many times must it pay? If it only has received it once, then it is either stopping the other transmissions, or the DDP entries for all CGs involved have been changed so that the message is only sent once. In order for the message to be internally routed within the R/CDC, the other CGs must have the access rights to the data in accordance with the LRIT Regulation.

1 Are these interactions inside or outside of the international LRIT system? If inside, then they will be charged overhead charges that must be audited and logged in a journal.  

Impact on technical specification related to R/CDCs: 

For the R/CDC:  If the Committee decides this arrangement is inside the International LRIT system, then the Performance standard will have to be modified in order to add a journal function into the R/CDC.

If the Committee decides this arrangement is outside the International LRIT system, then there is no impact on the technical specification, but the decision will have potential cost ramifications to all other users of the system because source DCs will not be receiving as much revenue from the provision of data to R/CDCs, which will result in higher costs across the board. In addition to this, if all transactions among users of a R/CDC are outside the scope of the LRIT system, the various overhead charges that are identified in this document will necessarily not be shared by those who use a R/CDC and will have to be paid by others that use the system. 

Recommendation to the Committee: 

While it was noted that financial viability is critical to the viability and sustainability of the International LRIT system, there was no consensus from the Ad hoc Working Group on Engineering Aspects of LRIT with respect to this policy decision. 
5.  Access to data/ sharing of data outside DCs

Policy decision(s) required: 

Under what circumstances can a Contracting Government share with other entities (i.e. other DCs, other Contracting Governments) outside its NDC or R/CDC, LRIT information the Contracting Government is entitled to, has requested and has received; and are there any cost implications associated with the sharing of information?

Impact on technical specification related to R/CDCs: 

There is no impact on the technical specifications.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

There was no consensus from the Ad hoc Working Group on Engineering Aspects of LRIT with respect to this policy decision.

6.  Differentiation of Costs

Policy decision required: 

How should costs be differentiated/set, i.e. by Requestor, by ASP, by CSP, Message Type (regular, poll, rate change), and/or volume?

Impact on technical specifications and standards:

The technical specifications and the Costing and Billing standard currently allow for differentiation of costs based on all of the above criteria.
Recommendation to the Committee: 

The LRIT pricing system should be non-discriminatory; therefore the group recommends that the Committee make the policy decision that all prices should be independent of the requesting CG or DC.   
The group further recommends that set prices be published in the IDE to enable requesters of data to know costs associated with request of data prior to purchase in keeping with standard commercial practice and standard government purchasing policies and procedures. 

The group further recommends that for transparency and openness the simplest costing formula should be employed, tehefore the group recommends that each DC publish a price for each message type only.  This does not preclude a DC from also giving volume discounts.

7.
Charging of Overhead

Policy decision required: 

· How is overhead to be apportioned?

· Should transactions related to Flag data from a NDC or R/CDC be charged IDE overhead? 
· Should overhead be charged on internal transactions within R/CDCs related to coastal and port requests?

Impact on technical specification: 

If the Committee decides this arrangement is outside the International LRIT system, then there is no impact on the technical specification, but the decision will have potential cost ramifications to all other users of the system because source DCs will not be receiving as much revenue from the provision of data to R/CDCs, which will result in higher costs across the board. In addition to this, if all transactions among users of a R/CDC are outside the scope of the LRIT system, the various overhead charges that are identified in this document will necessarily not be shared by those who use a R/CDC and will have to be paid by others that use the system.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

It is recommended that:

· Apportioning of overhead be fair, reasonable, and consistent with the need to ensure financial viability of the system.

· No IDE overhead be charged on transactions related to Flag data from an NDC or R/CDC since the NDC is not utilizing the IDE for this transaction
· There was no consensus recommendation regarding port and/or coastal data. However, the group does recommend that that the same policy be applied to the IDC as is determined for an R/CDC with respect to this costing policy issue.

8.
SAR Overhead Costs

Policy decision required 
The Committee has already made the policy decision that position reports given to SAR should be free of charge. During COMSAR 11 there was a lively discussion within the working group pertaining to the SAR costs. The COMSAR 11 working group thought that any SAR request—be it a regular position report, poll, or rate change—should be free of charge. This policy requires Committee confirmation.

Impact on technical specification related to R/CDCs: 

There is no impact on the technical specifications.  Since the Communications Message Protocol contains a SAR poll request parameter, the technical specifications can support either policy decision from the Committee.
Impact on technical specification: 

There group makes no recommendation with respect to this policy decision but notes that all SAR costs therefore become overhead costs to be borne by other elements of the system.  Initial costs will likely necessarily be borne by DCs to which ships in the vicinity are associated, which would then have the ability to recover costs by means of overhead charges imbedded in prices charged for reports requested. 

The IDE has the functionality to provide a record of all related transactions to the appropriate DC for formulation of bills.  If DCs want a summary report of relevant transactions, the technical specifications currently place the requirement for this functionality at the DC level, rather than at the IDE level.  The Performance Standards do not currently require that the IDE have the ability to produce summary reports. 

Recommendation to the Committee: 

Give the size of such a file and resultant load on the system, it is recommended that the journal provided to a DC in response to a request for all of its transactions (on a monthly or other basis) be sent offline, not via the network.
9.
Centralized versus decentralized billing

Policy decision 

There is currently no commercial relationship between DCs.  Depending on the various policy decisions made by the Committee, there may be signed agreements between various entities within the overall LRIT system.

Impact on technical specifications and standards

The costing and billing standard and technical specifications allow for numerous options. 

Recommendation to the Committee: 

The simpler the costing and billing framework between DCs; the less complicated and less costly the system.  The group therefore recommends Option 1 as outlined in Clause 2.7.1.4.1. of the Costing and Billing standard as follows:

· Each DC could produce its own bills at some common frequency. The LRIT Co-ordinator would audit all of the bills during the audit process. This would require each DC to have a billing / invoicing function. Since the journal is maintained by the IDE, each DC could ask the IDE for its portion of the journal so that it can generate its bill. As highlighted in Article 2.2.2.1 of the Costing and Billing standard, sub-contractors may be utilized for various functions as required. Thus DCs can sub-contract their billing functions to a commercial entity that specializes in billing and invoicing. This is simple and fully respects all of the accounting rules.   

10.
Archiving of Data and associating costing and billing
Policy decision 

The data archiving function has been mandated within the Performance Standard, however, the access rights to the data have not been fully discussed. The Committee needs to make a policy decision related to the access rights for archived data.

Impact on technical specifications and standards
The technical specifications will have to be modified to reflect the final policy decision of the Committee regarding the access rights to archived data.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

As described above for the costs between DC, the cost for archived data should also be published within the IDE so that all CGs know the cost of the data before requesting it. There could be a separate field for archived data prices or to make it simpler, the archived data should be the same price as the real time data. It is left to each DC to decide the costing scheme for archived data
11.
Funding of the LRIT Co-ordinator

Policy decision required: 

How will the LRIT Co-ordinator be funded?

Impact on technical specifications and standards

While there is no direct impact on the technical specifications and standards, the Ad hoc Working Group is of the view that there is a risk for late implementation of LRIT if IMSO does not acquire sufficient funding. 

Recommendation to the Committee: 

That the issue be addressed and solution to the issue of sufficient funding for IMSO be found and actioned.

12.
Non-payment

Policy decision required: 

The issue of non payment must be addressed by the Committee to ensure a sustainable LRIT System. Procedures and functions related to non payment are currently not addressed within the Performance standard.  A situation in which LRIT Data Users are requesting and receiving but not paying for data places an undue burden on the entity providing the data, as well as on the sustainability of the system as a whole, and thus cannot reasonably be expected to continue unabated.  One option may be to add a barring function into the IDE whereby requests for security data would not be met, but SAR requests and data requests to the barred DC would always go through.

Impact on technical specifications and standards
If the Committee decides to add a barring function into the IDE, the IDE technical specifications can be modified to bar requests from DCs for non-payment on direction from the LRIT Co-ordinator. 

Recommendation to the Committee: 

The Ad hoc Working Group supports the efforts of the LRIT Co-ordinator to develop a proposal that effectively addresses this issue.
13.
Ship non-reporting due to outside failure of the system

Policy decision required: 

What happens when a ship cannot report because of a failure outside of its control, for example the CSP, ASP, or DC has failed? 

Impact on technical specifications and standards

While there is no direct impact on the technical specifications and standards, this issue underscores the importance of backup and system integrity.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

Since the failure was outside of the ship’s control, the group recommends that CGs not blame a ship for its failure to report. This is a policy decision for the Committee. 

14. Backup system

Policy decision required:
How is the integrity of the International LRIT system maintained with respect to backup to protect data.

Impact on technical specifications and standards

The IDC specification already accounts for backup and data integrity.  While the regulation and performance standard imply the accountability of Contracting Governments to ensure system integrity of their elements of the international system; specifications for DC are outside the scope of the technical specifications.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

The Group recommends that the Committee forward guidance related to DC backups to all CGs; which includes reference to specifications for the IDC serving as a model for development of other DCs. 

15. Coordination and Acceptance of Aspects of Testing 

Policy decision required:

What are the processes for initial developmental testing as well as for integration and modification testing?
Impact on technical specifications and standards

While there is no direct impact on the technical specifications and standards, timely processes  of review and approval are critical to the successful development and sustainability of the International LRIT system.

Recommendation to the Committee: 

That the LRIT Co-ordinator shall be responsible for the overall coordination and acceptance of each aspect of the testing, and shall report on the status of testing to the Committee for consideration.  The Committee shall identify a list of experts in LRIT To assist the LRIT Co-ordinator in assessing and analysing the test results.  The recommended process is as outlined in Section 6 of the “Draft Protocols for the Development Testing of the LRIT System and for Testing the Integration New LRIT Data Centres into the System.”
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