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Purpose

The purpose of this report is to outline the development of the Port Security visit Program (PSVP) from the initial concept through to the visits accomplished to date. It must be noted that a principal facet of the PSVP is the confidentiality of reports. No report can be issued or published without the prior permission of the Economy to which that report belongs. This report will maintain that confidentiality and reference will only be made in general terms to the visits and the ensuing reports.
After each visit, an Evaluation Sheet is submitted by both the visited Economy and the Team Members. Extracts from the Evaluation Sheets have been included where suggested improvements to the conduct of the PSVP have been made.

To maintain continuous improvement processes, certain amendments to the PSVP Manual have been suggested and MEGSEC members will be requested to approve these amendments.

It is important that the PSVP continues to evolve and does not become an event which, when completed, goes no further. It is essential that the future development of the PSVP is documented so that it is clear what the goals of the program are and what processes should be followed to ensure that the results of each visit are collated and utilized so as to maximize the influence of the program.

This report will outline proposed developments for members to consider.

Background
MEGSEC members overwhelmingly vetoed the proposal to set up an audit system within the APEC region which would have seen all Economies undergo an audit process to determine the level of compliance with the ISPS Code. This procedure was seen as being too invasive and would have resulted in a few developed Economies determining the level of compliance of other Economies with the resultant implications of trade restrictions unless full compliance was achieved.
Australia developed a proposal for a Visit Program, which would involve an Economy being visited by a team comprising members of other Economies, usually a team of three.
The Team Members had to be approved by the Host Economy and all results and ensuing reports remained the confidential property of the Host, unless further distribution was approved. Areas where improvements could be made were noted but not recorded as non conformities. An Action List was compiled and it was the responsibility of each Economy to request assistance through MEGSEC. Importantly, Best Practices were also identified so that other Economies could draw on these to supplement the same areas that they may have identified as areas for improvement.
It was agreed at TPT-WG 29 that a pilot model visit would be undertaken in Papua New Guinea (PNG) at the ports of Port Moresby and Madang.  Australia led the team of maritime security experts conducting the model visit, which took place from 15 to 19 October 2007.

The purpose of the pilot program was to:

· test the effectiveness of the Model Visit Program procedures including the operational viability of the procedures and reporting mechanisms. 

· report on the results achieved by the team in identifying areas where assistance may possibly be required.
Overview of the Model Visit Program:

The Maritime Model Visit Program was designed to assist APEC economies to meet their obligations under the ISPS Code.  Additionally the model visit program also provides an opportunity to: 

· share experiences;

· identify best practices;

· strengthen cooperative relationships;

· identify future areas for cooperation;

· promote a common understanding of the ISPS code; and 

· develop an action plan for the region, noting where a common trend in needs exists. 

Industry and APEC economies have actively implemented the requirements of the ISPS Code, however the diverse nature of the maritime industry has resulted in differing methodologies, standards and levels of compliance across APEC economies.   The model visit program attempted to overcome some of these challenges with the intention of promoting a level of consistency across the APEC region by identifying economies needs, developing and coordinating an assistance program for the region.
A report on the Model Visit Program was given to TPTWG (MEGSEC), suggested improvements incorporated into the manual and approval given to the development of the Port Security Visit Program, based on the Model Visit.

The PSVP is a voluntary program for all APEC Economies which conduct maritime trade with other APEC Economies and are seeking to identify strengths and weaknesses in their implementation of the ISPS Code.  It is currently run under the ISPS Code Implementation Assistance Program (ICIAP), which was formally announced at the APEC Ministerial Meeting in July 2004.  

This new Program enables participating Economies to enhance their ongoing efforts to achieve full implementation of the ISPS Code at port facilities under their jurisdiction.  The visit team would operate under project terms of reference jointly agreed between each Host Economy and a Program Coordinator appointed by MEG-SEC.

All proprietary information gathered or produced during the conduct of a project would remain the property of the Host Economy, which would determine what information it wished to share with other Economies.

The Program framework has four main elements which are outlined in the current PSVP Procedures Manual:

· Objectives 
· Principal Responsibilities 
· Project Guidelines and

· Project Activities 

The PSVP is based on the maritime security arrangements of the ISPS Code and uses the IMO’s Maritime Safety Circular (MSC.1/Circ.1192, 30 May 2006) on voluntary self-assessments by SOLAS Contracting Governments and port facilities as a guide.  It is designed to provide Economies with guidance that enables them to meet their obligations under the ISPS Code. 

As with the MVP, the PSVP enables APEC Economies to:

· Share experiences on best practices and lessons learnt within the region;

· Identify future areas of cooperation and capacity building as a basis for planning future phases of the ICIAP on the understanding that all information gathered and produced during the project remains the property of the Host Economy;

· Create a pool of regional expertise on implementation practices;

· Achieve greater consistency in ISPS Code implementation practices and progress;

· Strengthen cooperative relationships;

· Promote a common understanding of maritime security issues; and

· Achieve a systematic, risk-based review of a participating Economy’s ISPS Code implementation framework, practices and progress to date.

All procedures are outlined in the Manual; however two important aspects should be noted in addition to the very important consideration of confidentiality. The project team will comprise a delegation consisting of a maximum of 3 members, preferably from separate Economies. In addition to a thorough knowledge of the ISPS Code, each member should bring unique experiences and perspective to the team as a basis for providing practical advice on maritime security issues.  Collectively, the team should have specialized knowledge and experience in the areas of port security operations, security management systems and/or governance structures. The team leader would normally be the most experienced team member. Currently the Team Leader for visits has been the Coordinator. 

Each visit would last a maximum of 5 days exclusive of travel to and from the Host Economy. To provide a balance between meeting with security officials and observing port facility security practices, it is suggested that the team should visit no more than 3 ports during this period. The selection of ports and port facilities should achieve a cross-section in terms of size, importance and type of ship using them. On-board visits of ships at port facilities could be considered by MEG-SEC as part of a second phase of this Program.
Visits Completed

To the time this report was written Visits to the following Economies have been completed as follows:

	Economy
	Visit Dates
	Team Members
	Notes

	Papua New Guinea
	15-19  Oct. 2007
	Canada, Thailand, Australia
	This was the initial visit upon which the final Manual was based.

Assistance was provided in terms of Ship inspections during March 2008

	Philippines
	20 -24 Oct. 2008
	Japan, Korea Program Coord
	Manila, Cebu, Davao, Batangas

	Australia
	May 18th-22nd 2009
	Indonesia

 PNG,

Program coord.
	Brisbane, Townsville, Darwin

	Korea/Japan
	April 13th-17th 2009 
	Australia, Philippines

Program Coord.
	Busan,Incheon

Fukuoka, Yokohama

	Viet Nam
	July 20th-24th 2009
	Canada

USA

Program Coord
	Hanoi, Danang, Ho Chi Minh City
Note that due to funding issues this visit is postponed until further notice.

	Japan
	April  2009
	
	See Korea/Japan


Resume of Visits
The establishment of a forward timetable for the conduct of visits has had only a limited success to date. Economies have been requested to show expressions of interest in either being a Host Economy or providing a Team member for a visit. Despite the PSVP being unanimously accepted by the MEGSEC members this has not been reflected in the number of responses offering participation.
It is hoped that this can be improved in the coming months and a timetable produced. Elsewhere in this report a table of visits already conducted has been shown and participating Economies are thanked for their enthusiasm and cooperation. Evaluation Sheets also show that the PSVP is a valuable program, however it ultimately requires participation from all Economies to ensure that success is achieved.

There have also been some financial issues which have caused delays to the program and I appreciate the perseverance of participating Economies in ensuring that the PSVP continued to move ahead.
Prior to a visit a Team is appointed and approved by the Host Economy. A budget is then submitted to the ICIAP fund coordinator (currently Mr. Tom Kalisz of the USCG) for approval.

The PSVP Coordinator then proceeds with arrangements in conjunction with the Host Economy Liaison Officer. The visit is carried out in accordance with the Procedures Manual.
Following each visit, a report is compiled by the PSVP Coordinator which comprises a Visit Summary outlining identified Best Practices in addition to Areas for Consideration and a full narrative report.
Since these reports remain the property of individual Economies they have not been tabled in this report and a brief description only is given. Should an Economy require any assistance, application should be made to the MEGSEC Chair who will determine what steps can be taken to provide this assistance.
Papua New Guinea.

15th-19th October, 2007

Port Moresby and Madang.

This visit was the model for subsequent visits under the PSVP and has been reported on in the Background section of this report.

The purpose of this visit was twofold, firstly to trial the procedures that had been developed for the conduct of visits and to propose amendments to the Manual where necessary and secondly to determine an Action Plan for PNG which identified both best practices and areas where assistance could be requested in order to improve ISPS Code compliance measures.

Host Liaison Officer: Mr. Phil Price, Manager Maritime Security

Host Team Member: Mr. Michael Piel

MVP Coordinator: Mr. Bob Evans, MEG-SEC Vice Chair Australia

Model Visit Team: Mr. Jacques Vallerand, Canada

Mr. Bob Evans, Australia

Mr. Narong Wangdee, Thailand

Philippines
19th-24th October, 2008

Manila, Davao, Cebu, Batangas

Following the MVP to Papua New Guinea, amendments were made to the Procedures Manual and a proposal put to MEGSEC to endorse these changes and approve the continuation of the PSVP.
At the previous TPTWG held in Manila in April, Mr. Bob Evans, formerly of the Australian Office of Transport Security was selected as the PSVP Coordinator. This appointment was endorsed by MEGSEC members.

The appointment of a Liaison Officer is essential to facilitate visits and Mr.Miguel Oraa filled this role by making his staff available to assist the Team. 
Beth Espina and Atty.Gojas expedited arrival formalities and transportation to the hotel for each team member. A meeting was held with the abovementioned and visit team members on the afternoon of 19th October to ensure that all visit arrangements were in order. Atty.Gojas also had the task of accompanying the team as liaison officer and again the team acknowledged the high standard of professionalism and cooperation displayed by Mr.Gojas.
OTS Staff had produced a very comprehensive folder containing the timetable, details of all airline and hotel bookings, names of participants at various venues and the contact details of relevant OTS Staff.

This proved to be invaluable and its format was recommended for inclusion in the Procedures Manual and has been used during subsequent visits.
Attached to this report is the timetable for the visit, which, with exception of Cebu ran to time. 

The timetable was altered for Thursday 23rd to include a visit to Batangas rather than a school visit. Batangas operates under the Philippine Port Authority (PPA) and it was recommended that a visit to this port would be beneficial.

The team also welcomed Ms.Karly Pidgeon to observe the conduct of the visit in Manila and Davao. Karly is from the Australian Department of Infrastructure and is stationed in Manila as Counselor, Transport. 

Team
Mr. Bob Evans

APEC

Program Coordinator/Team Leader

Mr.Takeshi Suzuki

Japan

Mr.Changyong Lee

ROK

Korea/Japan

13th to 17th April 2009

Busan, Incheon (Korea) Fukuoka, Yokohama (Japan)

A decision based on geographic proximity and cost was made to conduct back to back visits to Korea and Japan in the same time period as would normally be used for one Economy.

This procedure will not be repeated.

The ensuing timetable was too onerous and gave no time for the Team to consolidate results effectively. In addition, too many facilities of a similar nature were visited resulting in insufficient exposure to the implementation measures that both Japan and Korea had adopted. 

Thanks to the efficiency of both these Economies and the excellent work done by the Liaison Officers the visits were successful given the comments above and in the Evaluation Sheets, which were taken into account for the next visit.

In Korea the assistance given by all MLTM personnel both in the capital Seoul, and in the Regional Offices is acknowledged. In addition all personnel in the numerous facilities visited displayed a willingness to participate in the PSVP and the time spent in preparation of presentations and the hospitality shown to the Team was greatly appreciated.

I would also like to commend Mr.Changyong Lee for his efforts in putting together such a detailed program and coordinating all the arrangements including travel and accommodation to ensure that the visit proceeded smoothly.

Thanks are also due to Mr.Youngkyoon Kim of the Korean Register for his readily available technical assistance.

Visits had been arranged in Busan to the International Passenger Terminal and the Pusan Newport container Terminal.

At the Port of Incheon the visit included an opening meeting with the Incheon Port Authority, the inner harbor including the lock system and the International Passenger Terminal and the Incheon Container Terminal on the following day. 

A closing meeting was held in the MLTM office in Seoul prior to the Team departing for Fukuoka Wednesday evening.
In Japan we were ably assisted by Mr.Takeshi Suzuki and as in Korea thanks are due to members of the MLIT and facility managements.

Team Members met with Mr. Suzuki on Wednesday evening after arriving from Seoul, for a pre visit meeting. 

Because this visit had been arranged in conjunction with the visit to the Republic of Korea, time was very short. Mr. Suzuki had arranged a very comprehensive program which included visits to a container terminal in Kitakyushu and passenger and container terminal in Hakata. These facilities are in excess of 100 kms apart and necessitated careful coordination. Rail travel was used as being the most efficient and economic. To travel from Fukuoka to Moji (Kitakyushu) took a mere 35 minutes.

In Yokohama the Team was privileged to visit the Osanbashi Passenger Terminal, which has been described fully in the visit report. Also visited in Yokohama were the Tokyo Electric Power Company’s LNG Berth and the NYTT Container Terminal.

The visit concluded with a combined presentation and closing meeting at the MLIT offices in Tokyo, chaired by Mr.Takada, the Director of the Security and Emergency Management Office of the Ports and Harbour Bureau. 
Team
Mr. Bob Evans

APEC

Program Coordinator/Team Leader

Mr. Steven Burnett

Australia
Team Member

Mr. Oscar Lopez

Philippines
Team Member

Mr.Changyong Lee

ROK

Liaison Officer

Australia
18th to 22nd May 2009
Brisbane, Townsville, Cairns, Darwin.
The lessons learned from the Korea/Japan visit resulted in a schedule which placed greater emphasis on exposure to the implementation processes and also allowed time during the visit for team members to collate the results of their observations and to make a final recommendation in regard to best practices and areas for consideration prior to the closing meeting.
The Team acknowledged the assistance given by OTS  personnel in Brisbane and Darwin. In addition all personnel in the numerous facilities visited displayed a willingness to participate in the PSVP and the time spent in preparation of presentations and the hospitality shown to the Team was greatly appreciated.

Steve Burnett of OTS Canberra arranged a detailed program and coordinated all the arrangements including travel and accommodation to ensure that the visit proceeded smoothly.

The Team was accompanied by Lieutenant Eric Stahl of the USCG as an observer. Eric is stationed in Singapore and was due to visit similar ports as part of the USCG Port Visit program. In order to avoid duplication the Team agreed to Eric attending as an observer. Eric was supportive of the PSVP concept and noted the similarities between the PSVP and some aspects of the USCG program. This could be further explored at a later stage when more visits have been completed.  

Following a brief Team Meeting the previous evening, team members proceeded to the OTS office in Brisbane where a very comprehensive briefing on the implementation of the ISPS Code in Australia was given by the State Manager, Mr.Ross Hallinan and his staff. Ross explained how the Maritime Security and Offshore Industry Act and Regulations (MTOFSA/R) embodied the requirements of the ISPS Code in Australia and in fact went further than the ISPS Code in some areas. Notable was Australia’s introduction of the Maritime Security Identification Card (MSIC) which has been identified as a Best Practice.

Mr. Simon Hadlington from the OTS Brisbane office accompanied the Team during the Brisbane and Townsville segments of the visit.

This session proved valuable to Team Members as it gave an understanding of the Australian approach to ISPS Code implementation and the associated compliance measures. This knowledge proved to be of benefit when facility visits were made and gave the team members sufficient knowledge to understand the legislative requirements and to ask pertinent questions. 
In Japan, of necessity, this presentation was given during the closing meeting and although explanations of compliance measures were readily given during the visit, hindsight suggests that more emphasis should be placed on this aspect for all visits. It will be recommended that each participating Economy be requested to compile a presentation outlining their compliance measures for distribution to team members prior to the visit. This is already a requirement of the Manual, but this currently suggests that copies of the legislation be sent. This needs to be refined as suggested.

The closing meeting was held on Friday afternoon in the OTS Darwin Office. Present were the State Compliance Manager, Jason Clarke, Senior Transport Security Inspector, Mal Barnes, members of the Team and Eric Stahl of the USCG.

An overview of the visit and the aims of the PSVP were given by the Coordinator and Team Members were able to ask numerous questions on the implementation of ISPS in Australia to clarify any issues that had arisen, or not been understood during the visit and built on the information received at the opening meeting.

It is becoming increasingly apparent that the aims of the PSVP are being achieved through presentations and question times allotted to each facility visit. Not only is this an opportunity for the PSVP to be explained to participants but for team members to learn how the ISPS Code has been embodied into the legislation of an Economy. It is important to select team members in a manner that will best benefit both the Host and the Team Members home Economy.  For this to happen effectively an atmosphere of confidence in the confidentiality of the PSVP must be achieved and the Manual should further emphasise this aspect.

The need for a Team pre meeting with the Liaison Officer is endorsed, however it is further suggested that the visit program includes a period on the final day when Team Members can discuss the visit and compile brief notes on the conduct and outcomes of the meeting. This will give a greater assurance that the key points have been captured and that the Visit Summary gives an accurate and complete overview of the visit.

Reports should also be in a standard format so that the reports ensuing from each visit can be compared on a common foundation.

Some improvements have been incorporated into this visit as a result of previous Evaluation Sheets.

 On this occasion the team visited four ports and therefore of necessity not a lot of time was spent in each port, however the standard of presentation and the diverse nature of the ports offset this disadvantage. It must be remembered that the very nature of the PSV is not that of an audit, therefore time is not spent on probing questions, paper trails etc. Reliance is placed on the openness of the Economy in conducting the exercise in confidence. During this visit, time was allocated in Townsville for the Team to evaluate the visit to this point and again in Darwin prior to the closing meeting in the OTS office.

It is recommended that the questionnaires suggested for use in the manual are retained as guidance even though they may not always be completed. 

The ISPS Comparison sheet is also extremely useful when visiting an Economy where the legal aspects of ISPS implementation have been identified as a problem.

Team
Mr. Bob Evans

APEC

Program Coordinator/Team Leader

Mr. Andrew Pondo

PNG

Team Member

Mr.Phan Nguyen Hai Ha
Vietnam
Team Member

Mr.Steven Burnett

Australia
Liaison Officer

Vietnam

20th to 24th July 2009

Ho Chi Minh City, Haiphong, Hanoi.

The enthusiasm with which Vinamarine officials supported the PSVP is acknowledged and I am very grateful to Mr Hai Ha for the work he put in to develop a proposed visit schedule. It was with great regret that this visit has had to be postponed due again to financial problems.  

Although the delays to the PSVP have to date been caused solely by financial issues it must be remembered that the PSVP cannot be supported by one or two Economies. The PSVP was endorsed by MEGSEC and ensuring its success must involve more than a commitment to participate. The financial costs for each visit are not great and each Economy, to some degree, must be willing to contribute to the cost of the program if it is to continue.
I am sure the Chair will have more to say on this subject during the meeting.

Host and Team Member Reports

Eric Stahl –USCG observer for Australia visit.

As an observer of the PSVP visit to Australia, I believe the PSVP is a vital tool to assist economies with the implementation of port security.  Since the PSVP focuses on identifying subject matter experts within member economies and hopes to serve as a clearinghouse for best practices, I believe the PSVP bridges the gap between legislation and implementation. Taking the best from each member economy and sharing it with other interested member economies can only serve to improve the safety and security of all of the players within the global shipping community.  Additionally, utilizing APEC to drive this program, rather than a private consulting company or a single member economy, ensures a level playing field for all member economies. Having member economy representatives interview each other, see others' implementation, and exchange information on a face-to-face basis is a prime example of the cooperation that founds APEC. Although my views do not represent the official views of the US Coast Guard at this stage, I do know that my agency is interested in continuing to observe and participate in PSVP visits to other member economies at APEC's invitation.
Andrew Pondo-PNG Department of Transport Team Member Australia visit.
Notable features of the PSVP that I found interesting and would ensure industry takes on board are:

1. Establishment of a website

2. Risk assessments based on vessel movement, location and cargo

3. Appropriate security measures taken based on (2) above. This includes activation of landside security measures only when vessel is alongside.

4. High degree of community engagement and awareness among industry participants and stakeholders.

5. Direct employment of MSGs by the port facility.

6. Use of mini audits, questionnaire and checklists by MSGs 

7. Introduction of security measures on a cost recovery basis.

As a Team Member to the PSVP program, I have found the above activities to be applicable to my economy and would ensure it is communicated to all our port facility operators. Other areas have also been identified such as the installation of CCTVs. However, budgetary constraints will limit the establishment of such facilities in the immediate future.

Steve Burnett Australia, Host for Australia visit, Team Member Korea/Japan
I was fortunate enough to participate in the previous visits to South Korea and Japan.  Both of these visits were well co-ordinated and provided me with the guidance required to make the Australian visit worthwhile. 

The Australian visit required team members to travel vast distances in order to engage with the four ports visited, inadvertently this provided some transit time which was utilised by the team to discuss the findings and observations of the facilities visited.  Additionally, a couple of hours were spent on the last day to compile and compare the observations of the team.

Overall the PSVP program is an ideal platform to encourage cooperation and strengthen relationships across the APEC economies.  The continuation of the program and the involvement of all APEC economies over time will only benefit the region as a whole.  I would be keen to see Australia’s continued involvement in the program.




Takeshi Suzuki , MLIT Japan, Team Member Philippines visit, Host for Japan visit.
From MLIT’s point of view, we felt that in the future permanent visit program, emphasis should be placed more on studying the national system including legislation, audit or organizational structures, than actual visits.

This is also because paying one hour visit to several facilities is not the most efficient way to discover the actual implementation of security measures.

(During the planning phase, increasing the number of ports to more than 3 seemed useless to us, since we would be showing basically the same thing, and one hour will be used up by courtesy conversation, briefing and just a general glance of the terminal.)




Comments from various facilities:

There were some questions we did not expect in advance. However, it was very useful since it had pointed out some of our vulnerabilities.
Direct explanation (from Mr. Evans) of the purpose of the visit was very useful and deepened our understanding of the program.

Comparison of implementation status among APEC economies will be useful to make clear where our country has to put more effort on.

We have been expecting some severe or hard questions, but maybe because we were not the first facility to be visited, we felt that team already understood the generic status of implementation in Japan, and all the questions were about very basic features.

We were impressed the friendly and generous manner of the team, and some introduction on their economy’s experience was also very useful.

We were encouraged by the team’s comments that our countries implementation level may be regarded as very high, but at the same time, we felt that other countries are also very serious in implementation of SOLAS.

Since this is a pilot phase, the content of the visit including duration is reasonable, but if we think about developing this as a permanent regular program, more work (duration, documentation, etc.) will be expected and it will be some burden on receiving facilities.

We appreciated the opportunity of information exchange associated with the visit, and felt continuing these efforts is useful and also important.
Changyong Lee, MLTM, Host for the Korea Visit and Team Member for the Philippines visit.
 1. It is very important that PSVP visiting members have more opportunity for understanding host Economy’s organizations, regulations and procedures to implement ISPS Code before visiting. Because each Economy has different legislative procedure and culture under its own circumstances even though using the ISPS Code as a same criteria.

It will be also much useful for host Economy to provide a pre-visit documentation to visiting member before visiting and for visiting member to use questionnaire form as contained in PSVP manual Appendices A, B and C. In addition, it is helpful for both of host Economy and visiting team to have an enough time to explain and discuss before starting site visit.

To this regards, APEC PSVP manual should be considered to improve the procedure for pre-documentation and questionnaire in future.
2. It is needed to be considered that some non-English Economies have not much information translated in English. In case of Korea, only brief explanation was provided to visiting members, for the ISPS Act had not been translated before visiting. If possible, MEG-SEC should consider assisting this translation work. 
3. It may not be easy for visiting members to identify the area to need assistance for host Economy during short visit. 

It is recommended to develop another type of visiting programme. For instance, team members composed of many Economies visit an Economy which is well adapted for ISPS Code so as to observe and discuss about best practices in implementation of ISPS Code. 

It might be another method for many Economies to share their knowledge and experiences.
Recommendations for Improvement:

Recommendations for amendments to procedures which resulted from the Model Visit to PNG.
· A program of visits should be developed to ensure the longevity of the Model Visit Program.  At each MEG-SEC meeting members should agree to conduct one or two visits in the next 12 month period.  

· The Model Visit Team should consist of three team members from three separate APEC economies.  Each member of the model visit team should have a working knowledge of the ISPS Code and bring unique experiences and perspective to the team.  The Team leader will also have knowledge of audit principles and how they apply in the maritime security context.  Members of the Model Visit Team will be sourced from the MEG-SEC POC list and be provided to the host economy for their consideration and approval.  

· Role of Model Visit Program Coordinator

The Coordinator is to be responsible for establishing the visit team and ensuring that contact is made between the host economy and the members of the visit team.  

The coordinator uses the MEG-SEC Point of Contact (POC) list to request nominations from POCs to participate in the visit. The Coordinator provides the host economy with a list of potential model visit team members for their consideration. The Chair of MEG-SEC is responsible for appointing the Model Visit Program Coordinator.
· During the Pilot Program a timetable was submitted by the Co-coordinator to the host economy in detail.  Due to the difficulties involved in attempting to achieve appointments at the times requested it was not possible to follow the timetable proposed by the coordinator. 

· The Port Facility Security Questionnaire, whilst a good document for use in an audit situation, proved to be difficult to use in determining where a training or assistance need might lie.

· Similarly the Voluntary Self Assessment Tool is not a strong document for use during a Model Visit. The document should however remain in use but it must be recognised that some of the questions are irrelevant and others should only be used as an aide memoir towards more appropriate questioning which is directed towards assistance rather than defects.

· That the report to the host economy is based on the maritime security arrangement requirements under the ISPS Code and identifies possible areas for future assistance. To ensure that there is consistent reporting back to each host economy a reporting template has been developed. 

Action taken in regard to outcomes of the MVP.
· To the extent it has been possible a forward program was developed, unfortunately this has been hampered by a number of financial glitches and a lack of response from a number of Economies. It must be remembered that the Program has received full support from MEG SEC Members for its implementation.

· A Team normally consists of three members from different Economies. It is desirable that an Economy participates as a Team Member prior to hosting a visit.

To date the Team Leader has been the Program Coordinator.  
· The timetable for the visit should be flexible and negotiated between the host economy and the visit team.  The timetable should include: 

· a meeting between the visit team members prior to meeting with the host Economy to ensure that there is a common understanding of the proposed conduct of the program.

· an initial meeting with host economy officials to discuss objectives ;

· time to review any additional documentation received from the host economy during the visit including a sample of the host economy’s maritime security plans; 

· meetings with maritime industry participants; 

· visits to port facilities and ships if appropriate ; and

· a final meeting with officials to discuss preliminary findings.
· The check lists have been included as annexes to the Manual and an additional Annex G has been developed which reflects the sort of information the Team should be seeking during the course of a visit.
· Visit reports now follow a standard format. The “Action List” is now entitled “Post Visit Report” and identifies “Areas for Consideration” rather than “Areas for Improvement” and also identifies “Best Practices”

Recommendations arising from the Philippines visit.

1.Review manual. It is suggested that the PSVP be reviewed at the completion of each visit and areas where changes are considered necessary be recorded. A submission is to be made to  MEG-SEC for approval before any alterations are made and those alterations are to be recorded on an amendments page within the manual.

2 Discussion time for PSVP should be a standing item on the agenda at MEG- SEC,    as more Economies undertake a visit, more records of best practices become available. It is envisaged that these could be matched with areas of concern by the PSVP Coordinator and arrangements made bilaterally for a sharing of experiences. 

3. Audit procedures need to be established to ensure the program remains effective. When an Economy requests assistance it is incumbent on MEG-SEC through the PSVP Coordinator to ensure that the request has been recorded and measures have been taken in an attempt to fulfill those requests. The receiving Economy must also be able to show that where assistance has been provided it has been implemented and improvements noted. 
4.The Procedures Manual is amended to include the format of visit information provided by the Philippines.
Recommendations arising from the Korea visit.
It is recommended that the questionnaires suggested for use in the manual are retained as guidance even though they may not always be completed. The additional question sheet contained as Annex H of the PSVP Manual proved to be of value, however it is suggested that Team Members make themselves aware of this annex before any closing meetings to ensure all aspects have been covered.

Recommendations arising from the Japan visit.
The PSVP Manual is to include an introductory section which will further strengthen the confidential nature of the process.

Discussion time for PSVP should be a standing item on the agenda at MEG- SEC,    as more Economies undertake a visit, more records of best practices become available. It is envisaged that these could be matched with areas of concern by the PSVP Coordinator and arrangements made bilaterally for a sharing of experiences. 

Audit procedures need to be established to ensure the program remains effective. When an Economy requests assistance it is incumbent on MEG-SEC through the PSVP Coordinator to ensure that the request has been recorded and measures have been taken in an attempt to fulfill those requests. The receiving Economy must also be able to show that where assistance has been provided it has been implemented and improvements noted. The Procedures Manual is amended to include a standard schedule format which automatically  includes time for the Team to discuss the final report following the closing meeting.

Appendix H to be amended to include appropriate questions in regard to risk assessment and mitigation.

Recommendations arising from the Australia visit.
The need for a Team pre meeting with the Liaison Officer is endorsed, however it is further suggested that the visit program includes a period on the final day when Team Members can discuss the visit and compile brief notes on the conduct and outcomes of the meeting. This will give a greater assurance that the key points have been captured and that the Visit Summary gives an accurate and complete overview of the visit.

Reports should also be in a standard format so that the reports ensuing from each visit can be compared on a common foundation.

Consideration should be given to holding a short desk top exercise during the visit to demonstrate the ability to carry out such an exercise. The exercise should utilize the MEGSEC Drills and Exercises Manual, the use of which will enhance the standardization of Drills and Exercises in the APEC region. 

Discussion time for PSVP should be a standing item on the agenda at MEG- SEC,    as more Economies undertake a visit, more records of best practices become available. It is envisaged that these could be matched with areas of concern by the PSVP Coordinator and arrangements made bilaterally for a sharing of experiences. 

Future Proposals and Recommendations for Endorsement by MEGSEC

To date five visits have been conducted, including the model visit initially made to PNG. The proposed visit to Vietnam regrettably had to be delayed until funding issues have been sorted out which will hopefully happen over the next couple of months when a future for the PSVP can then be assured.

As I have mentioned previously in this report, the PSVP will not be successful unless a number of actions are taken, aside from financial considerations, namely

· All Economies should participate both as a Host and in providing a Team Member.

· The PSVP cannot simply be a visit with no further action being taken. The purpose of the PSVP is to determine not only areas where an Economy might benefit from some external assistance, but to identify Best Practice which could be used to provide that very same assistance to another Economy.

· An Economy must seek assistance through the MEGSEC Chair if the PSVP is to fulfill its intended purpose. This request should be based on the contents of the POST Visit Report (formerly the Action List) . It must be remembered that this is not considered to be a non conformance in audit terms, but an aspect of the compliance with ISPS which an Economy feels can be improved upon.
In regard to the second point I have developed a spreadsheet to record the features of each visit. This table includes details of the Economy visited, Team Members involved, Best Practices and Needs identified and any pertinent comments. As with the reports, this is a confidential document and will be used to create bilateral arrangements where a Best Practice can be used to fill a Need.
Currently the PSVP applies only to the APEC Economies. It is considered desirable to expand the principles to the IMO and any other regional group , such as the SPC, OAS etc, which may be interested in conducting a similar project and sharing the results , possibly through an IMO forum so that a global approach can be achieved which will embody the main principals of the PSVP
· Identify the needs of participating Economies.

· Promote a level of consistency in ISPS Code implementation across the APEC Region.
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Recommendations for consideration by MEGSEC
Members are invited to consider the report and adopt the following proposals.
· MEGSEC Chair to report on current situation in regard to the continued financing of the PSVP. Consideration must also be given to securing the timely reimbursement of claims .

· MEGSEC members to endorse the continuation of the program and agree to indicate proposed involvement so that a forward schedule can be drawn up.

· Note the recommendations made subsequent to each visit and agree to their implementation in the Manual

· PSVP Coordinator to review and revise the PSVP Manual and incorporate the recommendations agreed to.   

RJ Evans

PSVP Coordinator

1 July 2009
