Report of Meeting of

Ad Hoc Working Group on Engineering Aspects of LRIT  
May  9, 10 11 & 12 – Malta
Overview

The Ad hoc Working Group on Engineering Aspects of LRIT met from May 9-12 in Malta under the chairmanship of Sam Ryan (Canada).  A full list of participants is included as Annex 1 to this document.
 The Chair provided an overview of work undertaken to date by the Ad hoc Working Group, summarizing the meeting goals as being to:

· Further update the technical specifications;

· Further update the draft costing and billing standard; and

· Provide further input into the technical criteria to be taken into account when establishing the International LRIT Data Centre (IDC) and the International Data Exchange (IDE).

The main body of work was undertaken in three subgroups.  A subgroup led by Bill Cairns of the US Coast Guard undertook to update the Draft Technical Specifications for the International LRIT Data Centre, as well as to review the Technical Criteria to be Taken into Account When Establishing the IDC and the IDE.  A second subgroup led by Craig Hayley of the Canadian Coast Guard undertook to update the Draft Technical Specifications for the International LRIT Data Exchange, as well as the Draft Technical Specifications for Communication in the LRIT System.  A third group, led by Sam Ryan of the Canadian Coast Guard, continued work related to development of a Draft Technical Costing and Billing Standard.  

The Chair also introduced the development processes for the documents on Draft Protocols for Development Testing of the LRIT System and Draft Guidance on Setting Up and Maintaining the LRIT Data Distribution Plan.  In order to complete the documents in a timely manner, an electronic review process was identified. Australia agreed to act as OPI for the testing specification to facilitate development secretarially.  CIRM agreed to act as OPI for the DDP document. A meeting was convened by Jillian Carson-Jackson (Australia) and Julian Longson (CIRM) to identify sub-group members for each document, and to put in place a process for document development and review.  A report on the testing subgroup meeting and the presentation related to the DDP are provided as Annex 2 and Annex 3, respectively, of this document.  
Report of Communications/IDE Subgroup
The Communications/IDE subgroup made considerable progress on the two specifications and identified the following action items requiring further work in preparation for the final meeting of the Ad hoc Working Group June 12-14 in Hamburg, Germany:
· Make editorial changes to both the Communications and IDE documents as per highlighted comments.
· Further review the Communications and IDE documents to ensure technical details are acceptable. 

· Review and incorporate Canadian IT contractor comments as appropriate.
· Update IDE and Communications documents with requests originating from the costing and billing group:
· Add CSP parameter to LRIT messages (Communications document).
· Requirement that the IDE have the capability of providing a summary report on message transactions (IDE document).

· Extra message in Communications document providing costing summary.

· Update Figure 3 (Contracting Government requesting LRIT positional reports) of the IDE document.
· Add extra diagrams / figures illustrating how the LRIT request and response flow operates in the LRIT system.
· Review the IDC specification, Costing and Billing paper and DDP specification to ensure that the information contained in those documents is consistent with that in the Communications and IDE documents.
Report of IDC Subgroup
The IDC subgroup also made considerable progress on the specification and identified the following work completed as well as action items requiring further work in preparation for the Hamburg meeting:
· The IDC subgroup further reviewed and refined the IDC specification.  E-mail comments received from Iran and additional comments offered at the meeting by Australia were addressed, as were all directions of the Chair.  

· In the discussion related to the exchange of LRIT information between Contracting Governments when both are associated with the IDC, this sub-group preferred the approach that all requests for LRIT information go to the IDE and are routed back to the IDC.  The IDC specification was edited to reflect this approach with square brackets in recognition that a policy decision is required. 

Action items:

· Make editorial changes to the IDC document as per highlighted comments.

· Further review the IDC document to ensure technical details are acceptable.

· Note that the costing and billing subsection will need to be specified in detail when the billing concept of the international LRIT system is agreed upon.

The IDC sub-group also further developed and refined the Technical Criteria for the Location of the IDC, IDE and DDP.  This document was put into the format of an MSC submission by the IDC OPI for further review by the Ad hoc Working Group.  

The IDC sub-group identified several outstanding “parking lot” issues requiring further discussion:
· Should the IDC be provided with trained personal (and should this be reflected in the IDC technical specification)? 

· Will the IDC be operated by the vendor who wins the tender and, if not, who will operate it?
· Should the Notices of Arrival (NOAs) be handled in the DDP as with any standing order? If so, it was noted that the DDP would be very dynamic rather than fairly static as had been originally envisaged.
Report of Costing and Billing Subgroup
· The costing and billing subgroup reviewed, mapped out and validated the 10 general scenarios identified at the February meeting in London. The possible requirement to map out further sub-scenarios/sub-options was recognized in light of the current lack of definitive policy direction in some areas (for example, whether Contracting Governments are responsible to assume costs for their own national DCs as discussed at COMSAR 11).
· The group discussed the need to add references to the issue of taxes, which will vary amongst Contracting Governments.
· The options of centralized versus decentralized billing were also discussed, with respect to who (DC, IDE, LRIT Co-ordinator) would be generating a bill to each DC.  It was recognized that each DC, including the IDC, as well as the IDE and the LRIT Co-ordinator, could all be generating bill.  If the IDE produces the bill there may be some issue with standard billing practices requiring further exploration at the Hamburg meeting. The general conclusion was that, while the IDE could be used to generate summaries of transactions for use by each DC, that the DCs themselves would likely have to generate the invoice.
· There was considerable discussion on the subject of the likely requirement of Contracting Governments to know, prior to requesting a report, what the price of that report would be, versus a “pay as you go” policy that would ask Contracting Governments to request and commit to a report without knowing the associated costs. It was agreed that such a “pay as you go” approach was not practicable as it was not in keeping with either internal government practices or general business practices.  

· With respect to setting prices, it was agreed that the most effective costing and billing standard would be one in which the number of different prices were minimized. While the technical specifications support identifying cost variables by requestor, by Application Service Provider, by Communications Service Provider, etc., in practice this would be unwieldy.  The best approach was agreed to be one in which the price was set at the outset, with periodic updates of pricing as everyone gets a better understanding of how pricing will work. It was anticipated that a steady state with consistent pricing would be reached over time.

· The group again noted that information would be subject to audit by the LRIT Co-ordinator and review by the Committee, which will provide a check and balance to the system. 

· Profit versus not for profit (for a Contracting Government).  If a Contracting Government can make profit, it was suggested that this would occur on a fiscal year basis as is the case with NGOs.  If profit is made in one year, prices would be reduced the following year, all auditable by the LRIT Co-ordinator. Single price can meet either requirement.  The group agreed that commercial entities should reasonably expect to make a reasonable profit.
· Advice is that the standard should not be overly prescriptive with respect to billing, costing and invoicing. Two guiding principles should be: Allowing the market to unfold naturally; and simple is better in that it is cheaper and more transparent. 

· As the DDP is resident within the IMO Secretariat, a DDP action item on the Secretariat was identified with respect to how the DDP will be funded:  Will it be an overhead cost for the system, added to the IMO annual charge, or absorbed by IMO?
· IDC – keep similar to DCs, should operate the same as other DCs. Take entire cost of operating the IDC, including CSPs, ASPs, LRIT Co-ordinator, etc., make the IDC generate a single price per position report. Will be paid both by DCs and Contracting Governments requesting data.  As more is learned about the system, the IDC can, like NDCs and RDCs, set an initial price and then make modifications once more is known. 

· With respect to who should pay for the IDC, the option of all DCs paying for the IDC was not recommended because it was seen as unfair.  It is understood that if a Contracting Government/DC requests data, it will pay for the report, and that costs should be based on usage and fair share. In this and other policy-related issues, the draft costing and billing standard will provide all of the options with a recommended option. Guiding principle is that the system should be open, fair and transparent – those making use of a component of the system should pay for that component of the system.
Next Steps:

The final meeting of the Ad hoc Working Group on Engineering Aspects of LRIT is being held June 12-14 at BSH in Hamburg. 

Revised versions of all documents will be distributed via the reflector approximately one week prior to that meeting. 
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