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(A) Context 
The purpose of this initiative is to ensure that maritime surveillance information and 
services collected by one maritime sector and considered necessary/useful for the activities 
of other maritime sectors or functions can be efficiently shared with those sectors. Of 
particular importance is the objective to achieve enhanced exchange of information 
services between civilian and military authorities. This objective will have to be achieved 
through the removal of real or perceived legal and cultural limitations and through the use 
of an interoperability standard which would allow for this information exchange, based on 
existing models. Better exchange of information services are expected to lead to less 
duplication of data collection efforts, more cost efficient maritime surveillance operations 
and a better maritime surveillance awareness in EU waters. 

(B) Overall opinion: POSITIVE 

The report should be improved in a number of respects. First, the report should 
provide a clearer policy context, and explain how this communication relates to other 
relevant initiatives such as the Blue Growth initiative, the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive, and the Digital Agenda for Europe. It should then more clearly 
identify the legal and technical barriers to the exchange of information between 
maritime surveillance authorities, and the concrete consequences for the sectors 
involved. Second, under the baseline scenario the report should provide a clearer 
presentation of the evolution of the data sharing situation across maritime sectors, 
and further substantiate the administrative burden implications for Member State 
authorities. Third, the report should explain which EU sector rules would be targeted 
for legislative amendments, and clearly present the views of the maritime surveillance 
authorities in relation to each policy option. Finally, the report should improve the 
analysis of the impacts for instance by clarifying the assumptions underpinning the 
quantitative assessment. 

In their written communication with the Board DG MARE accepted to amend the 
report along the lines of these recommendations. 

* Note that this opinion concerns a draft impact assessment report which may differ from the one adopted. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) More clearly identify the problems. The report should situate this Communication 
more clearly within the context of other relevant existing or forthcoming initiatives, for 
instance the Blue Growth initiative, the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, and the 
Digital Agenda for Europe. It should provide more detail on the data exchange systems 
which are run by EMSA, ("SafeSeaNet", "CleanSeaNet", "Thetis", and the forthcoming 
technical framework the "Integrated Maritime Data Environment", IMDatE) as well as on 
the national single window linking SafeSeaNet, е-Customs and other electronic systems. 
Based upon a clearer policy context and presentation of the actual state of data sharing 
across maritime sectors, the report should then identify more clearly between which sectors 
the data exchange situation remains suboptimal, and where the main barriers to maritime 
domain awareness primarily lie (using to the extent possible .evidence from the stakeholder 
consultation). It should specify which kinds of information are currently not being shared, 
and the concrete consequences of this for the sectors involved. It should further substantiate 
the problem of suboptimal exchange of information between civilian and military 
authorities. The report should then further substantiate the legal limitations in sector 
legislation, and explain whether these occur at EU or national level. As regards the lack of 
technical interoperability between existing IT solutions, the report should indicate where 
further cooperation is necessary, on the basis of a fuller presentation of recent 
developments and sector level agreements, and clarify the scale of this problem on the basis 
of clearly referenced data. Finally, the report should further substantiate the increased 
threats to the security of the EU and provide evidence that threats are not being detected in 
time despite the fact that the relevant information is available in other sectors. 

(2) Strengthen the baseline scenario. The report should develop the baseline scenario by 
providing more information on the existing and forthcoming service level agreements on 
information exchange concluded between various EU agencies, as well as on the enhanced 
information exchanges taking place between sectors at national level. It should fully assess 
the impact of recent service level agreements, the envisaged improvements in the design of 
SafeSeaNet, and the adoption of the ship reporting formalities Directive on the data 
exchange situation, and explain to what extent these developments have been taken into 
account in the gap analysis. The report should then further substantiate the administrative 
burden to Member State authorities, and provide evidence that this has been increasing in 
recent years. 

(3) Clarify the content of the options and present the views of stakeholders. The report 
should better explain the added value of presenting a further Communication (option 2.1) 
in relation to the baseline, and explain how the proposed roadmap would differ from the 
roadmap presented in the 2010 Communication. It should explain what further data 
collection exercises would be envisaged. As regards option 2.2 (establishment of soft 
policy initiatives) the report should provide more detail on the possible development of IT 
standards for interoperability, and explain how Member States will be included in the 
drafting of the operative guidelines. It should assess the likelihood of uptake by different 
stakeholders (especially as regards the military sector). The report should then clarify under 
option 3.1 (amendments to the existing legislative framework) which EU sector rules 
would be targeted, and the process involved (for instance by explaining which 'non
essential' elements would be adopted through delegated acts, which elements through 
implementing acts). It should explain whether individual impact assessments will be 
carried out on each of the sector-specific proposals. Finally, the report should clearly reflect 
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the views of the maritime surveillance authorities in relation to each policy option. 

(4) Better assess the impacts. The report should assess the impacts of the voluntary 
initiative on the level of exchange of information between military and civilian maritime 
authorities and the effectiveness of this measure in this case, given that a Council 
Recommendation would not be able to address the need for enhanced information 
exchange between civilian and military authorities. As regards the quantitative assessment 
the report should be more precise on the underlying assumptions and conclusions drawn. 
For instance it should explain how the figure of 1.6-1.8 billion € (benefits of CISE) over 
ten years has been derived, and further explain the cost analysis as regards the different 
options. 

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be 
incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 
The report should systematically reflect the views of stakeholders throughout the report, 
particularly those from the competent surveillance authorities. All bar charts and tables 
should be labelled and clearly sourced. 

(E) IAB scrutiny process 
Reference number 2012/MARE/002 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting Written Procedure (4 December 2013) 
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