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2. GLOSSARY

ACRONYM Full name Definition

AIS is an automatic tracking system used on ships and by vessel traffic services (VTS) for identifying and

locating vessels by electronically exchanging data with other nearby ships AlS Base stations and Satellites.
Automatic ldentification When satellites are used to detect AIS signatures then the term Satellite-AlS (S-AIS) is used.

AlS i : . ) . X . .

System AIS information supplements marine radar, which continues to be the primary method of collision avoidance

for water transport. Information provided by AIS equipment, such as unique identification, position, course,

and speed, can be displayed on a screen or an Electronic Chart Display Information System (ECDIS).

ASP (Microsoft®) is a server-side scripting environment that can be used to create and run dynamic,
interactive Web server applications.

With ASP, HTML pages, script commands, and COM, components can be combined to create interactive
Web pages and powerful Web-based applications that are easy to develop and modify.

ASP Active Server Pages

The Blue Belt is an area where vessels can operate freely within the EU internal market with a minimum of
administrative burden while safety, security, environmental protection as well as customs and tax policies are

Blue Belt " g .

enhanced by the use of maritime transport monitoring and reporting capabilities (processes, procedures and

information systems).

EDI Electronic Data Information | EDI is a method for transferring data between different computer systems or computer networks.

The European MSs are the members of the European Union and are party to treaties of the European Union
(EV) and thereby subject to the privileges and obligations of EU membership.

There are 28 member states of the EU: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Croatia, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and
the United Kingdom.

(E)MSs (European) Member States

TRACTEBEL ENGINEERING 15/11/2013 5



European Maritime Safety

EMSA Agency

EMSA is one of the EU's decentralised agencies, which provides technical assistance and support to the EC
and MSs in the development and implementation of EU legislation on maritime safety, pollution by ships and
maritime security. It has also been given operational tasks in the field of oil pollution response, vessel
monitoring and in long range identification and tracking of vessels.

Electronic Reporting
International Notification
message

ERINOT
message

The ERINOT message is an obligatory message with a purpose to notify national authorities and, when
necessary, port authorities about the voyage and cargo (dangerous and non-dangerous) details for the
vessel which in navigating the inland waterways.

Free Zone

Free zones are special areas within the customs territory of the Community. Goods placed within these
areas are free of import duties, VAT and other import charges.

Free zone treatment applies to both non-Community and Community goods: Non-Community goods stored
in the zone are considered as not yet imported to the customs territory of the Community whereas certain
Community goods stored in free zones can be considered as already exported.

On importation, free zones are mainly for storage of non-Community goods until they are released for free
circulation. No import declaration has to be lodged as long as the goods are stored in the free zone. Import
and export declarations have only to be lodged when the goods leave the free zone. In addition, there may
be special reliefs available in free zones from other taxes, excises or local duties. These will differ from one
zone to another.

The free zones are mainly a service for traders to facilitate trading procedures by allowing fewer customs
formalities.

FTP File Transfer Protocol

An FTP is a common method of transferring and exchanging files between two computers via the Internet
(over any network).
It is a simple network protocol based on Internet Protocol.

Hyper Text Mark-up

HTML
Language

HTML is the language that Web pages are written in.

Also known as hypertext documents, Web pages must conform to the rules of HTML in order to be displayed
correctly in a Web browser.

The HTML syntax is based on a list of tags that describe the page's format and what is displayed on the Web

page.




The Convention on Facilitation of International Maritime Traffic (FAL Convention) includes in its Standard
2.1 a list of documents which public authorities can demand of a ship and recommends the maximum
information and number of copies which should be required.

. - IMO has developed Standardized Forms for seven of these documents, which are: the IMO General
The International Maritime . . . .
IMO FAL GreErleaifans EasTiaien o Declaration (FAL form 1), the Cargo Declaration (FAL form 2), the Ship's Stores Declaration (FAL form 3),
forms 9 . ) the Crew's Effect Declaration (FAL form 4), the Crew List (FAL form 5), the Passenger List (FAL form 6) and

International Traffic forms

the Dangerous Goods (FAL form 7).

The general declaration (form 1), cargo declaration (form 2), crew list (form 5) and passenger list (form 6)
constitute the maximum information necessary. The ship's stores declaration (form 3) and crew's effects
declaration (form 4) incorporate the agreed essential minimum information requirements.

Inland ECDIS is a system for the display of electronic inland navigation charts and additional information. Its
purpose is to contribute to safety and efficiency of inland navigation and thus also to protection of the
environment. Simultaneously Inland ECDIS is to reduce the workload when navigating the ship as compared
to traditional navigation and information methods. Inland ECDIS provides also the basis for other RIS, e.qg.
Inland AIS

Inland Electronic Chart Display
ECDIS Information System

A LAN is a computer network covering a small physical area.

LANport | Local Area Network port A LAN port is a port connection that allows a computer to connect to a network using a wired connection.

LCAs are the authorities or organisations designated by MSs to receive and transmit information pursuant to
Directive 2002/59/EC e.g. Port authorities, Coastal Stations, Vessel Traffic Service, shore-based installations
responsible for a mandatory reporting system approved by the IMO, or bodies responsible for co-ordinating
search and rescue operations.

LCA Local Competent Authority Not only for SSN, but also within the scope of the RFD local authorities can be designated.

According to Art.4 of the RFD “MSs shall ensure that the master or any other person duly authorised by the
operator of the ship provides notification, prior to arriving in a port situated in a MS, of the information
required under the reporting formalities to the competent authority designated by that MS”.

LCAs are the authorities and organisations designated by MSs where legally required notifications are/will
be sent to pursuant to the RFD:

Maritime Rescue MRCCs are responsible for a geographic area, known as a "search and rescue region of responsibility”

e Coordination Center (SRR), which are designated by the International Maritime Organisation (IMO).
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NCA-SSN

National Competent
Authority for SafeSeaNet

The NCA is the body designhated by MSs as being responsible for the management of the SSN system at
national level. It coordinates all the required actions to comply with the specifications described in the
Interface Control Document. The NCA is often, but not always, the Maritime Administration within a Member
State. The NCA is the only national authority in contact with the EU bodies for matters related to SSN, and
as such, takes part in the management and development of the system at EU level by participating in
periodic reviews. The NCA is also responsible for designating LCAs for SSN, and enabling and maintaining
their access to the SSN network.

PCS

Port Community System

A PCS is a tool / a community system to exchange messages in port environment, having a commercial and
logistic nature that has B2B (Business to Business) character.

PSW

Port Single Window

A PSW is a system which provides local level information about the vessel to the authorities on a port level,
that has B2G (Business to Government) and sometimes a B2B (Business to Business) character.

RFD

Reporting Formalities
Directive (Directive
2010/65/EUV)

Directive 2010/65/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 October 2010 on reporting
formalities for ships arriving in and/or departing from ports of the Member States and repealing Directive
2002/6/EC

RIS

River Information Services

RIS are a European concept for harmonised information services to support traffic management in inland
navigation, including the interfaces to other transport modes.

SPOC

Single Point of Contact

The NCA designated within and by each MS for SSN, as well as the NSW Authority designated by each MS
for the purpose of the RFD are both SPOCs.

SSN

SafeSeaNet

SSN is the European Platform for Data Exchange between MSs' maritime authorities. It is a network /
Internet solution based on the concept of a distributed database.

The main objective of SSN is to provide a European platform for maritime data exchange between maritime
administrations of the MSs, by setting-up a telematic network between all the maritime EU MSs, Norway and
Iceland for their co-operation in preventing maritime pollution and accidents at sea.

NSW

National Single Window

The NSW Concept is the main requirement for the implementation of the RFD. It aims at meeting the generic
goals of simplification and harmonisation of the administrative procedures applied to maritime transport by
making the electronic transmission of information standard and by rationalising reporting formalities.

A NSW is an environment for collecting and dissemination of vessel reporting information with a structured
and commonly defined data structure, and rules and rights management of information, which are in
accordance with relevant international, national and local legal requirements




The NSW Authority* is the competent authority in the meaning of Article 4 of directive 2002/65/EU that
receives information, and disseminates this information to all relevant authorities, and coordinates controls
in the logistical chain. This authority varies from country to country depending on national legal, political and
organisational issues.

For the purposes of this document the NSW authority is the competent authority designated by a member
state to implement the provisions of the Directive, in particular, with the responsibility for overseeing the
setting up and operation of the NSW as envisaged for the purposes of Directive 2010/65/EU.
As regards the operation of the NSW, the NSW authority is responsible to:

e Confirm to the data providers the receipt of the information;
NSW National Single Window o Distribute or make available the reporting formalities information to the relevant authorities;
Authority | Authority
e Provide the users of the NSW with the appropriate access rights;

e Define the mechanisms to ensure the credentials of the users and the non-repudiation and
traceability of actions performed by the users;

o Establish the data quality checks that need to be performed on the information received;
e Transmit the relevant information to the national SSN system;

e Co-operate with the SSN National Competent Authority (if different) to establish the users who shall
have access to information in the SSN system.

(* The eMS group had agreed not to use the term NCA in the context of the RFD in order not to confuse the NCA for
SafeSealNet with the competent authority designated by the MS for the SW, since depending on the administrative
structure within the member states they may be different and have different functions.)
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Vessel tracking means the function of maintaining status information of the vessel, such as the current
position and characteristics, and - if needed - combined with information on cargo and consignments.
Vessel tracing means the retrieving of information concerning the whereabouts of the vessel and - if needed

VTT Vessel Tracking & Tracing . ) . .
- information on cargo, consignments and equipment.
VTT of inland navigation supports on-board navigation, shore-based traffic monitoring as part of VTS and
other tasks such as calamity abatement.
VTS are shore-side systems which range from the provision of simple information messages to ships, such
VTS Vessel Traffic Services as position of other traffic or meteorological hazard warnings, to extensive management of traffic within a
port or waterway.
Third Country A third country is a country that is not one of the 28 members of the EU or the EEA-EFTA (European
Economic Area - European Free Trade Association) states (Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway).
WEP Wired Equivalent Privacy WEP is a security protocol for wireless networks that encrypts transmitted data
XML Extensible Mark-up XML is a mark-up language used to structure text and multimedia documents and to set up hypertext links
messages |Language between documents, used extensively on the World Wide Web.




3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Context and purpose of the mission

Maritime transport must comply with complex administrative procedures concerning reporting
formalities, even when it relates to navigation between EU ports (intra-EU transport) and when
the cargo consists of goods in free circulation in the EU.

These administrative procedures used to be regulated by Directive 2002/6/EC on reporting
formalities for ships arriving in and/or departing from ports of the Member States of the
Community, resulted (and still result) in costs and delays and could make maritime transport
less attractive. In January 2009, the EC published a proposal to amend Directive 2002/6/EC.
After discussions at the EU level, Directive 2010/65/EU on reporting formalities applicable to
maritime transport (also referred to as the Reporting Formalities Directive) was adopted in
October 2010.

The Reporting Formalities Directive (RFD) applies to the reporting formalities applicable to
maritime transport for ships arriving in and ships departing from ports in EU countries. The
objective of this directive is to reduce the administrative burdens for shipping companies by
simplifying and harmonising the documentary and physical checks conducted on ships and
goods moving between EU ports. In order to achieve simplification and harmonisation reporting
formalities required by EU legislation, international legal instruments - in particular the IMO
Convention on Facilitation of International Maritime Traffic (FAL Convention), any other relevant
national legislation need to be rationalised, and electronic transmission of the information
required to be provided under these reporting formalities must be made standard. The Single
Window concept is the main requirement for the implementation of the RFD.

The main objective of this assignment is to gather and present the information
necessary to enable the EC to fulfil its reporting obligation under Art. 15 of the RFD.

Art. 15 of the RFD states that the EC shall report to the European Parliament and the Council,
by 19 November 2013, on the functioning of this Directive, including on:

e The possibility of extending the simplification introduced by this Directive to cover
inland waterway transport;

e The compatibility of the RIS with the electronic data transmission process referred to in
this Directive;

e The progress towards harmonisation and coordination of reporting formalities that has
been achieved under Art. 3;

e The feasibility of avoiding or simplifying formalities for ships that have called at a port
in a third country or free zone;

e The available data concerning ship traffic/movement within the Union, and/or calling at
third country ports or in free zones.

Landlocked countries without any ports in their territories at which ships covered by the scope

of the RFD can call are required to implement only the provisions relating to the flag but not
those relating to the sea ports.
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Issue analysis

The possibility of extending the simplification introduced by the Reporting
formalities Directive to cover inland waterway transport (Art. 15(a) RFD)

The question is whether the simplifications regarding reporting formalities for the maritime
transport sector can be extended so that they could also apply to the inland waterway transport
sector / reporting formalities system(s).

Although both Art. 15(a) and Art. 15(b) of the RFD are related to River Information Services
(RISY), both research topics have been approached in a different way. The possibility of
extending the simplification introduced by the RFD (Art. 15(a)) is approached from a functional
point of view, whereas the compatibility of RIS with the electronic data transmission process
referred to in the RFD (Art. 15(b)) is examined from a more technical point of view.

Simplifications regarding reporting formalities for the maritime sector can be extended to the
inland waterway sector, but therefore a stepwise and well-structured action plan with a realistic
timetable should be set up. Apart from the technical component of the solution, the challenge
will be to convince all concerned stakeholders to take part in - and become part of - the
proposed action plan.

The maritime and inland waterway transport sectors are still two different and separate sectors.
The maritime transport sector is already strictly regulated by EU and international rules and
mandatory administrative procedures (and information sets and reporting obligations). The
inland waterway transport sector on the other hand is less regulated by some administrative
procedures, and reporting formalities are only defined at MS level on the basis of a smaller
information set.

The compatibility of the River Information Services with the electronic data
transmission process referred to in the Reporting Formalities Directive (Art. 15(b)

RFD)

In order to examine the compatibility between the electronic data transmission referred to in
Art. 5 of the RFD and the electronic data transmission process used in RIS, the question on
what is required (cf. Art. 15(a)) should be answered first.

It is possible to harmonise the information sets used in the maritime transport sector and the
ones used in the inland waterway transport sector, by (i) issuing more strict rules for reporting
formalities in the inland waterway transport sector and (ii) defining how the electronic data
transmission will be organised. This requires a new directive or other regulation on data
exchange in the inland waterway sector.

The World Customs Organisation (WCO) data model should be used as a reference framework
for the harmonisation of information sets and data exchange between the maritime transport
sector and inland waterway transport sector.

1 River Information Services (RIS) is defined as a concept for harmonised information services to support traffic
and transport management in inland navigation, including interfaces to other transport modes.



The progress towards harmonisation and coordination of reporting formalities that
has been achieved under Article 3 of the Reporting Formalities Directive (Art. 15(c)

RFD)

Art. 15(c) of the RFD aims at measuring the progress towards harmonisation and coordination
of reporting formalities that has been achieved under Art. 3 of the Directive, which contains two
elements:

e Art. 3.1 RFD - Measures taken by the MSs to ensure a harmonised and coordinated
request for reporting formalities within each MS;

e Art. 3.2 RFD - Mechanisms developed by the EC for harmonisation and coordination of
reporting formalities within the Union.

Since the NSW concept is the main requirement for the implementation of the RFD, the current
state of development of such a SW at MS level will be an essential element to measure the
progress made in each MS towards harmonisation and coordination of reporting formalities.

On the basis of the gathered information, conclusions are that:

e All MSs seem to have taken initiatives regarding implementation of a national maritime
SW. There is a considerable variety (i) of SW concepts, systems, environments, (ii) of
approaches to create a SW, and (iii) in the current state of affairs of development of
the SWs.

e Part of the MSs is waiting for the EU technical specifications regarding the SW, other
MSs modernise, (inter)connect and/or or ‘rebuild’ their existing national reporting
formalities (lodge and/or exchange) systems in order to create a proper national
maritime SW in accordance with the RFD.

e A lot of stakeholders are involved:

1. Stakeholders at different levels are involved: stakeholders at EU level and at MS
level;

2. Stakeholders in several policy fields are involved: maritime administrations and
administrations in other than the maritime policy field;

3. As a consequence of which the RFD implementation process us complex and
requires coordination.

e The AnNa initiative is appreciated by the participating EU MSs and the combination of
both the EC/DG MOVE's efforts (cf. eMS (sub)group(s)) and the work parallel done by
(and within the framework of) the AnNa project should be considered as an added
value for the overall implementation of the RFD.

e The opinions on the eMS (sub-)group(s) are somewhat divided. Most participants
generally appreciate the efforts of the EC/DG MOVE. On the basis of some specific
critical or negative comments regarding the organisation, communication and
functioning of the eMS groups some improvements could be made.

The main difficulties MSs are struggling with are (i) the impact of RFD implementation on the
available budget and budgeting process of the (involved stakeholders in) MSs, (ii) the
interaction and/or involvement of the many different (public and private) stakeholders and
authorities in various policy fields that are required in - several aspects of - the implementation
process of the RFD, (iii) some concerns and/or national legal difficulties regarding exchanging
confidential (sensitive) information and guaranteeing data quality, (iv) the lack of no (or not
enough) enough technical specifications at EU level, (v) the implementation deadline
(1.06.2015) that is getting close and the tight implementation timing.

In order to guarantee a smoother implementation process of the RFD by the MSs it could be
recommended that (i) all MSs (e.g. via the EC / eMS groups) should be able to use the AnNa
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initiative outputs - as ‘best practices’, and that (ii) the EC could establishes a follow-up
mechanism after the implementation deadline of the RFD/NSW (d.d. June 2015) in order to
optimise the use of the NSWs.

The feasibility of avoiding or simplifying formalities for ships that have called at a
port in a third country or free zone (Art. 15(d) RFD)

Most human activities are regulated and although most regulations are essential, they
sometimes come to be regarded not only as unnecessary, but also as a significant burden on
the activities they are supposed to control. Few activities have been more subject to over-
regulation than international maritime transport, partly because of the international nature of
shipping. Countries develop customs, immigration and other standards independently of each
other and a ship visiting several countries during the course of a voyage could expect to be
presented with numerous forms to fill in, often asking for exactly the same information but in a
slightly different way.

The examination of the feasibility of exempting or simplifying administrative formalities for ships
coming from, calling at, or heading towards a port situated outside the EU or a control type I
free zone (within the meaning of customs legislation), should be without prejudice to the
applicable legal acts of the Union, and the information that Member States may request in order
to protect internal order and security and to enforce customs, fiscal, immigration, environmental
or sanitary laws.

In order to examine this issue, following aspects have been described and examined: First, the
provisions in the FAL Convention have been described and analysed and the relationship with
other international instruments — such as the SOLAS Convention (especially IMDG Code and
ISPS Code) — have been examined. Secondly, the problem of infected vessels have been
analysed, both with respect to the cargo as with respect to the crew.

The findings on Art. 15(d) can be of use to the development of a future Blue Belt environment.
The Blue Belt is a concept according to which ships can operate freely within the EU internal
market with a minimum of administrative burden and in which safety, security, environmental
protection as well as customs and tax revenues are ensured by the best possible use of existing
capabilities to monitor maritime transport. Today, a vessel for example travelling from Antwerp
to Rotterdam is considered to have left the EU customs territory. Therefore, upon arrival in
Rotterdam, all goods on board are considered to be non-Union goods, having to go through all
necessary customs procedures. With the development of the eManifest, operators are able to
prove the Union status of the goods on board, even if the vessel has left the EU customs
territory to move from one EU port to another or if the vessel has called at a third country port
in between.

There is definitely a need of avoiding or simplifying formalities for ships that have called at a
port in a third country or free zone. However, certain conditions need to be fulfilled in order to
make this legally and economically feasible.

In order to extend the simplification of formalities for ships calling at a third country port, the
simplification within the EU should be optimised first. Concerning RSS, improvements could be
made with respect to the burden of proof as well as the notification duty. The role and
cooperation of DG TAXUD is therefore crucial. Moreover, until now, discussions on simplifying
formalities have been focusing on the cargo. Nevertheless, it is also important to include also
formalities with regard to crew members as problems concerning visa and shore leave still exist
on international as well as EU level.



On a longer term, the European Customs Code will need adjustments. The role and cooperation
of DG TAXUD is again crucial. Next to this, agreements with third countries — especially Russia,
Norway and Turkey — have to be developed.

In order to enhance transparency for all stakeholders, a central database could be developed.
Shipping companies as well as shippers would be able to get the necessary information from
this database. The Port Community System (PCS) could play a crucial role in setting up this
database, as this system already is linked with shippers. Nevertheless, currently PCS is being
used differently in the Member States and should therefore be harmonised.

The available data concerning ship traffic/movement within the Union, and/or
calling at third country ports or in free zones (Art. 15(¢e))

The objective of Art. 15(e) of the RFD is to obtain insight in the data availability of ship
movements/traffic from one EU port to another, or calling intermediately at third country ports
or entering free zones: today there is no clear understanding of the importance/extent of this
traffic.

Data are required to define the importance of ship movements in the union involving stops in
free zones and/or third country ports, but also to get a view on the routes taken - in order to
define which routes to monitor or not. For this purpose effective route information is required,
including routes taken and the frequency.

Data can also include concerned cargo volumes and traffic frequency (number of ship
movements).

Conclusion are that there is a lack of maritime statistics regarding specific ship movements/
traffic within the EU and/or calling at third country ports or in free zones. There are no ship
movement and cargo data immediately available at EU level. In order to do a proper impact
assessment of the RFD, immediately available data is crucial for DG MOVE.

Two recommendations are proposed. The first recommendation requires an adaptation of the
current Directive 2009/42/EC of Eurostat. A second recommendation is related to further
investigation of AIS data. In the future, another opportunity will also arise with the
implementation of the eManifest.
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4. INTRODUCTION

4.1 Context of the mission

4.1.1 Directive 2010/65/EU on reporting formalities applicable to maritime transport (Reporting
Formalities Directive)

Simplifying and harmonising administrative procedures concerning reporting
formalities

Maritime transport must comply with complex administrative procedures concerning reporting
formalities?, even when it relates to navigation between EU ports (intra-EU transport) and when
the cargo consists of goads in free circulation in the EU.

These administrative procedures used to be regulated by Directive 2002/6/EC on reporting
formalities for ships arriving in and/or departing from ports of the MSs of the Community,
resulted (and still result) in costs and delays and could make maritime transport less attractive.

In January 2009, the EC published a proposal to amend Directive 2002/6/EC. After discussions
at the EU level, Directive 2010/65/EU of the European Parliament (EP) and of the Council of 20
October 2010 on reporting formalities for ships arriving in and/or departing from ports of the
Member States and repealing Directive 2002/6/EC (also referred to as the Reporting Formalities
Directive) was adopted in October 2010. This new directive repealed Directive 2002/6/EC from
19 May 2012.

The Reporting Formalities Directive (RFD) applies to the reporting formalities applicable to
maritime transport for ships arriving in and ships departing from ports in EU countries. The
objective of this directive is to reduce the administrative burdens for shipping companies by
simplifying and harmonising the documentary and physical checks conducted on ships and
goods moving between EU ports. In order to achieve simplification and harmonisation reporting
formalities required by EU legislation, international legal instruments - in particular the IMO FAL
Convention, any other relevant national legislation need to be rationalised, and electronic
transmission of the information required to be provided under these reporting formalities must
be made standard.

4.1.2  Impact of the Reporting Formalities Directive

The RFD requires:

e The MSs to ensure that the reporting formalities at their ports are requested in a
harmonised and coordinated manner, each within their country;

e The EC, in cooperation with the MSs, to develop mechanisms for the harmonisation and
coordination of reporting formalities within the EU;

e The master, or any other person duly authorized by the operator of the ship, to provide
the competent authority with notification, prior to arriving in an EU port, of the
information required under the reporting formalities:

2 Reporting formalities means the information which must be provided for administrative and procedural purposes

when a ship arrives in and/or departs from a port in a particular EU MS.
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at least 24 hours in advance, or

o atthe latest, at the time the ship leaves the previous port, if the voyage time is
less than 24 hours, or

o if the port of call is not known or it is changed during the voyage, as soon as
this information is available;

e Electronic transmission® of data to be made standard - This means that:

o EU countries shall accept electronic reports via a NSW* as soon as possible and,
at the latest, by the 1% of June 2015; The NSW will be the place where all
information is reported once, and made available to various competent
authorities and the EU countries;

o EU countries must ensure that information received in accordance with
reporting formalities is made available in their national SSN°> systems and make
available relevant parts of such information to other EU countries (upon
request) via their (national) SSN system; However, they may exclude date for
customs and border control purposes from this exchange;

o EU countries shall accept FAL forms for the fulfilment of reporting formalities
and they may still accept information provided in a paper format until 1% of
June 2015.°

3 Flectronic transmission of data means the process of transmitting information that has been encoded digitally, using

a revisable structured format which can be used directly for storage and processing computers.
4

The Single Window.
o Links SSN, e-Customs and other electronic systems;

e Must be interoperable and compatible with, and accessible to the SSN system and, where applicable, with the
systems stipulated in Decision 70/2008 on a paperiess environment for customs and trade.
Decision 70/2008 is intended to promote electronic customs in the EC: Customs systems (i) supply pan-
European e-government services which facilitate imports and exports, by reducing costs and coordinating
procedures, and (i) provide for the exchange of data between the customs administrations of the MSs, traders
and the EC. Supply chain logistics and customs processes are thereby improved and facilitated. If the objectives
set out in the decision are to be met, it will be necessary to (i) harmonise the exchange of information, (ii)
review customs processes with a view to optimising their efficiency and effectiveness, and (iii) offer traders a
wide range of electronic customs services.
> SafeSealet is a European Platform for vessel traffic monitoring and information exchange between MSs’ maritime
authorities established in order to enhance maritime safety, port and maritime security, marine environment
protection and the efficiency of maritime traffic and maritime transport.

6 Source: Malta-EU Steering & Action Committee (MEU SAC), Directive 2010-65-EU Background note “7owards a
European maritime transport space without barriers: Ship Reporting Formalities under Directive 2010/65/EU’
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Figure 1: Development with regard to reporting formalities (Source: The EU e-Maritime initiative —

Conference on Port Integration Hanse-office 24 April 2012)

Specific context of this assignment: Art. 15 of the RFD

Art. 15 of the RFD states that the EC shall report to the EP and the Council, by 19 November

2013, on the functioning of this Directive, including on:

e The possibility of extending the simplification introduced by this Directive to cover

inland waterway transport;
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e The compatibility of the RIS with the electronic data transmission process referred to in
this directive;

e The progress towards harmonisation and coordination of reporting formalities that has
been achieved under Art. 3;

e The feasibility of avoiding or simplifying formalities for ships that have called at a port
in a third country or free zone;

e The available data concerning ship traffic/movement within the Union, and/or calling at
third country ports or in free zones.

Art. 15 of the RFD also states that the report, if appropriate, shall be accompanied by a
legislative proposal, in which case the report shall provide technical and economic data which
will be used as inputs in the possible assessment of the economic, environmental and social
impact of the proposal in line with the guidelines of the EC for impact assessment studies.

Objectives of the assignment

The main objective of this assignment is to gather and present the information necessary to
enable the EC to fulfil its reporting obligation under Art. 15 of the RFD.

The coordination works between the MSs carried out by the Commission and EMSA to
implement the RFD (cf. CIRCA) and the work carried out for the preparation and the
implementation of the directives on RIS (cf. Platina project) are accurately taken into account.

The reliable sources for collecting the necessary information and contacting the relevant
authorities or other stakeholders in order to obtain the required information are identified and
the references to the sources are clearly presented.

On the basis of the information collected, an analysis of the RFD has been carried out and key
facts and figures - which can be used as a reliable base for further studies or policy making -
are gathered and presented.

This report contains a proposal for recommendations with regard to the investigated issues as
well.



5. METHODOLOGY AND WORK PLAN

Art. 15 refers to 5 issues that need to be examined and analysed:

1. The possibility of extending the simplification introduced by Directive 2010/65/EU
to cover inland waterway transport;

2. The compatibility of RIS with the electronic data transmission process referred to in
Directive 2010/65/EU;

3. The progress towards harmonisation and coordination of reporting formalities that
has been achieved under Art. 3 of Directive 2010/65/EU;

4. The feasibility of avoiding or simplifying the formalities for ships that have called at
a port in a third country or free zone;

5. The available data concerning ship traffic/movement within the Union, and/or
calling at third country ports or in free zones.

In order to successfully complete this project it was conducted in 4 phases:

e Phase 0: A preliminary phase to fine-tune and — if necessary - modify the initially
proposed work plan and methodology. This phase resulted in an inception report.

e Phase 1: A data and information collecting phase using desk research and the results of
an expert kick-off workshop. A first intermediate report provided the results of a first
analyses and of the introductory and guiding expert stakeholder consultation.

e Phase 2: A EU-wide stakeholder consultation (telephone interviews with key
stakeholders in the MSs and from the maritime industry), and a first analysis of all data
and information in order to present the key facts and figures with regard to the 5 issues
referred to in Art. 15 of the RFD, or with regard to any other significant issue that may
arise. This phase resulted in a second intermediate report.

e Phase 3: A draft study report providing draft conclusions concerning these issues, to be
discussed with the EC/DG MOVE in order to come to final conclusions in the final study
report.
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Figure 2: Work plan



6.1

6.2

SCOPE OF THE REPORTING FORMALITIES
DIRECTIVE

Territorial scope of the RFD

According to Recital 24 of the RFD the requirements foreseen in the Directive are not relevant
for MSs which do not have any ports at which ships falling under the scope of this Directive
normally can call.

Therefore, the landlocked countries which do not have in their territories any ports at which
ships covered by the scope of the RFD can call, are required to implement only the provisions
relating to the flag but not those relating to the sea ports. The provisions relating to the flag
include in particular (i) the notification obligations (prior to arrival into ports) in Art. 4 of the
RFD and (ii) the requirement foreseen in Art. 8 of the RFD to ensure confidential treatment of
data exchanged in accordance with the RFD.’

Austria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Luxembourg and Slovakia are considered as landlocked
countries for the purposes of the RFD. The impact and consequences of their status as
landlocked country is clarified - where relevant - in the chapters below covering the analysis of
the issues that have been examined.

Material scope of the RFD

The purpose of the RFD is to simplify and harmonise the administrative procedures applied to
maritime transport by making the electronic transmission of information standard and by
rationalising reporting formalities. The Single Window concept is the main requirement for the
implementation of the RFD.

The directive applies to the reporting formalities applicable to maritime transport for ships
arriving in and ships departing from ports situated in MSs.

The directive does not apply to ships exempted from reporting formalities.

The material scope of the RFD is further explained - and interpreted where needed and relevant
- in the chapters below.

7 Transposition Q&A (version 30 March 2012)
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7. THE POSSIBILITY OF EXTENDING THE
SIMPLIFICATION INTRODUCED BY THE
REPORTING FORMALITIES DIRECTIVE
(ART. 15(A) RFD)

7.1 Context

Although both Art. 15(a) and Art. 15(b) of the RFD are related to RIS, both research topics
should be approached in a different way. The possibility of extending the simplification
introduced by the RFD (Art. 15(a)) is approached from a functional point of view, whereas the
compatibility of RIS with the electronic data transmission process referred to in the RFD (Art.
15(b)) is investigated from a more technical point of view.

RIS are defined as a concept for harmonised information services to support traffic and
transport management in inland navigation, including interfaces to other transport modes. RIS
does not deal with internal commercial activities between one or more of the involved private
companies, but is open for interfacing with commercial activities.

RIS arose (and arise) from a set of European Directives, Commission Regulations and European
Guidelines:

e The EU RIS Directive - i.e. Directive 2005/44/EC of the European Parliament and the
Council on harmonised River Information Services;

e The technical guidelines for the planning, implementation and operational use of RIS
referred to in Art. 5 of the EU RIS Directive - RIS Guidelines Commission Regulation
(EC) N° 414/2007;

e Tracking and Tracing standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 415/2007 of 22 March
2007 concerning the technical specifications for vessel tracking and tracing (VTT)
systems;

e Notice to Skippers standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 416/2007 of 22 March
2007 concerning the technical specifications for Notices to Skippers;

e Electronic Reporting standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 164/2010 of 25 January
2010 concerning the technical specifications for electronic reporting;

e Inland ECDIS - Commission Implementing Regulation (EC) N° 909/2013 on the
technical specification for the Electronic Chart Display and Information System for
inland navigation (Inland ECDIS) referred to in Directive 2005/44/EC of the EP and of
the Council.

These Directives, Regulations and Guidelines show 3 important concepts for the
implementation/realisation of RIS:

e RIS Services
e RIS Key Technologies
e RIS Reference Data

Commission Regulation No 414/2007 and PIANC Report n°® 125 RIS Guidelines (Version 3.0 d.d.

March 2011) defines the RIS Services, which contain recommendations for the following
services:
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Fairway Information Services (FIS)

Traffic Information (TI) — Tactical Traffic Information(TTI)
Traffic Management (TM) — Strategic Traffic Information (STI)
Calamity Abatement Support (CAS)

Information for Transport Logistics (ITL)

Information for Law Enforcement (ILE)

Statistics (ST)

Waterway Charges and Harbour Dues (CHD)

o O O O O O O O

The RIS Services can be visualised as a layered model (see Figure 3:  Structured 'bottom up'
approach RIS Services (source: PIANC report N° 125-2011) below). The implementation of RIS
should contain at least Fairway Information Services (FIS); in a next step it could also be
extended with Traffic Information (TI) and with Traffic Management (TM) as primary services.
Based on these three primary services, other services can also be implemented.

8. CHD — waterway Charges and Harbour Dues

7. ST — Statistics
6. ILE — Information for Law Enforcement

5. ITL — Information for Transport Logistics

4. CAS — Calamity Abatement Support

3. TM - Traffic Management
2. TI — Traffic Information

1. FIS —Fairway Information Service

Figure 3. Structured ‘bottom up' approach RIS Services (source: PIANC report N° 125-2011)

RIS Services should be realised on the basis of RIS Key Technologies and RIS Reference
Data.

The 4 RIS Key Technologies are:

e Vessel Tracking and Tracing (VTT)- Commission Regulation N° 415/2007;
e Notice to Skippers - Commission Regulation N° 416/2007;

e Electronic Ship Reporting - Commission Regulation N° 164/2010;

e Inland ECDIS — Commission Implementing Regulation N° 909/2013.



RIS Services

Fairway Traffic Traffic Calamity
Information Information Management Abatement

Information Information Waterway
for Transport for law Statistics charges and
Logistics enforcement port dues

RIS Services

Figure 4. Relation between the 4 RIS Key Technologies and the RIS Services (source: PIANC report
n°125-2011)

The efficient and effective use of RIS Key Technologies is based upon the specification and
coding, formalisation and a harmonised use of RIS Reference Data. Specific RIS Reference
Data elements are “"HULL data” & and the “RIS Index™ — cf. figure below.

8 HULL data: According to Directive 2006/87/EC on the technical requirements for inland waterway vessels and the
Rhine Inspection Rules (RheinSchUO) and UN-ECE Resolution N° 61 certain inland waterways vessels need a
technical inspection before being allowed to sail on European inland waterways. Vessel certification authorities issue
community certificates after technical inspections. A subset of the data of community certificates, the so-called
“minimum set of hull data”, includes the Unique European Vessel Identification Number, the name, length, breadth
of the vessel, whether it is single or double hull, etc.

° In Annex I of the RIS Directive the “minimum data requirements” are described in order to supply to RIS users all
relevant data concerning navigation and voyage planning on inland waterways. These data shall be provided at
least in an accessible electronic format, in particular the following data shall be supplied: waterway axis with
kilometre indication, restrictions for vessels or convoys in terms of length, width, draught and air draught, operation
times of restricting structures, in particular locks and bridges, location of ports and transhipment sites, reference
data for water level gauges relevant to navigation. The RIS Index has been established and created to collect these
data.
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Figure 5: RIS Reference Data used in the RIS Key Technologies (source: PIANC report N°125-2011)

The functional analysis of RIS makes it possible to link information availability with user
demands. The table below shows the connections between several (1% and 2™ level)
information categories and details on the one hand and the RIS Services providing this
information - and the RIS Reference Data® - on the other hand. Information users can use this
table to identify the relevant RIS Services on the basis of the information categories (en details)

they need.

10

separate column.

The RIS Reference Data are considered essential for the information categories and are therefore listed in a



Information category Information detail Basic Services Services Ref. Data
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1st level 2nd level ki E E o ~_§ ~_§ g g g E g
Provide basic routing data X X X X X X
Provide navigation-based information on fairway and/or navigable
Waterway water area (incl. har.bou_rs) : X X X X | x X
related information Provide meteorological information X X X X | x X X
Provide water level related information X X X x| x X X
Infrastructure Provide information on obstructions and limitations X X X x| x X X
related Provide information on navigation rules and regulations X X X X X X
Provide information on land region X X X X X
Provide information on harbors X X X x | x X X
I_Iand re'?‘ed Provide information on terminals X X X X | X X
information — -
Provide information on locks X X X X | x X
Provide information on bridges X X X X | x X
Provide actual position information of vessels X X x| x| x| x X | x
Provide actual vessel dynamics (i.e. RoT, velocity, CoG, SoG, ...) X X X
Vessel Dynamic vessel data Prov?de h?stor?c position information of vessels X X X
related Provide historic vessel dynamics X
Provide event based triggers for vessel position X X X X
) . IProvide data for the identification of vessels (min. hull data set) X x| x| x| x| x X | x
Hull related information - —
Provide craft certificates X X | x
Provide origin of voyage X X X X X X
Provide intermediate discharge locations X | x| x| x X
Provide passage points X X x| x| x| x X
Provide destination of voyage X X X | x X
Location Provide estimated date/ time of arrivals X X x | x X
related information  |Provide requested date/time of arrivals X X X X
Provide date/time of actual arrivals X X X X X
Provide estimated date/ time of departures X X X | x X
Voyage Provide date/time of actual departures X X X X X
related Provide date/time of requested departures X X X X
Vessel/convoy Provide overall convoy data
related information X X x| x| x| x| x X | x
Provide origin of cargo X | x| x X X
Cargo Provide destination of cargo X | x| x X X
related information  |Provide cargo details X X X | x| x| x| x X X
Provide loading unit related information X | x X | x X
Persons on board Provide number of persons (crew, passengers, ...) on board X
related information  |Provide details on persons on board X X X
Table 1: RIS Information categories and RIS Services (source: PIANC report °125-2011)
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Issue clarification

The (translation of the) text (in some languages, e.g. Dutch) of Art. 15(a) of the RFD
“ Possibility of extending the simplification introduced by this Directive to cover inland waterway
transport’ might cause confusion about the exact meaning of this Article. Does it mean that
need to be examined:

e How the - by the RFD - implemented simplifications regarding reporting formalities
could be extended so that the inland waterway transport sector/system(s)
also/additionally use/implement them? Or

e How the - in the RFD - proposed and implemented simplifications regarding reporting
formalities could be extended in such a way that they are also applicable to inland
waterway transport?

The latter meaning seems to correspond to a correct interpretation of Art. 15(a) of the RFD:
The question is whether the simplifications regarding reporting formalities for the maritime
transport sector can be extended in a way that they could also apply to the inland waterway
transport sector / reporting formalities system(s).

The purpose of the RFD is to simplify and harmonise the administrative procedures applied to
maritime transport by making the electronic transmission of information standard and by
rationalising reporting formalities.

The question referred to in Art. 15(a) concerning the relation between the scope of the RFD and RIS
is focused on the elements simplifying and harmonising the administrative procedures and
rationalising reporting formalities.

This contains 3 main study areas:
e Harmonising and simplifying administrative procedures:

Which are the procedures used in the maritime transport sector and in the inland
waterway transport sector? And can an extended simplification and harmonisation of
these reporting formalities, as introduced by the RFD, also cover inland waterway
transport?

e Rationalising reporting formalities:

Which are the reporting formalities in the maritime transport sector and in the inland
waterway transport sector? And can an extended simplification and harmonisation of
these reporting formalities, as introduced by the RFD, also cover inland waterway
transport?

e Procedures and especially reports/reporting formalities, which are based on
information:
The type of information (meta data) and the content of that information (the values)
used in the maritime transport sector and in the inland waterway sector need to be
listed and analysed in order to know whether it is possible to harmonise the
information.

Research questions

In order to analyse and answer the question mentioned in Art. 15 (a) of the RFD, more detailed
research questions need to be defined and analysed:
e Research question 1: The RFD is principally aimed at the maritime sector - Who are the
main stakeholders/actors in this sector?



Research question 2: The 4 RIS Key Technologies and the RIS Services are meant for
the inland waterway sector - Who are the main stakeholders/actors in this domain?
Research question 3: Which stakeholders/actors that are actively involved in both the
maritime and the inland waterway transport sector could take advantage of a (further)
integration of both information processes?
Research question 4: Is there - according to the maritime transport sector - need for
(more) harmonisation of the maritime reporting information/data with the inland
waterway transport information/data?
And what does the maritime sector think about one central organisation with regard to
transport over water (i.e. sea and inland waterways)?
o Is it advisable/desirable? And why (not)?
o Isit possible? And why (not)?
What could the consequences (of such harmonisation) be for the maritime
transport (sector)?
Research question 5: Is there - according to the inland waterway transport sector -
need for (more) harmonisation of the inland navigation reporting information/data with
the maritime transport information/data?
And what does the inland waterway sector think about one central organisation with
regard to transport over water (i.e. sea and inland waterways)?
o Is it advisable/desirable? And why (not)?
o Isit possible? And why (not)?
(Taking into account that the information defined in regulation nr. 164/2010
concerning electronic shipping reporting for inland waterway transport are quite
similar with the information incorporated in the FAL forms)What could the
consequences (of such harmonisation) be for the inland waterway transport?

Research question 6: Which are the most adequate RIS (expert) groups to consult
and/or involve with regard to the objectives/questions of Art. 15(a) of the RFD?

7.4 Analysis

7.4.1 Information gathering / analysis approach

The information gathered for the purpose of the analysis of the question referred to in Art.
15(a) of the RFD is collected on the basis of following sources and methods:

The knowledge and experience of the members of the project team of the technical and
legal aspects of RIS;

Desktop research;

Face to Face interviews with relevant key stakeholders from the maritime transport
sector (who could benefit from more integration/harmonisation with inland waterway
transport) and with relevant RIS authorities (who could benefit from more
integration/harmonisation with the maritime transport sector);

The kick-off workshop organised on the 7" of March 2013;
The broader EU wide stakeholder consultation (cf. telephone interviews based on a
specific questionnaire for the matters referred to in Art. 15(a) en (b) of the RFD);

A discussion of Art. 15(a) and Art. 15(b) of the RFD with members of the RIS expert
groups (NtS, ERI, VTT, Inland ECDIS), and especially with the ERI expert group (d.d.
June 2013).

TRACTEBEL ENGINEERING 15/11/2013 31



7.4.2

74.2.1

7.4.2.2

32

Analysis

The involved stakeholders/actors

The main stakeholders/actors in the maritime transport sector (cf. research question 1) are:

e The NSW Authorities

e The National Competent Authorities (NCAs) for SSN

e Local Competent Authorities (LCAs) like Port Authorities (harbours, sea ports)
e Port Community Systems (PCSs)

e Terminal operators

e (Carriers

e (Liner) Agents

e Ship Brokers

e Intermodal operators (Rail, Truck, Feeder, River Barge)
e Border control

e Customs

e Water Police

e Authorities responsible of ship waste

The main stakeholders/actors in the inland waterway transport sector (cf. research question 2)
are:

e Waterway Authorities (inland waterway infrastructure authorities)
e RIS organisations

e Ship owners

e Ship agents

e Terminal operators

e Forwarders

e Barge operators

Most of the main stakeholders/actors listed above could take advantage of a (further)
integration of both information processes to increase the intermodal operation between the
maritime and inland transport sector (cf. research question 3).

Analysis of RIS (and the RIS Directive) versus the RFD

The following paragraph provides background information on RIS (and the RIS Directive) and
some significant remarks in relation to the RFD, important to interpret the analysis chapter and
following conclusions and recommendations, especially research questions 4 and 5.

The EU RIS Directive is the framework for the implementation of RIS and includes some
boundary conditions (cf. Art. 4 and Art. 5 of the RIS Directive).

The RIS Directive refers to intermodal transport with the maritime transport sector in Art. 1
("Subject Matter”):

“Continuity shall be ensured with other modal traffic management services, in particular
maritime vessel traffic management and information services.”

The RIS Directive and the RFD contain a lot of similar ideas regarding data harmonisation and
data exchange by electronic transmission as shown below.



74.2.2.1

74.2.2.2

Status of RIS implementation

The status of the implementation of the 4 RIS Key Technologies and the different RIS Services
are available on www.ris.eu and are published by the PLATINA project group in several
PLATINA reports as well (see http://www.ris.eu/services/platina).

Most of the EU MSs:

e Have already implemented the RIS Key Technologies: Vessel Tracking and Tracing (i.e.
Inland AIS) and Notice to Skippers (NtS);

e Are currently implementing Electronic Ship Reporting (i.e. ERINOT and ERIRSP) and
Inland ECDIS (i.e. IENC charts);

¢ And have implemented following RIS services:

o Fairway information services (FIS)

o Traffic information services (TTI)

o Traffic Management (TM) - Strategic Traffic Information (STI)
Moreover, for most of the MSs the next priority is to implement the Calamity Abatement
Support (CAS).

The implementation of - and implemented - RIS Services in the EU MSs have been evaluated in
the IRIS Europe II project. Within this project some recommendations were made to extend the
RIS Services (see also http://www.ris.eu/projects/european-project-iris-europe-ii).

RIS Services versus RFD

The RIS Services can be visualised as a layered model. A comparison between the layered
structure of the RIS Services (see Figure 6 below) on the one hand and the RFD, i.e.
simplification and harmonisation of administrative procedures and reporting formalities and the
items referred to in Art. 15 of the RFD on the other hand, shows that the scope of the RFD
could match with the layers 5-ITL, 6-ILE and 7-ST of the RIS Service stack model:

e 5-ITL - Information for transport logistics/management - is related to:

o Voyage planning
o Traffic management
o Transport management
o Intermodal port and terminal management
o Cargo and fleet management
e 6-ILE — Information for Law Enforcement - is related to:
o Cross-border management (immigration service, customs)
o Compliance with requirements for traffic safety
o Compliance with environmental requirements
e 7-ST — Statistics — collecting of statistical information about for example:
o Transport traffic
o Cargo and fleet traffic
o Transit of vessels and cargo at certain points (locks) of the waterway.
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74.2.2.4

“RIS SERVICES PIANC GUIDELINES 2011"

8. CHD — waterway Charges and Harbour Dues

7. ST — Statistics

2010/65/EG

6. ILE — Information for Law Enforcement

5. ITL - Information for Transport Logistics

4. CAS - Calamity Abatement Support
3. TM - Traffic Management

2. TI - Traffic Information

I

1. FIS —Fairway Information Service

Figure 6: RIS stack mode/

Reporting formalities for Inland Waterway Transport (RIS)
Concerning reporting the Directive 2005/44/EC states in Art. 4 — 3(c):

“...enable, as far as ship reporting is required by national or international regulations,
the competent authorities to receive electronic ship reports of the required data from ships. In
cross-border transport, this information shall be transmitted to the competent authorities of the
neighbouring State and any such transmission shall be completed before arrival of the vessels
at the border.”

Concerning Electronic Ship Reporting, the Directive 2005/44/EC states in Annex II — point 3:

“The technical specifications for electronic ship reporting in inland navigation in accordance with
Article 5 shall respect the following principles:

(a) The facilitation of the electronic data exchange between the competent authorities of the
Member States, between participants in inland as well as maritime navigation and in multi-
modal transport where inland navigation is involved,

(b) The use of a standardised transport notification message for ship-to-authority, authority-to-
ship and authority-to authority messaging in order to obtain compatibility with maritime
navigation;

(c) The use of internationally accepted code lists and classifications, possibly complemented for
additional inland navigation needs;

(d) The use of a unique European vessel identification number."”

Reporting formalities for the Maritime Transport Sector (cf. RFD)

The Annex of the RFD contains a list of 14 reporting formalities that fall within the scope of the
RFD, and which - if required in accordance with legislation applicable in a MS - are to be
submitted through a NSW.

A. Reporting formalities resulting from legal acts of the Union

This category of reporting formalities includes the information which shall be provided in accordance with
the following provisions:

34



1. Notification for ships arriving in and departing from ports of the Member States

Article 4 of Directive 2002/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 June 2002
establishing a Community vessel traffic monitoring and information system (OJ L 208, 5.8.2002,
p. 10).

2. Border checks on persons

Article 7 of Regulation (EC) No 562/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15
March 2006 establishing a Community Code on the rules governing the movement of persons
across borders (Schengen Borders Code) (OJ L 105, 13.4.2006, p. 1).

3. Notification of dangerous or polluting goods carried on board

Article 13 of Directive 2002/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 June
2002 establishing a Community vessel traffic monitoring and information system.

4. Notification of waste and residues

Article 6 of Directive 2000/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 November
2000 on port reception facilities for ship-generated waste and cargo residues (OJ L 332,
28.12.2000, p. 81).

5. Notification of security information

Article 6 of Regulation (EC) No 725/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31
March 2004 on enhancing ship and port facility security (OJ L 129, 29.4.2004, p. 6).

Until the adoption of a harmonised form at international level, the form set out in the Appendix
to this Annex shall be used for the transmission of information required under Article 6 of
Regulation (EC) No 725/2004. The form can be transmitted electronically.

6. Entry summary declaration

Article 36a of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2913/92 of 12 October 1992 establishing the
Community Customs Code (OJ L 302, 19.10.1992, p. 1) and Article 87 of Regulation (EC) No
450/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 April 2008 laying down the
Community Customs Code (Modernised Customs Code) (OJ L 145, 4.6.2008, p. 1).

B. FAL forms and formalities resulting from international legal instruments

This category of reporting formalities includes the information which shall be provided in accordance with
the FAL Convention and other relevant international legal instruments.

1. FAL form 1: General Declaration

. FAL form 2: Cargo Declaration

. FAL form 3: Ship’s Stores Declaration
. FAL form 4: Crew's Effects Declaration
. FAL form 5: Crew List

. FAL form 6: Passenger List

. FAL form 7: Dangerous Goods

. Maritime Declaration of Health

0O NOY U1 A WN

C. Any relevant national legislation

Member States may include in this category the information which shall be provided in accordance with
their national legislation. Such information shall be transmitted by electronic means.

7.4.2.2.5 Information set defined by the RIS Directive

According to the RIS Directive the MSs have to (i) implement RIS according to the defined
standards and (ii) provide following minimum set of services/information:

e Minimum dataset related to infrastructure and the operation of the locks, ports etc.;
e Inland Electronic Nautical Charts (IENCs) for fairway class Va and higher;
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e Facilities for electronic reporting of vessels, their voyage and their cargo where
reporting is regulated;

e Electronic publication of Notices to Skippers;
e Establish and operate RIS Centers - if required by the traffic situation.

The Electronic Reporting standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 164/2010 of 25.01.2010
concerning the technical specifications for electronic reporting contains a detailed information
set for the messages that should be used for electronic ship reporting.

Another important information set for RIS is the RIS Reference Data like HULL data, RIS Index
and ERDMS.

Information set defined by /reporting formalities referred to in the RFD

See above.

Analysis of the need for extending the simplification introduced by the RFD to cover inland
waterway transport

Research questions 4 and 5 are focussing on the need for extending the simplification
introduced by the RFD (cf. Art. 15(a)).

This issue has been approached from the point of view of the maritime transport sector and
from the point of view of the inland waterways transport sector, which are two different and
separate sectors with own specific needs and organisations and with an own point of view on
the needs and how they should dealt with.

The main results of the analysis are the following:

e Currently there is no need to extend the simplification introduced by the RFD for land
locked countries or areas with no connection to sea ports. Nevertheless, this issue is
being followed up by the involved organisations because the RFD could have an impact
on their organisation in the future (see Art. 15 of the RFD). E.g. when a cargo from a
seagoing ship is loaded onto a river vessel to be transported to inland areas.

e But RIS becomes more important for the inland waterway customers (i.e. ship owners,
barge operators, logistic chain partners...) who need the RIS Information to be
unlocked and made available in a flexible way. The waterway authorities experience a
growing need to foresee the following RIS:

o Information for Transport Logistics (ITL);

o Statistics (ST);
o Waterway Charges and Harbour Dues (CHD).

The need to exchange and integrate RIS Information between the different parties
involved in the chain is growing and leads to the need for interfaces with e.g. the
maritime transport sector in mixed mode environments (i.e. working areas where
combination of sea going vessels and inland vessels like for example the Western
Scheldt River or working areas where we have seagoing vessels arriving in and/or
departing from ports of the MSs with the cargo that should be extended to areas inland
of those ports particularly via inland river transport).

e Studies on e-commerce (logistic chain) for inland waterways show that the multi-modal
transport between the maritime transport sector and the inland transport sector are
very important in cases for which ‘timing’ is a very important issue. One continuous
chain between the maritime transport and inland waterway transport is essential.



Currently a lot of trucks are being used for inland transport (instead of inland waterway
transport) because of the limited and challenged exchange of information between the
maritime transport sector and the inland waterway transport sector, but also due to the
bigger administrative burden for inland waterway transport in comparison with trucks.

e There is also a need for extending the simplification introduced by the RFD for seagoing
ships going via the rivers to inland ports/terminals.

e A specific type of vessels are the inland waterway vessels which are tuned (converted)
to small sea vessels (estuary vessels) and are moving from seaport to seaport or from
seaport to inland port via the coast and rivers. Some of these small sea vessels are
equipped to reach inland waterway harbours, and should therefore comply with both
different reporting formalities systems. Additionally the question arises whether some
sort of ‘translation/connection’ system (between maritime and inland reporting
formalities/data) exists, which could be used (for estuarine vessels) to comply with the
RFD.

7.4.2.4 Analysis of the possibility of extending the simplification introduced by the RFD to cover
inland waterway transport

Not only the need, but also the possibility of extending the simplification introduced by the RFD
to cover inland waterway transport was analysed.

The list of reporting formalities are defined in Annex of the RFD (see above) and are referring
to two aspects: ‘information’ and ‘reporting’. There is an obligation to report and a report
contains information. The information has to be collected via a NSW to reduce duplication of
information and to provide the different stakeholders with their specific information.

Concerning the aspect ‘reporting”:

e The reporting formalities listed in the Annex of the RFD result from EU directives — e.g.
the notification for ships arriving in and departing from ports of the MSs are defined by
Art. 4 of Directive 2002/59/EC. In the maritime transport sector a set of reporting
formalities is well defined in directives.

This is not the case in the inland waterway transport sector (RIS): the only obligation
on reporting for RIS is defined in Directive 2005/44/EC — Art. 4 — 3(c):

"..enable, as far as ship reporting is required by national or international
regulations, the competent authorities to receive electronic ship reports of the
required data from ships. In cross-border transport, this information shall be
transmitted to the competent authorities of the neighbouring State and any such
transmission shall be completed before arrival of the vessels at the border.”

Reporting formalities for RIS are only mandatory if required by the national or
international regulations. In that case, the content of the message/reporting formality is
defined by the directive 164/2010 and the ship has to send its information to the
waterway authority.

e In the maritime sector the RFD tries to bring some uniformity with regard to reporting
formalities, whereas on inland waterways several different reporting obligations can be
used for one purpose.

Concerning the aspect ‘information”:
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e With regard to the type of information that is used and exchanged in the maritime
transport sector and in the inland waterway sector (RIS), and how both information
sets could be matched or harmonised:

The basis of the information set for the maritime transport sector is listed in the Annex
of the RFD (see above).

The basis for the information set for RIS is listed in the Commission Regulation (EU) N°
164/2010 of 25.01.2010, on the technical specifications for electronic ship reporting in
inland navigation referred to in Art. 5 of the RIS Directive.

An overview of both information sets is shown below (Figure 7):

Information Set

Figure 7: Comparison of the information sets

7.4.2.5 The most adequate RIS (expert) groups

38

There are 4 RIS Expert Groups:

e The Vessel Tracking and Tracing (VTT) Expert Group which focusses on the
Tracking and Tracing standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 415/2007 of
22.03.2007 concerning the technical specifications for vessel tracking and tracing
systems, i.e. especially Inland AIS;

e The Notice to Skippers (NtS) Expert Group which focusses on the Notice to
Skippers standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 416/2007 of 22.03.2007 concerning
the technical specifications for Notices to Skippers;

e The Electronic Reporting International (ERI) Expert Group which focusses on
Electronic Reporting standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 164/2010 of
25.01.2010 concerning the technical specifications for electronic reporting;

e The Inland ECDIS Expert Group which focusses on Inland ECDIS - Commission
Implementing Regulation (EC) N° 909/2013 on the technical specification for the
Electronic Chart Display and Information System for inland navigation (Inland ECDIS)
referred to in Directive 2005/44/EC.

The members of the expert groups work on a voluntary and unpaid basis.

The expert groups also work in Task Forces, i.e. subgroups that consist of a number of
members of an expert group, which are investigating specific topics defined by the expert

group.



7.5

7.5.1

7.5.2

The objective of the ERI expert group is to adapt the Electronic Reporting standard to
technological developments and user requirements and to create an official platform that will
draft and submit proposals for amendments of the technical specifications for electronic ship
reporting of the Directive to the EC, the Central Rhine Commission and the Danube
Commission. In accordance with the Directive 164/2010, the following principles will hereby be
respected:

e Facilitation of the electronic data exchange between the competent authorities of the
MSs, between participants in inland as well as in maritime navigation and in multimodal
transport where inland navigation is involved;

e The use of a standardised transport notification message for ship-to-authority,
authority-to-ship, and authority-to-authority messaging in order to obtain compatibility
with maritime navigation;

e The use of internationally accepted maritime code lists and classifications, if possible
extended to answer the needs of the inland waterway transport needs;

e The use of a unique European vessel identification number; ERI is authorised to initiate
working agreements regarding the standardisation of reports to, from and between
waterway managers and, were applicable, other authorities and to ensure the
maintenance and use of harmonised reference tables and messages for this purpose.

Moreover, the ERI Expert Group will harmonise and coordinate developments regarding related
exchange of information within other expert groups under RIS, such as Notices to Skippers,
inland ECDIS, tracking & tracing. This coordination will encompass items such as codes and
reference tables. As a result of Directive 2005/44/EC, the European RIS Committee was
established in which all participating waterway authorities are represented.

As such the ERI Group operates directly under the European RIS committee and the RIS
working group of the Central Rhine Commission.

Conclusions

Research guestions 1, 2 and 3

Conclusions with regard to research questions 1, 2 and 3 are that:

e The maritime transport sector and inland transport sector (as well as their
stakeholders/actors) are different and separate sectors/groups;

e The group of stakeholders/actors actively involved in both the maritime and the inland
waterway transport sector is growing due to the requests of logistic partners for
alignment and improvement of multimodal transport between seagoing vessels and
inland barges.

Research Question 4 and 5

Conclusions with regard to research questions 4 and 5 are the following:

e In the maritime transport sector a well-defined set of reporting demands and
information sets are described in several European directives.

This is not the case in the inland waterway transport sector (RIS), where the only
obligation on reporting for RIS is defined in Directive 2005/44/EC — article 4 — 3(c):
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“...enable, as far as ship reporting is required by national or international
regulations...”.

e If electronic ship reporting is required for the inland waterway transport sector (RIS),
the requirements referred to in Directive 164/2010 ought to be respected.

e The ERI Expert Group has defined the messages referred to in Directive 164/2010 on
the basis of the messages used in the maritime transport sector. The most significant
messages are ERINOT and ERIRSP.

e The messages referred to in Directive 164/2010 are a subset of the messages that are
being used in the maritime transport sector, which means that not all messages
referred to in the RFD are mentioned in Directive 164/2010. The ERI expert group is
currently investigating how these messages could be harmonised (stepwise).

e The messages defined in Directive 164/2010 are similar to the ones used in the
maritime transport sector - i.e. the meta data seem to be the same (e.g. the Ship
number) - but the message content can have a complete different value and meaning:
Seagoing ships have an IMO Ship number, whereas inland barges have an ENI Ship
number The information sets (e.g. the code lists and classifications) are different.
Harmonisation of the information sets used in the maritime and inland transport sector
is therefore necessary.

e Simplification and harmonisation should also meet the user’s (stakeholders’/actors’)
needs and reduce the administrative burden for these users.

e The existing demand/need for (more) harmonisation between the information/data sets
used in the maritime transport sector and the ones used for inland waterway reporting
formalities should be analysed together with - and faced with — the feasibility of actually
harmonising both data/information sets (and the costs related thereto).

e Harmonisation should be realised at different levels, i.e. at the level of data, rules,
signification of data (e.g. the term ‘dangerous’ (goods) does not have the same
meaning in the inland waterway transport sector and in the maritime transport sector).

e Privacy should be treated with care since the information sets are composed of data
sets coming from different organisations with different (commercial) interests, and
therefor also responsibilities.

Research Question 6

The ERI Expert Group is the most important RIS Expert Group to consult and/or to involve with
regard to the question referred to in Art. 15(a) of the RFD.

Recommendations

From a functional point of view it should be possible to extend the simplification introduced by
the RFD to cover inland waterway transport. But a stepwise and well-structured action plan
should therefore be set up. Apart from the technical component of the solution, the challenge
will be to convince all concerned stakeholders to take part in - and become part of - the
proposed action plan.

Stakeholders use different components of multimodal transport facilities. But the authorities
limit these multimodal transport facilities, e.g. by limiting the load of trucks for environmental
reasons. This will result in the need for a synergy between all the involved stakeholders/actors
of the logistic chain to find a balance between economic needs on the one hand and
environmental protection and the battle against climate change on the other hand.



The maritime and inland waterway transport sectors are still two different and separate sectors.
The maritime transport sector is already strictly regulated by European and international rules
and mandatory administrative procedures (including information sets and reporting obligations).
The inland waterway transport sector on the other hand is less regulated (by some
administrative procedures) and reporting formalities are only defined at MS level on the basis of
a smaller information set.

The aforementioned action plan should contain at least the following actions and ideas:

There is a need for a study concerning the harmonisation between the information set
that is used in the maritime transport sector and the one used in the inland waterway
transport sector (e.g. the code lists).

It is necessary to determine whether the cost for the harmonisation of the information
sets generates a positive return on investment (ROI) in a cost-benefit analysis.
Reporting in the inland waterway transport sector should be mandatory and in line with
the maritime transport sector, without reducing the competitiveness of inland waterway
traffic (in comparison with for example truck traffic). The messages foreseen in
Directive 164/2010 should be extended in order to make it possible to harmonise the
messages in the maritime transport sector and inland waterways transport sector.

There is a need to unlock the information between the different stakeholders/actors,
(e.g. customs) and to solve the problems concerning the different privacy regulations
applicable to the maritime transport sector and the inland waterway transport sector.
An independent organisation for inland waterways supported and funded by the EU
(e.g. within EMSA) should be established with a similar scope as what already exists for
the maritime transport sector.

The needs in the maritime transport sector and inland waterway transport sector
cannot be mapped ‘one-to-one’.
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8. THE COMPATIBILITY OF THE RIVER
INFORMATION SERVICES WITH THE
ELECTRONIC DATA TRANSMISSION
PROCESS REFERRED TO IN THE
REPORTING FORMALITIES DIRECTIVE
(ART. 15(B) RFD)

8.1 Context

The context for this issue is similar to the one for Art. 15(a) RFD (cf. before)

8.2 Issue clarification

Art. 1 of the RFD (“Subject matter and scope”) - states:

“The purpose of this Directive is to simplify and harmonise the administrative procedures
applied to maritime transport by making the electronic transmission of information
standard and by rationalising reporting formalities.

This Directive shall apply to the reporting formalities applicable to maritime transport for ships
arriving in and ships departing from ports situated in Member States.

This Directive shall not apply to ships exempted from reporting formalities.”

In order to examine the compatibility of RIS with the electronic data transmission process
referred to in the RFD, the compatibility between the electronic data transmission (Art. 5 of the
RFD), and the electronic data transmission process used in RIS needs be analysed.

Art. 5 of the RFD defines “electronic transmission of data™

e MSs shall accept the fulfilment of reporting formalities in electronic format and
their transmission via a single window (SW) as soon as possible and in any case
no later than 1.06.2015.

e This SW, linking SSN, e-Customs and other electronic systems, shall be the place
where, in accordance with the RFD, all information is reported once and made available
to various competent authorities and the MSs.

e Without prejudice to the relevant format set out in the FAL Convention, the format
referred to in paragraph 1 shall comply with Art. 6.

e Where reporting formalities are required by legal acts of the Union and to the extent
necessary for the good functioning of the SW established pursuant to paragraph 1, the
electronic systems referred to in paragraph 1 must be interoperable,
accessible and compatible with the SSN system established in accordance
with Directive 2002/59/EC and, where applicable, with the computer systems
stipulated in Decision N° 70/2008/EC.

e Without prejudice to specific provisions on customs and border control set out in
Regulation (EEC) N° 2913/92 and Regulation (EC) N° 562/2006, MSs shall consult
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economic operators and inform the EC of progress made using the methods stipulated
in Decision N° 70/2008/EC.

8.3 Research questions

In order to analyse and answer the question mentioned in Art. 15(b) of the RFD, more detailed
research questions need to be defined, analysed and answered:

Research question 1: Is the NSW principle being applied within the maritime transport
sector? If yes, how?

Research question 2: Is the NSW principle being applied within RIS? If yes, how?

Research question 3: How is information currently being exchanged in the maritime
transport sector?
o Is this a harmonised way of exchanging data within (a certain region within)
Europe?
o Isthat on the basis of certain arrangements/protocol(s)?
Research question 4: How is information currently being exchanged between the RIS
authorities?
o Is there a harmonised way of exchanging data within (a certain region within)
Europe?
o Is the existing (harmonised) data exchange based on certain arrangements or
protocol(s)?
Research question 5: Is there — according to the inland waterway transport sector —
need for (more) information exchange/harmonisation between the maritime transport
sector and vice versa?
Research question 6: Could the use of SSN be a possible alternative (solution) for the
exchange of RIS information?

Research question 7: Which are the most adequate RIS expert groups to consult and/or
involve with regard to the objectives/questions mentioned Art. 15(b) of RFD?

8.4 Analysis

8.4.1 Data transmission: the National Single Window principle

8.4.1.1 Research Question 1 — Data transmission in the maritime transport sector

With regard to data exchange in the maritime transport sector (SSN) a hierarchy in information
transmission and data exchange is defined: SSN Local Competent Authorities (LCAs) are obliged
to send their information to the NCA for SSN.
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Figure 8: NSW Framework

The NCA is the single point responsible for - and with the authority to - exchange information
with SSN. In this chain it is the Single Point of Contact (SPOC).

The NSW as well should be (will be) a logical SPOC to receive all required information, as
defined in the annex of the RFD, once and to (re)distribute the relevant data to the different
involved stakeholders/actors. The NCA for SSN logically is the primary — though, not the only
possible — candidate for the NSW (Figure 8 above)*.

The technical implementation of the NSW will in general be a distributed chain, i.e. a
Distributed SW, due the fact that there are many stakeholders/actors involved in the
information chain as shown for example in Figure 9 for Belgium.

11 The NCA for SSN is not necessarily - but can be - the same authority as the one responsible for the management of

the NSW (the NSW Authority’). Moreover, although MSs may develop a system to integrate both the SSN and NSW
systems their functions are different - the NSW is the interface between the shipping industry and the MS
authorities while the SSN system is the platform for the exchange of information between MSs.
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Figure 9: Organisation of the NCA & LCAs (SSN) in Belgium

An important issue is customs. In several MSs Customs administrations already have a closed
network with their own “Customs SW”. Customs information is very useful for a lot of the
stakeholders and actors involved in the maritime transport sector.

According to the RFD cargo information has to be made available to the NSW either directly or
through a link with the Customs systems. Moreover, in terms of Art. 6 of the RFD it may also be
exchanged through the SSN systems if required by MSs - Discussions on this possibility are still
on-going.

Research question 2 — The SW principle in the inland navigation transport sector

The implementation of RIS in the MSs is still work in progress. Most of the EU MSs have already
implemented the 4 RIS Key Technologies, i.e.:

e VTT - Commission Regulation N° 415/2007;

e Notice to Skippers - Commission Regulation N° 416/2007;

e Electronic Ship Reporting - Commission Regulation N° 164/2010;

e Inland ECDIS — Commission Implementing Regulation N° 909/2013.

Most of MSs are using a Fairway Information Services (FIS) Portal, which contains fairway
information — notice to skippers, the possibility to download IENC charts and in some cases
Tactical or Strategic Traffic Information.

Sometimes FIS Portal is considered (or presented) as the SW for RIS, but this is actually a
different concept from the SW concept defined in the RFD.

The principle of the SW as defined in the RFD is considered as a next phase for most of the RIS
authorities/organisations. Some MSs are already working on a blueprint of the SW for RIS.

In the maritime transport sector concepts like NCAs and LCAs and NSW Authorities (which take
part in a chain with a certain hierarchy) are being used. This is not the case in the inland
waterways transport sector RIS - where in one country several different RIS authorities
(organisations)- as defined in the Commission Regulation (EC) N° 414/2007 of 13.03.2007 - can
be designated and operational, without any hierarchy between them. RIS authorities in several



different countries (e.g. in a cross-border situation) can exchange information if they wish and
as far as ship reporting is required by national or international regulations.

8.4.2 Electronic data exchange

8.4.2.1 Research Question 3 — Electronic data exchange in the maritime transport sector

Electronic data transmission in the maritime transport sector is regulated by the RFD and
supported by technology and methodology as defined in Directive 2002/59/EC d.d. 27.06.2002
establishing a Community vessel traffic monitoring and information system (VTMIS).

The goals of the VTMIS Directive are:

To establish a vessel traffic monitoring and information system in the Community with a
view to enhancing the safety and efficiency of maritime traffic, improving the response
of authorities to incidents, accidents or potentially dangerous situations at sea,
including search and rescue operations, and contributing to a better prevention and
detection of pollution by ships.

To make all MSs monitoring and taking all necessary and appropriate measures to
ensure that the masters, operators or agents of ships, as well as ship owners of
dangerous or polluting goods carried on board such ships, comply with the
requirements under the Directive.

The most important components of the SafeSeaNet (SSN) system are the following (see also
Figure 10):

National Competent Authority (NCA), i.e. the body which assumes responsibility
for a national SSN system and its management on behalf of a MS. It is responsible for
the operation, verification and maintenance of the national SSN system, and for
ensuring that the standards and procedures comply with the requirements described
within the IFCD and with the agreed technical and operational documentation.

Local Competent Authority (LCA), i.e. the authorities or organisations designated
by MSs to receive and transmit information pursuant to the SSN legal framework (e.g.
port authorities, coastal stations, Vessel Traffic Services, shore-based installations
responsible for a mandatory ship’s routing system or a mandatory ship reporting
system approved by the IMO and bodies responsible for coordinating search and rescue
operations).

Central SSN system — This comprises those SSN components (both technical and
procedural) which act as the central/nodal point for the exchange of information
between national SSN systems. Such components are the responsibility of the EC, in
close cooperation with the MSs, and are administered by EMSA on their behalf.

National SSN system — This comprises technical and procedural SSN elements which
support the provision, retrieval and use of information required to implement the SSN
legal framework within an MS. These elements are the responsibility of the relevant MS
and can be administered either directly by the NCA, via the establishment of LCAs or by
setting up other appropriate arrangements with third parties.

SSN system — This comprises both the national and central SSN systems.
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Figure 10:  SafeSealet

The implementation for electronic data transmission in the maritime transport sector is well
defined and regulated via EMSA and the SSN framework and SSN XML messages:

¢ Ship notification (request/response)

e Port notification (request/ response)

e Hazmat notification (request/response)

e Incident report notification (request/response)

e Security notification (request/response)

e Waste naotification will also be added in view of the RFD requirements

8.4.2.2 Research Question 2 — Electronic data exchange in the inland navigation transport sector -
RIS

The only reference to electronic data transmission or data exchange for RIS is made in the RIS
Directive, in:
e Art. 4 (3.0):

"... enable, as far as ship reporting is required by national or international regulations,
the competent authorities to receive electronic ship reports of the required data from
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ships. In cross-border transport, this information shall be transmitted to the competent
authorities of the neighbouring State and any such transmission shall be completed
before arrival of the vessels at the border; ...”

e Annex II - 3. Electronic ship reporting — (a):

"... the facilitation of the electronic data exchange between the competent authorities of
the Member States, between participants in inland as well as maritime navigation and in
multi-modal transport where inland navigation is involved.”
The key organisations for inland waterways transport are the waterway authorities (who own
the waterways) and their RIS organisation(s) (responsible for RIS) with sub RIS organisations
e.g. the harbours.

Each waterway authority aims at having only one RIS organisation. In that sense the RIS
organisations (for the inland waterways transport sector) are more or less similar to an NCA or
NSW Authority (for the maritime sector).

But, unlike the maritime transport sector, the inland waterway transport sector/RIS:
¢ has no central organisation like EMSA;
e does not have a framework as SSN (as defined in Directive 2002/59/EU);
e is not regulated by a convention as the IMO FAL Convention;

e does not have regulations regarding the information that should be electronically
transmitted - with the exception of the above mentioned Art. 4 (3.c) and annex II 3(a)
of Directive 2005/44 on electronic ship reporting.

Within the scope of the IRIS Europe I project a first effort was made to define a data exchange
scheme based on XML messages which are exchanged between RIS organisations. These
messages and their content (exchanged between RIS organisations) are defined in a user
matrix, see Figure 11 below. The information is distributed over/to different RIS organisations
and not stored in a central point.

\ \ User matrix for security

definitions of information

Figure 11:  Principle of Information Exchange between RIS organisations

Figure 12 below is an example of the information transmission between the different RIS
organisations involved in the sailing direction of a ship.
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Figure 12:  Information transmission between RIS organisations

A second possible solution for data exchange (see Figure 13), which is closer to the point of
view of the SSN framework, is based on a number of central server systems for:

e the European RIS Reference Data Management Service (ERMDS) server, which contains
the reference data concerning RIS;

e EPIS, the central position server who keeps the overview of a Strategic Traffic
Information (STI) of the location of the inland waterways barges;

e The exchange of ERINOT messages;
e The Notice to Skipper messages.
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Figure 13:  Data Exchange on the basis of centralised servers

Currently only the ERDMS (Figure 14) is developed within the scope of the PLATINA project and
is accessible by means of a Graphical User Interface (GUI). After users login ‘mutations’ (i.e.
new records or modification) can be specified and requested manually, and information (adata)
can be retrieved.

Accessing the data and specifying mutations is also possible via external systems and software,
using the Web services (API) functions as described in the document of the RIS Data
Management Service (see www.ris.eu). The ERDMS is a SPOC for different types of Reference
Data.

The codes maintained by the RIS Data Management Service (ERDMS), at this moment, are
related to:

e The RIS Index, describing several RIS objects on waterways (such as junctions, locks,

bridges, berths, gauges etc.);
e ADN codes, as specified in Directive 2008/68/EC;
e Harmonised System (HS) codes from the Customs organisation (non-dangerous goods);

e ERI Locations (also known as SRS codes) as used in ERI, electronic reporting using the
ERINOT 1.2 message; At the moment these codes have an overlap with the RIS Index,

but this ERI location set also includes all the international locations outside of Europe;
e Container Types to identify the type of container (ISO 6364);
e Country codes: the several country codes for all the countries (ISO 3166);

e Inner Package type (these are codes for the type of cargo package and package
materials) (UN Rec 21);

e Ship type: to describe the type of transport (UN Rec 28);

e Notices to Skippers codes.
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Figure 14:  European RIS Reference Data Management Service (ERDMS)

Due to the fact that inland waterway traffic already existed long time before the EU Directives
and Technical Guidelines were issued, several MSs already implemented ICT infrastructures for
their inland waterways with dedicated point-to-point data exchange channels with their cross
border neighbours. Therefore it was too expensive for a number of MSs to adjust their ICT
infrastructures to comply with the above described method of data exchange.

Another important reason for not following the data exchange on the basis of the principles
defined in the IRIS Europe I Project is that the aforementioned methodology of the IRIS Europe
I Project is a result of a project and not of a Directive. Consequently there is no obligation to
implement it.

The integration between the point-to-point data exchange and the central point for information
storage is shown in the example below (Figure 15) for the corridor Rine-Scheldt-Seine. This
point-to-point data exchange is not based on the above mentioned results of IRIS Europe I
project but on bilateral agreements.

Currently there are 2 types of methods in RIS to exchange information between RIS authorities,
i.e.:

e The Rhine-Scheldt-Seine corridor

e The Danube corridor.

In the future, the information exchange between both corridors is foreseen via an Enterprise
Service Bus (ESB), as shown in Figure 16, via the RIS/IRIS-Europe layer. This concept still has
to be approved by the different MSs.
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8.4.3  Research question 5: Information exchange/harmonisation between the maritime transport
sector and inland waterway transport sector, and vice versa
As described above, there is a growing need for interfaces between multimodal transport
modes, especially between the maritime transport sector and inland transport sector.
Information exchange and harmonisation for the maritime transport sector is regulated win the
RFD and supported by technology and methodology as defined in the Directive 2002/59/EC.
8.4.4  Research question 6 — The SSN as alternative for data exchange in RIS?
The table below shows an overview and possible comparison between SSN and the RFD
(maritime transport) on the one hand and the RIS Directive (inland navigation transport sector)
on the other hand in relation to data exchange and possible systems.
Maritime navigation: Inland navigation:
SSN (Directive 20002/59/EC)) RIS Directive / RIS Technical Specifications
Directive 2010/65/EU
Each MS exchanges information concerning | Only the RIS Directive refers to the necessity of
seagoing vessels and their voyages to SSN | exchange information in a harmonised way.
via their NCA.
Besides this, there are no EU
The NCAs are interconnected via SSN and directives/regulations that impose information
can exchange information with each other. | exchange about RIS between MSs.
Most of the information is being exchanged on
the basis of (bilateral) cross-border initiatives,
e.g. the Central Broker System (CBS) of the
Schelderadarketen.
A number of (mostly ‘project-based’) initiatives
are supported by the EU, though, e.g. the
ERDMS system for the collection and distribution
of reference data concerning RIS and the EPIS
server for the collection and distribution of STI.
EMSA is a permanent European There is no such (similar) permanent European
organisation which supports the organisation to (technically) support information
information exchange in the framework of | exchange between RIS authorities.
SSN.
The RFD requires each MS to create one | There is no EU Directive or Commission
Maritime SW) for the fulfilment of reporting | regulation for RIS that defines a (i) standardised
formalities in electronic format and their | way of data exchange between RIS
transmission via one single window in order | organisations, nor the principle of a mandatory
to reduce the administrative burden for | SW.
shipping companies.
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The need for a standardised way of data
exchange of RIS information and for a SWfor
data transmission for inland waterway transport
is recognised, though. Several waterway
authorities are investigating this issue and some
even have the intention, to implement a ‘RIS SW
pilot’.

Research question 7 — RIS Expert Groups

Research question 7 concerns the most adequate RIS Expert Groups to consult and/or involve
with regard to the objectives/questions of Art. 15 (b) of the RFD:

4 RIS Expert Groups are operational:

The Vessel Tracking and Tracing (VTT) Expert Group which focus on the
Tracking and Tracing standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 415/2007 of
22.03.2007 concerning the technical specifications for vessel tracking and tracing
systems, i.e. especially Inland AIS;

The Notice to Skippers (NtS) Expert Group which focus on Notice to Skippers
standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 416/2007 of 22.03.2007 concerning the
technical specifications for Notices to Skippers;

The Electronic Reporting International (ERI) Expert Group which focus on
Electronic Reporting standard - Commission Regulation (EC) N° 164/2010 of
25.01.2010 concerning the technical specifications for electronic reporting;

The Inland ECDIS Expert Group which focuses on Inland ECDIS - Commission
Implementing Regulation (EC) N° 909/2013 on the technical specification for the
Electronic Chart Display and Information System for inland navigation (Inland ECDIS)
referred to in the RIS Directive.

The members of the expert groups work on a voluntary basis.

The expert groups also work with Task Forces, i.e. subgroups with a number of members of the
expert groups, which are investigating special topics defined by the expert group.

The ERI Expert Group is the most important RIS Expert Group to consult and/or to involve with
regard to the objectives/questions of Art. 15 (b) of the RFD (see before).

A lot of work on RIS data exchange was done within the scope of the IRIS Europe I project -
see also http://www.iris-europe.net.

Conclusions

Research questions 1 & 2 — The NSW principle

Conclusions with regard to research questions 1 and 2 are the following:

The need for a NSW is recognised and expressed by the maritime transport sector and inland
waterway transport sector. The conclusion is:

The MSs that are only involved with the inland waterways transport sector, for example
land locked countries, are in the stage of the design phase for a SW. The usefulness for
a SW is recognised and is a next step in the implementation of RIS.



http://www.iris-europe.net/

e The MSs that are involved in both the maritime transport sector and inland waterways
transport sector currently prioritise the implementation of a NSW for the maritime
transport sector due the requirements of the RFD. Implementation of a NSW for the
inland waterways and/or integration with the SW for the maritime transport sector will
be dealt with in a next phase.

e The realisation for a SW in the maritime transport sector is more obvious due the
existence of several existing EU directives and initiatives which resulted in NSWs and
NSW Authorities, NCAs, LCAs, SSN, etc. and supporting organisations like EMSA. This is
less obvious in RIS due to the lack of similar EU directives.

8.5.2 Research questions 3 & 4 - Electronic data exchange

Conclusions with regard to research questions 3 and 4 are the following:

e The maritime transport sector has been using harmonisation, regulations and rules for
a long time, and has already developed organisations like EMSA with a data exchange
network like SSN (the European Platform for Maritime Data Exchange — cf. Directive
2002/59/EU). Similar ideas or initiatives with regard to inland waterways are still being
discussed by Sub Task Forces of the RIS expert groups, e.g. the ERI expert group, and
within EU projects like the IRIS Europe III project.

e In the maritime sector there is a well-defined system for data exchange, i.e. the SSN
system.

e In RIS only the RIS Directive refers to electronic data transmission, in:
e Art. 4 (3.0):

"... enable, as far as ship reporting is required by national or international
regulations, the competent authorities to receive electronic ship reports of the
required data from ships. In cross-border transport, this information shall be
transmitted to the competent authorities of the neighbouring State
and any such transmission shall be completed before arrival of the vessels at
the border;”

e Annex II - 3. Electronic ship reporting — (a):

"... the facilitation of the electronic data exchange between the competent
authorities of the Member States, between participants in inland as well as
maritime navigation and in multi-modal transport where inland
navigation is involved.”

e Most of the data which are currently being exchanged between RIS organisations, i.e.
cross-border data exchange, is based on a point-to-point communication based on
bilateral agreements.

e There is no EU directive for RIS on how electronic data transmission should be
organised and implemented. This is a major obstacle for making a unified method of
electronic data transmission between the RIS partners, and certainly for data exchange
with other transport modes e.g. the maritime transport sector.

8.5.3 Research question 5: Information exchange/harmonisation between the maritime transport
sector and inland waterway transport sector, and vice versa

Conclusions with regard to research question 5 are the following:

e There is a need for information exchange/harmonisation between the maritime
transport sector and the inland waterway transport sector and vice versa.

TRACTEBEL ENGINEERING 15/11/2013 57



8.5.4

8.5.5

8.6

58

e The logistic chain partners, as already mentioned before, will not wait to exchange
information until information exchange and harmonisation between the maritime and
inland transport sector is realised: They build their own systems in the meantime - e.g.
PCSs - and try to feed their systems with information from different data sources.

e Currently, EU directives to streamline information exchange in RIS - and especially with
other transport modes (cf. Art. 15 (b) of the RFD) are non-existing.

Research guestion 6 — SSN as a possible solutions for data exchange in RIS?

The philosophy, principals and methodology used for SSN (cf. Directive 2002/59/EU) is a
solution that also could be used for data exchange in RIS. There are some differences, though:

The SNN uses the principle of a central index system. This means that the information of Party
A is available for Party B via a pointer to the information, and not by transferring the
information from Party A to B. In RIS the actual data of Party A is send to Party B, and Party B
can to store this information in its own system. This is the typical situation in cross-border data-
exchange. Mostly, when Party B sends the information to Party C, Party B will enrich the
information. The principle of storing the information for a longer period or on a permanent basis
is required for example to produce statistics or in the case of Calamity Abatement Support
(CAS) RIS service. This also implicates a different interpretation and handling of the information
with regard to the privacy regulations between the maritime sector versus the inland waterway
sector. Privacy issues for the maritime transport sector are dealt with in Directive 2002/59/EU.
Whereas concerning RIS information can be transferred from party A to B. Party B can transfer
the information to party C. Party A trusts party B, but wants to know the possible parties C to
be sure that the trust relation between Party A and Party B is also being respected in the
relation between Party A and Party C.

Research question 7 — RIS Expert Groups

The ERI Expert Group is the most relevant and important group to consult and/or to involve
with regard to the objectives/questions of Art. 15(a) of the RFD. On http://www.iris-europe.net
the research concerning RIS data exchange within the IRIS Europe I project can be consulted.

Recommendations

As mentioned before both Art. 15(a) and Art. 15(b) of the RFD are related to RIS, but both
research topics should be approached in a different way: The possibility of extending the
simplification introduced by the RFD (Art. 15(a)) is approached from a functional point of view,
whereas the compatibility of RIS with the electronic data transmission process referred to in the
RFD (Art. 15(b)) is investigated from a more technical point of view. This also means that the
recommendations for Art. 15(a) (see above) should also be taking into account when reading
the recommendations regarding Art. 15(b). The question on what is needed (see Art. 15(a))
should be solved first, before dealing with the question how it should/will realised/implemented,
(see Art. 15(b)).

The recommendations with regard to Art. 15(b) are the following:

e If (i) it is possible to harmonise the information set used in the maritime transport
sector and the inland waterway transport sector and (ii) there are more strict rules for
reporting formalities in the inland waterway transport sector, then it is still required to
define how the electronic data transmission will be organised. This requires a new
Directive that defines/regulates data exchange in the inland waterways transport
sector.


http://www.iris-europe.net/

e The World Customs Organisation (WCQO) data model*? should be used as a reference
framework for the harmonisation of information sets and data exchange between the
maritime transport sector and inland waterway transport sector.

12 “The WCO Data Model is a set of carefully combined data requirements that are mutually supportive and which will
be updated on a regular basis to meet the procedural and legal needs of cross-border regulatory agencies such as
Customs, controlling export, import and transit transactions. It is consistent with other international standards such
as the United Nations Trade Data Elements Directory (UNTDED).

WCO Data Model not only includes data sets for different customs procedures but also information needed by other
Cross-border Regulatory Agencies for the cross-border release and clearance at the border. The WCO Data Mode/
supports the implementation of a Single Window as it allows the reporting of information to all government agency
through the unique way it organizes regulatory information. This instrument is already 10 years old and is seeing
Iincreased use by WCO members.”

http://www.wcoomd.org/en/topics/facilitation/instrument-and-tools/tools/pf_tools_datamodel.aspx
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9. THE PROGRESS TOWARDS
HARMONISATION AND COORDINATION
OF REPORTING FORMALITIES THAT HAS
BEEN ACHIEVED UNDER ARTICLE 3 OF THE
REPORTING FORMALITIES DIRECTIVE
(ART. 15(C) RFD)

9.1 Context

The existing situation regarding reporting formalities for ships - administered by the Master or
Ship’s Agent - has arisen from a combination of Port State Control (PSC) inspections, IMO FAL
forms, the International Ship and Port Security (ISPS) code, the VTMIS Directive (SSN
Notifications) and customs (import/export) declarations. Although the content of the forms is
standardised, there are several issues that still need to be addressed:

e The interpretation of timing rules - i.e. the requirements for the information which
needs to be submitted at 72, 24 and 2 hours before arrival may differ from MS to MS
(in practice, combinations of forms are often used);

e There may be additional national or local port specific requirements that should be
communicated efficiently and accurately to the reporting party;

e In many countries, ship formalities are still discharged manually and on paper; In other
cases, information is submitted electronically through various channels;

e Authorities responsible for processing various forms and the associated ‘clearances’
differ from country to country and therefore the necessary flexibility must be built into
interoperable solutions.*?

3 E-Freight ‘Next Generation Single Window’ for Trade and Transport’ - Paper for the e-Freight 11 Conference, T.
Cane (BMT) & T. Katsoulakos (INLECOM), 18.04.2010
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The e-Freight ‘Next generation Single Window’ for Trade and Transport — Paper for the e-
Freight 11 Conference)

In the maritime transport sector, in parallel to the trade related use of SWs, the concept of a
SW has been used for some time now. Initially, Port Single Windows (PSWs) were implemented
to facilitate PSC reporting and to provide a national maritime traffic database. More recently,
NSW implementations provide a single national interface for mandatory reporting by ships in
European waters (cf. RFD).

Development pathways of NSWs for maritime transport differs from country to country but
invariably were linked to PSWs which in turn are increasingly linked with PCSs. The RFD, which
requires all MSs to provide NSWs for maritime transport, has created a new impetus to
developments in this area, a key dimension of which is cooperation at both EU and international
level .

PSWs and PCSs have been developed in many countries since the beginning of the 1990s.
Common features included:

Y Thematic report. Vessel Traffic Monitoring Information Systems, MARSUNO pilot project 2011



e Combining electronic import/export clearances (customs) and port clearances; use of
EDI, UN/EDIFACT and UN LOCODE standards;

e For import procedures, the key benefit is reduction in cargo release time and paperwork
cost, as well as improved accuracy of information;

e For port related procedures, messages are sent once resulting in reduced
communication and personnel cost and improved data quality;

e The key success factor is cooperation between the parties that are responsible for
cargo logistics and customs and for transportation safety, security, and environmental
issues.

The maritime SW concept is the main requirement for the implementation of the RFD. It aims
to meet the generic goals of simplification and harmonisation of the administrative procedures
applied to maritime transport, by making the electronic transmission of information standard
and by rationalising reporting formalities.

According to the latest version of the SW and data flow definition document agreed at the 5%
eMS group meeting, “the SW consists of the user web interface and interfaces requirements,
harmonised on the EU level in regard to a common set of services and specific layout,
semantics, for submitting the information” in addition, “...the business activity flows used by
the Shipping industry for submitting notifications, updating data in the notifications and
receiving feedback by the Authorities concerned via the NSWs should be harmonised at EU
level.” 1

The (draft) National SW Guidelines document drafted at the 9" eMS group meeting provides
the definition of the minimum required functionalities that the NSW shall support. It may also
provide the definition of optional functionalities that may be implemented by MSs depending on
their national legislative provisions. Minimum requirements are qualified as mandatory in the
document and the others are optional.?

Issue clarification

Art. 15(c) of the RFD aims at measuring the progress towards harmonisation and coordination
of reporting formalities that has been achieved under Art. 3 of the directive.

Since the SW concept is the main requirement for the implementation of the RFD, this will be
an essential element to measure the progress made in each MS towards harmonisation and
coordination of reporting formalities.

The RFD was supposed to be transposed into national law by the 19" of May 2012. Neither the
transposition status of the RFD in the MSs, nor the evaluation whether or not the transposition
measures taken are either comprehensive or in conformity, fall within the scope of this study.

15 E-Freight 'Next Generation SW’ for Trade and Transport’- Paper for the e-Freight 11 Conference, T. Cane (BMT) &
T. Katsoulakos (INLECOM), 18.04.2010

6 Meeting document: SW and data flow definition — Submitted by MOVE D.1 and EMSA (5" eMS group meeting,
12.07.2012)

17" National SW Guidelines, revised draft - Version 0.4 Draft (3.06.2013)
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Art. 3.1 - Measures taken by the MSs to ensure a harmonised and coordinated request for
reporting formalities within each MS

Art. 3.1 of the RFD states that “each MS shall take measures to ensure that the reporting
formalities are requested in a harmonised and coordinated manner within that MS”.

Reporting formalities supported by the National Single Window

According to Art. 1(2) of the RFD the Directive applies to the reporting formalities applicable to
maritime transport for ships arriving in, and ships departing from, ports situated in MSs. By the
definition in Art. 2(a) of the RFD, reporting formalities are the information set out in the Annex
which, in accordance with the legislation applicable in a MS, must be provided for administrative
and procedural purposes when a ship arrives in, or departs from, a port in that MS. According
to the Annex of the RFD, the reporting formalities are the information required by three
different categories:

A. Reporting formalities resulting from the legal acts of the Union:

e Notification for ships arriving in, and departing from, ports of the MS (Art. 4 Directive
2002/59/EC)

e Border checks on persons (Art. 7 Regulation (EC) N° 562/2006)

e Notification of dangerous or polluting goods carried on board (Art. 13 Directive
2002/59/EC)

¢ Notification of waste and residues (Art. 6 of Directive 2000/59/EC)

e Notification of security information (Art. 6 Regulation (EC) N° 725/2004)

e Entry summery declaration (Art. 36a Council Regulation (EEC) N° 2913/92 and Art. 87
Regulation (EC) N° 725/2004

B. FAL forms and formalities resulting from international agreements (such as International
Maritime Organisation - IMO or International Health Regulation (IHR)):

e FAL form 1 - General Declaration, FAL form 2 - Cargo Declaration, FAL form 3 - Ship’s
Stores Declaration, FAL form 4 - Crew'’s Effects Declaration, FAL form 5 - Crew List, FAL
form 6 - Passenger List and FAL form 7 - Dangerous Goods

e Maritime Declaration of Health

C. Information to be provided in accordance with the relevant national legisiation of the MSs
transmitted by electronic means.

Therefore, the common data sets will have to be aligned according to the RFD.

Among reporting formalities resulting from the RFD (Annex - Part A) the information from the
notifications resulting from Directive 2002/59/EC is already exchanged through SSN. There is a
need to ensure that the reporting formalities are requested in a harmonised and coordinated
manner avoiding duplication of the information requested related to the ship arrival or
departure. Therefore, the information required in FAL form 1 (General Declaration) and FAL
form 7 (Dangerous Goods) needs to be harmonised with the information resulting from
Directive 2002/59/EC described above. These comprise the general maritime information.** The
entry summary declaration, FAL form 2, FAL form 3 and FAL form 4 - specifically dealt with in
the eMS Customs sub-group (managed by DG MOVE with DG TAXUD) - need to be harmonised
with the information resulting from the Community Customs Code; the security notification -

18 General Maritime Sub-Group: General Maritime Information — Business Rules (Version 1.00 — 23 January 2013)



specifically dealt with in the eMS Security sub-group - needs to be harmonised with the
information resulting from the Regulation 725/2004 of the EP and of the Council of 31.03.2004
on enhancing ship and port facility security; the border checks on persons, FAL form 5 and FAL
form 6 specifically dealt with in the Border Contro/ sub-group — (formed by DG MOVE and DG
HOME) — need to be harmonised with the information resulting from the Schengen Borders
Code; etc.

The RFD does not aim at making applicable or creating additional reporting formalities.

Request for reporting formalities in a harmonised and coordinated manner -
National Single Window

Art. 5(1)81 of the RFD specifies that MSs shall accept the fulfilment of reporting formalities in
electronic format and their transmission via their NSW no later than the 1% of June 2015. Art.
5(1)82 indicates that this SW, linking SSN, e-Customs and other electronic systems, shall be the
place where all information is reported once and made available to various competent
authorities. This requirement means that on the one hand the information submitted through
this national single window should be made available to relevant authorities. On the other hand,
the relevant information not provided directly to the NSW but provided through e-Customs, SSN
and other electronic systems should be accessible / available through or sent to this national
SW service. The data to be exchanged is already partly regulated by the Directive 2002/59/EC
or requirement of ICS and ECS according to the Community Customs Code, which could set
technical boundaries. The additional data set to be exchanged with those systems must be
defined, if necessary, in order to fulfil the objectives of the RFD. Art. 7 of the RFD about
information in FAL forms denotes that MSs have to consider/adopt FAL form as the standard set
for the data to be submitted. The adoption of FAL forms will indirectly have an effect for the
data set and require the MSs to harmonise this set of data. Art.8 highlights the issue of
confidentiality on commercial and personal data and must be concerned in particular.
Therefore, the SW needs to include this aspect for the implementation.

All the reporting formalities should be accepted by the NSW. Only one NSW should be set up
per MS. The SW is an environment for collection, dissemination and exchange of vessel
reporting information with a structured and commonly defined data structure, and rules and
rights management of information, which are in accordance with relevant international, national
and local legal requirements. The minimum requirements for the quality, the content and the
submission time frame of the data are or can be defined and regulated by EU legislation and
other international agreements. Individual data elements should be only submitted once. The
SW consists of the user web interface and interfaces requirements, harmonised on the EU level
in regard to a common set of services and specific layout, semantics, for submitting the
information or, where applicable by legislation, by a party with delegated rights. Addition to this
user web interface, the NSW can provide optional data transmission means as long as they do
not compromise the minimum requirements on the data stated above. The NSW should be able
to exchange information with SSN. The PCSs could be included under the NSW umbrella,
respecting the same requirements (harmonised layout, information, validation rules, etc.). The
business activity flows used by the Shipping industry for submitting notifications, updating data
in the notifications and receiving receipt and acknowledgement messages from the Authorities
concerned via the NSWs shall be harmonised at EU level. The transmission of the data to the
NSW may be made either directly through business entities / governmental agencies or via a
trusted-third-party (certified and authorised party).*

18 National Single Window Guidelines, revised draft - Version 0.4 Draft (3™ June 2013)
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Art. 3.2 — Mechanisms developed by the EC for harmonisation and coordination of reporting
formalities within the Union

Art. 3.2 of the RFD states that “7he Commission shall, in cooperation with the MS, develop
mechanisms for the harmonisation and cooperation of reporting formalities within the Union".

The Directive does not specify which (type of) mechanisms for harmonisation and coordination
should be developed by the EC.

With regard to this issue the EC referred to the initiatives and activities of the EC through — and
in cooperation with — the (members of the) Expert Group on Maritime Administrative
Simplification and Electronic Information Services (the eMS group). This expert group was
established by the EC in order to support MSs to implement the RFD in a coordinated matter.

Furthermore, at a European level (several aspects of) the reporting formalities referred to in the
RFD could be harmonised on 3 levels:

e Harmonisation of the use of data: Full (100%) harmonisation at EU level is aimed at;

e Harmonisation of the requirements for national SW interfaces between the
administration and other actors: The EC aims at issuing guidelines in order to strive for
a maximal harmonisation at EU level;

e Harmonisation of a number of other processes (e.g. clearance): The EC aims at issuing
guidelines in order to strive for a maximal harmonisation at EU level.

Research questions

Art. 3.1 - Measures taken by the MSs to ensure a harmonised and coordinated request for
reporting formalities within each MS

The research questions are mainly focused on the national SW (the main requirement for the
implementation of the RFD), its concept, its status of development, the involved and
responsible parties, etc.:

e Who are the currently involved national parties and authorities (i) in the processing of
reporting formalities submitted for ships arriving at or departing from ports and/or (ii)
needing or having rights to access the reported information?

e Which reporting formalities are applicable / which data and information is (and/or will
be) exchanged through the NSW (with reference to Part A, B and C of the Annex of the
RFD)?

e Who is the NSW Authority? Does the NSW Authority have specific tasks/responsibilities
regarding the RFD?

e Are there — and who are the — Local Competent Authorities (LCAs)?

e Is a SW already being developed? What is the SW concept? What is the current phase
of development? Who are (or will be) the involved private actors and (public)
authorities (i) in the processing of reporting formalities submitted for ships arriving at
or departing from ports in the SW and/or (ii) needing or having rights to access the
information in the SW? What language(s) is (are) being used? Is (will) the SW (be)
interoperable with SSN?

e Do MSs experience implementation difficulties with regard to the RFD?



9.3.2 Art. 3.2 — Mechanisms developed by the EC for harmonisation and coordination of reporting
formalities within the Union

The research questions bear on the coordination and harmonisation initiatives taken by the EC
— in cooperation with the MSs, EMSA, etc. - with regard to implementing the RFD in a
coordinated matter:

e Which mechanisms for harmonisation and coordination have been — and are being —
developed and are operational?

e Who participates in these mechanisms?

e Do participants experience any difficulties with regard to this participation /
collaboration?

9.4 Analysis

9.4.1 Analysis approach and purpose

Several (semi-)public stakeholders in each MS have been interviewed by telephone using a
questionnaire. This questionnaire consisted of 4 standard sets of questions, tailored to survey
information held by specific target groups:

e Two sets of questions with regard to Art. 15(c) of the RFD - i.e. progress made towards
harmonisation & coordination of reporting formalities achieved under Art. 3 of the
Directive), including a limited number of questions regarding Art. 15(d) and Art.15(e).
One larger set of questions was meant for the relevant national administration; A
smaller set of questions was specifically used — where relevant - to interview the NSW
Authority.

e A set of questions with regard to Art. 15(a) and Arty. 15(b) of the FD - i.e. the
possibility of extending the simplification introduced by the Directive to cover inland
waterway transport, and the compatibility of the RIS with the electronic data
transmission process referred to in the Directive).

Some interviewees in a limited number of MSs were also being interviewed on the RIS
related issues of Art. 15(a) and Art. 15(b) of the RFD. The output of these interviews is
used for the analysis of these specific issues.

e A set of questions with regard to Art. 15 (d) and (e) - i.e. the feasibility of avoiding or
simplifying formalities for ships that have called data port in a third country or free zone
and available data concerning ship traffic/movement within the Union, and/or calling at
third country ports or in free zones.

A selection of harbours and EPCSA has been asked for information as well. The output
of this consultation is used for the analysis of these specific issues.

A copy of the questionnaire is attached to this report, as well as a list of the contacted
stakeholders.

The stakeholders were interviewed by telephone. Prior to the interviews contacts with the
respondents were established and appointments for interviews were made first by telephone
and confirmed by e-mail. Notes were made during the interviews, which were reworked
afterwards into full text. The time needed to take one interview varied between 30 and 90
minutes.

The purpose of the interviews in all MSs is to have an overview of a set of standard information

with regard to the progress made in each MS towards harmonisation and coordination of
reporting formalities (cf. Art. 3.1 RFD).
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Analysis at MS level — Progress made towards harmonisation and coordination of reporting
formalities achieved under Art. 3.1 of the Reporting Formalities Directive

Within the scope of the RFD Austria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Luxembourg and Slovakia
are considered as landlocked countries and are therefore excluded from the analysis in this
chapter.

For each MS that is required to establish a national SW on the basis of the RFD, one standard
table containing summary information is provided below. These tables summarise the main
parts of the completed interview questionnaires.

The implementation difficulties mentioned by some of the interviewees in several MSs are
described below (cf. chapter re conclusions).

9.4.2.1 Belgium

68

Involved The Federal Public Service (FPS) Mobility & Transport - DG Maritime Transport is
stakeholders responsible administration for - and in charge of - (and is coordinating) the
implementation of the Reporting Formalities Directive (RFD):

The other administrations involved in the coordination/harmonisation of ship
reporting formalities are:

FPS Finance (Customs), FPS Home Affairs, FPS Economy, FPS Public Health,
Ministry of Defence, Federal Police, Immigration Office, Crisis Center, Federal
Agency for the Safety of Food Chain, Federal Agency for Nuclear Control, Privacy
Commission, Shipping Assistance Division, Flemish Ministry of Transport and Public
Works (MOW), Flemish agency for waste management (OVAM), nv De
Scheepvaart, Waterwegen en Zeekanaal nv, Antwerp Port Authority, Seabruges
Port Authority, Ghent Port Authority, Ostend Port Authority, Brussels Port
Authority, Liege Port authority, the Public Service of Wallonia and the Ministry of
the Brussels Region.

There is no coordination (regarding reporting formalities) at local level (i.e. not at a
national level, for example at province level/harbour level, ...)

Reporting Formalities used in Belgium and exchanged through the Maritime National SW

formalities - Notification for ships arriving in and departing from ports of the Member States
- Art. 4 of Directive 2002/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
of 27 June 2002 establishing a Community vessel traffic monitoring and
information system

- Border checks on persons - Art. 7 of Regulation (EC) No 562/2006 of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 15 March 2006 establishing a
Community Code on the rules governing the movement of persons across
borders (Schengen Borders Code)

- Notification of dangerous or polluting goods carried on board - Art. 13 of
Directive 2002/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 June
2002 establishing a Community vessel traffic monitoring and information
system)

- Notification of waste and residues - Art. 6 of Directive 2000/59/EC of the

European Parliament and of the Council of 27 November 2000 on port reception
facilities for ship-generated waste and cargo residues




- Notification of security information - Art. 6 of Regulation (EC) No 725/2004 of
the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 on enhancing
ship and port facility security

- Entry summary declaration

(Remark: This need further details from EC considering the future implementation
of the e-Manifest and the use of the ICS in place of the MSW for the lodgement of
this formalities) — Art. 36a of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2913/92 of 12 October
1992 establishing the Community Customs Code and Article 87 of Regulation (EC)
No 450/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 April 2008 laying
down the Community Customs Code (modernised Customs Code)

- FAL form 1: General Declaration
- FAL form 2: Cargo Declaration

(Remark: This need further details from EC considering the future implementation
of the e-Manifest and the use of the ICS in place of the maritime NSW for the
lodgement of this formality)

- FAL form 5: Crew List
- FAL form 6: Passenger List
- Maritime Declaration of Health

Not requested to be lodged electronically but kept on board for controls

- FAL form 3: Ship’s Stores Declaration
- FAL form 4: Crew’s Effects Declaration

(Remark: Not used in Belgium is FAL form 7: Dangerous Goods (Note: the IFTDGN
message is used instead to submit dangerous goods information))

Specific/additional national reporting formalities (cf. Annex Part C of the RFD)

ATA + ATD + 72-hour pre-arrival notifications according to
- Art. 4 of Directive 2002/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
of 27 June 2002 establishing a Community vessel traffic monitoring and

information system

- Art. 9 of Directive 2009/16/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
of 23 April 2009 on port State control

Other potential formalities subject to the outcome of the ANNA project.

Competent
authorities

NSW Authority

The Federal Public Service Mobility & Transport is managing and coordinating a
forum (an “assemble”) in which a number of stakeholders (the regional
governments, the harbours, SSN, customs...) participate: this forum will (in the
future) function as the NSW Authority for the purposes of the RFD. The
interfederal forum was set up in line with the organisational structure of the
Belgian National Authority for Maritime Safety, also an interfederal forum which is
made up of representatives of the federal and regional governments and experts
re safety in general and nautical aspects in particular. In the forum/assemble all
concerned governments and entities work together and discuss on several issues
(e.g. the management of the NSW) on a transversal basis: they all keep (and stay
within) their own competence. The forum will be further formalised and
institutionalised by a legal act/official regulation in which the competences and
roles of all involved partners are clarified, as well as the budget is allocated and
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divided. Also a cooperation agreement will be signed between all concerned
parties.

The Federal Public Service Mobility & Transport is directing and coordinating the
interfederal forum (‘assemble') in which a number of stakeholders (the regional
governments, the harbours, etc.) participate. This forum will have to make
decisions re the Belgian NSW.

(Another administration, the Belgian Shipping Assistance Division (Afdeling
Scheepvaartbegeleiding) functions as the NCA within the scope of the SSN
Directive.)

Specific tasks/responsibilities of the NSW Authority regarding the RFD

The NSW Authority (group) has a coordination role, tasked by government, to
implement Directive 2010/65/EU.

Each participating authority keeps its own competence. In other words, if a
regulation needs to be issued, the authorities respectively take appropriate
measures according to their field of competence.

LCAs

The Seaports (Antwerp, Seabruges, Ghent and Ostend) have been designated as
LCAs for the purposes of the RFD. The LCAs do not communicate with each other
unless a ship makes a call in another of these ports. The appropriate information is
then exchanged through the Central Broker System (CBS).

NSW

Concept / system

The NSW has not been developed yet, and is still under development, in a
conceptual phase.

Two main options (with some variations) are still considered: (i) keep existing
systems (PCS's and back end systems) with adaptation or (ii) build a new system -
The assessment is still on-going.

According to the SW Guidelines (as it by 10 September 2013), the SW should have
both interfaces (web GUI and system to system interface).

The reporting formalities that will be exchanged in accordance with the RFD
through the NSW are the same as listed higher (cf. ‘Reporting Formalities’).

All Belgian seaports will be connected to the future NSW.

Involved parties

The NSW Authority will manage the SW but FPS M&T would be responsible for
coordinating and organising the work of NSW Authority.

Authorities using the NSW according to the formalities (data providers (clearance)
data receivers and data processors) are: FPS Finance (customs), FPS Public Health,
Federal Police, Shipping Assistance Division, Flemish agency for waste
management (OVAM), nv De ScheepvaartWaterwegen en Zeekanaal NV, Antwerp
Port Authority, Seabruges Port Authority, Ghent Port Authority, Ostend Port
Authority, Brussels Port Authority, Liege Port authority

Authorities who will have a need to use information exchanged by the MSW or who




will have the opportunity to get access to the information provided (data receivers
and data processors): The Federal Public Service Mobility & Transport (Port State
Control, HAZMAT, ISPS), FPS Home Affairs, FPS Economy (Statistics), Ministry of
Defence, State Security, Immigration Office, Crisis Center, Federal Agency for the
Safety of Food Chain, Federal Agency for Nuclear Control, Flemish Ministry of
Transport and Public Works (MOW), Public Service of Wallonia and the Ministry of
the Brussels Region

(Remark: The Authority requested to control the data quality on privacy issues is
the Belgian Privacy Commission.)

The private actors (data providers and data receivers (clearance) are: the shipping
companies, shipping agencies, and shipmasters.

Language used by/in the data providers (e.g. ship masters) and processors (e.q.
the NSW) - while providing/receiving data

Once operational the languages used today will be used in the NSW: Dutch &
French (the official Belgian languages) but also English is quite common - there are
no legal obstacles to use the English language. No languages are excluded.

(Lodging/interface) language used in the NSW system/environment

Dutch and French

Interoperability with SSN

Once operational, the SW will be interoperable with SSN.

9.4.2.2 Bulgaria

Involved
stakeholders

The Bulgarian Ports Infrastructure Company is officially the responsible
administration for - and in charge of - (and is coordinating) the implementation of
the RFD.

The other administrations involved in the coordination/harmonisation of ship
reporting formalities are: Bulgarian Customs, Bulgarian Maritime Administration,
the Bulgarian Border Police, and the Bulgarian Ministry of Health.

There is some coordination (regarding reporting formalities) at local level (i.e. not
at a national lever, for example at province level/harbour level...):
Coordination at local level is foreseen in each town (Varna, Bourgas, ...).

Reporting
formalities

The information referred to in Part A and Part B of the Annex of the RFD required
when ship calling at ports of Bulgaria is the following:

- Ship managers, captains of a ship or ship's agents of a ship calling at the port
of Bulgaria send a notification of arrival; The notification includes the
following information:

1. Vessel identification: a) name of the vessel, b) call sign (call sign), c) IMO
identification number ("IMO number"), d) the maritime mobile identification
number ("MMSI number");

2. Port of destination;
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3. Estimated time of arrival at the port of destination or pilot station;
4. Estimated time of departure from the port;
5. Total number of persons on board;
6. Evidence of valid insurance against maritime claims.
- All the FAL forms (on arrival)
- Waste notification (according to Art.6 of Directive 2000/59/EC)
- Maritime Declaration of Health
- Sanitation Exemption Certificate

Ships arriving from outside EU and carrying dangerous and pollution goods
report also:

- Class of vessel, as defined by INF Code, if any;

- Confirmation that a list or manifest or appropriate loading plan giving details
of the dangerous or polluting goods carried and of their location on the ship is
on board;

- For the substances referred to in Annex I to the Marpol Convention, the
safety data sheet detailing the physico-chemical characteristics of the
products, including, where applicable, their viscosity expressed in cSt at 50 °C
and their density at 15 °C and the other data contained in the safety data
sheet in accordance with IMO Resolution MSC 150 (77);

- The emergency numbers of the shipper or any other person or body in
possession of information on the physico-chemical characteristics of the
products and on the action to be taken in an emergency.

On departure:
- All the FAL forms (on departure)

Ships leaving ports of Bulgaria and carrying dangerous and pollution goods
report also:

- Ship name;

- Port of destination;

- Estimated time of departure from the port of departure or pilot station;

- Estimated time of arrival at the port of destination;

- Total number of persons on board;

- The correct technical names of the dangerous or polluting goods;

- The United Nations (UN) numbers where they exist;

- The IMO hazard classes in accordance with the IMDG, IBC and IGC Codes;

- Class of vessel, as defined by INF Code, if any;

- The quantities of dangerous and polluting goods;

- Location of dangerous and polluting goods on board;

- The identification number of cargo units if they are being carried in cargo
transport units other than tanks;

- Confirmation that a list or manifest or appropriate loading plan giving details
of the dangerous or polluting goods carried and of their location on the ship is
on board;

- Address from which detailed information on the cargo may be obtained.

Specific/additional national reporting formalities (cf. Annex Part C of the RFD)

In Bulgaria following additional (national) “Annex Part C"- reporting formalities are
applicable:

- The Ship manager, master, or agent of the ship subject to mandatory expanded
inspection under port state control when visiting the port or anchorage of the
Republic of Bulgaria shall notify the Executive Agency "Maritime Administration"
its arrival. The notification is according to Art. 9(1) and annex III of Directive




2009/16/EC and contains: 1. identification of the ship (Name, call sign, IMO
identification number or identification number of the maritime mobile service -
MMSI number); 2. planned duration of stay; 3. for tankers: a) configuration:
single hull, single hull with segregated ballast tanks (SBT), double hull; b) the
condition of the cargo and ballast tanks: full, empty, inerted; c) the amount and
type of cargo; 4. planned operations at the port or place of anchorage (loading,
unloading, other); 5. planned statutory survey inspections and substantial
maintenance and repair work to be carried out at the port; 6. date of last
expanded inspection under the Paris MOU region.

- The ship manager, master, or agent of the ship to which apply Chapter XI — 2 of
the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS 74/78) when
visiting a port of the Republic of Bulgaria shall submit: 1. information under Rule
XI - 2/5 of the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS
74/78) (this information is according to SOLAS XI-2/9 and Art. 6.3 of EC Reg.
No725/2004); 2. information about persons who are on board the ship as a
result of search and rescue operation and refugees; 3. continuous synopsis
record; 4. evidence of the existence of insurance or other financial security of
liability for damages caused by oil pollution; 5. evidence of the existence of
insurance or other financial security of liability for damage caused by bunker oil
pollution.

- The ship manager, master or agent of the ship visiting the port of the Republic
Bulgaria, sent: 1. absence / presence of stowaways; 2. presence / absence of
arms and ammunition; 3. presence / absence of drugs and other items
prohibited or limited of ownership; 4. presence / absence of livestock and
poultry; 5. origin of food and waste - This information is given in free form text
declaration.

- The Bulgarian Food Safety Agency (BFSA) requires declaration about kitchen
waste (in line with Regulation (EC) No 1069/2009), foodstuff of animal (in line
with Regulation (EC) No 206/2009) etc.

- Ballast water report form (IMO Resolution A.868(20))

- - On departure: The captain of the ship or ship agent of a ship leaving port of
the Republic of Bulgaria, sent to the Executive Agency "Maritime Administration"

statement containing information on the type and volume of submitted waste -
result of shipping activities and cargo residues.

Competent
authorities

NSW Authori

The Bulgarian Ports Infrastructure Company has been designated as NSW
Authority for the purposes of the RFD.

Specific tasks/responsibilities of the NSW Authority regarding the RFD

The NSW Authority has a coordination role, tasked by government, to implement
the RFD, but it cannot issue specific regulation in this respect. It can issue
operating and interconnecting instructions for coordination on technical level. The
Bulgarian Maritime Administration is the entity that can issue specific regulation
and should approve any instructions issued by the NSW Authority within the scope
of the RFD related to interconnecting and interoperation between various
administrations.

LCAs

No LCAs for the purpose of the RFD.

NSW

Concept / system
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A completely new system will be built by the Bulgarian Ports Infrastructure.
The NSW is still under development (conceptual phase).

At present stage it looks like it will be a system with web user interface for users
as well there will be interface to connect M2M for administrations with own
developed information systems i.e Customs. In the future M2M capabilities might
be developed and provided for agents/ship owners - It depends on various factors
and should be decided after careful analysis.

The reporting formalities that will be exchanged in accordance with the RFD
through the NSW are the same as listed higher (cf. ‘Reporting Formalities’).

All Bulgarian seaports serving international voyages will be connected to the future
NSW.

Involved parties

The Bulgarian Ports Infrastructure Company is (and will be) responsible for
managing the SW.

The involved administrations and other (private or public entities) who will be
using (receiving/sending) ship reporting formalities via the NSW are:

- The Bulgarian Ports Infrastructure Company - who is (and will be) responsible
for managing the SW (data processor & data receiver)

- Bulgarian Customs (data receiver — remark: still needs to be clarified re data
processing role)

- The Bulgarian Maritime Administration (data receiver)
- The Bulgarian Border Police (data receiver)

- The Bulgarian Ministry of Health (data receiver)

- Bulgarian Food Safety Agency (data receiver)

- Ship’s agent/master/owner (data providers)

Language used by/in the data providers (e.g. ship masters) and processors (e.qg.
the NSW) - while providing/receiving data:

Bulgarian and English

(Lodging/interface) language used in the NSW system/environment:

The first language is English. Translation in Bulgarian is provided as well.

Interoperability with SSN

The NSW will be interoperable with SSN.

9.4.2.3 Croatia
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Involved

The Ministry of Maritime Affairs, Transport and Infrastructure (Maritime Safety




stakeholders

Directorate) is officially the responsible administration for, in charge of, and is
coordinating the implementation of the RFD.

The other administrations involved in the coordination/harmonisation of ship
reporting formalities are Port authorities, Ministry of Interior (Border control),
Ministry of Health (Sanitary inspection), Customs, Bureau of statistics.

Other involved parties: shipping companies, maritime agents, port operators,
pilots

Reporting
formalities

Pre-arrival notification, Notification of dangerous or polluting goods, ISPS
information, Paris MoU expanded inspection notification, Waste and residues
reporting, Border control of crew and passengers, Sanitary permission of arrival
(MDH), Customs control of ships cargo

Specific/additional national reporting formalities (cf. Annex Part C RFD)

Ballast water reporting formality, which is already implemented through Croatian
NSW.

Competent
authorities

NSW Authority

The Croatian Ministry of Maritime Affairs has been designated as NSW Authority
with the purpose of the RFD (i.e. the same authority as the NCA for the Croatian
SSN).

Specific tasks/responsibilities of the NSW Authority regarding the RFD

The NSW Authority has a coordination role, tasked by government, to implement
the RFD, but it cannot issue specific regulation in this respect.

LCAs

Harbour master's offices and Branch offices (which are the local branch offices of
the NSW Authority) will be designated as LCAs for the purpose of the RFD.

NSW

Concept / system

A Maritime National Single Window (as required by the RFD) is still under
development.

Some reporting formalities referred to in the RFD are already implemented
(Waste, ISPS, crew and passenger lists)

The Maritime NSW will be an “upgraded" national Croatian SSN system:

The Croatian integrated maritime information system (CIMIS) — i.e. the national
SSN (also the future NSW) is a Web based system with central Oracle Database,
Oracle APEX user interface and Web services implemented on Microsoft BizTalk
platform that provide both web interface as well as machine to machine services.

The reporting formalities that are being (and will be) exchanged in accordance
with the RFD through the NSW are listed above (“reporting formalities”).

All Croatian seaports will be connected to the (future) NSW. (Ports do not have
LCA role, though).
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At this stage Croatian Ministry of Maritime Affairs envisages to establish a single
delivery for the purposes of Customs only for existing FAL forms until “eManifest”
is competed. The Croatian Border police is already integrated in the NSW.

A study on the Croatian NSW was published in 2012:

http://www.mppi.hr/UserDocsImages/NSW%?20Studija%2012 11.pdf

Involved parties

- Data providers: Maritime agents, Port authorities, port operators, Ship owners,
Ship operators, masters, pilots

- Data processor(s): Port authorities, Harbourmasters offices, Ministry of Interior
(Border control), Ministry of Health (Sanitary inspection), Bureau of statistics

- Data receivers: Port authorities, port operators, Harbourmasters offices, Ministry

of Interior (Border control), Ministry of Health (Sanitary inspection), Customs,
Bureau of Statistics, pilots

Language used by/in the data providers (e.g. ship masters) and processors (e.g.
the NSW) - while providing/receiving data:

Croatian and English

(Lodging/interface) language used in the NSW system/environment
Which ‘lodging’ / interface language will be used in the (new/future) NSW system:

Croatian and English

Interoperability with SSN

The future NSW will be operational with SSN. Croatian integrated maritime
information system (CIMIS) as the national SSN (also being NSW) has been
developed on the available specs of the SSN (IFCD...) so high interoperability is
expected once SSN extension specs are completed.

Cyprus

Involved The Cyprus Ports Authority (being the Port Community System (PCS) operator) is

stakeholders coordinating the matters regarding reporting formalities and the involved
administrations.
The other administrations involved in the coordination/harmonisation of ship
reporting formalities are: Customs and the Department of Merchant Shipping.
There is no coordination (regarding reporting formalities) at local level (i.e. not at
a national lever, for example at province level/harbour level...)

Reporting Data/information exchanged through the SW

formalities

All relevant data requested by the FAL forms and Custom data.



http://www.mppi.hr/UserDocsImages/NSW%20Studija%2012_11.pdf

Specific/additional national reporting formalities (cf. Annex Part C of the RFD)

Cyprus does not require additional (national) reporting formalities.

Competent
authorities

NSW Authority

No NSW Authority for the purpose of the Reporting Formalities Directive was (explicitly)
designated, but the Cyprus Ports Authority “de facto” acts as NSW Authority with regard to
the RFD.

(The Department of Merchant Shipping is the NCA within the scope of SSN only.)

Specific tasks/responsibilities of the NSW Authority regarding the RFD

The de facto NSW Authority - the Cyprus Ports Authority - has a certain
coordination role, tasked by government, to implement the RFD.

(Remark: The responsibilities of the NCA are the implementation, operation and
maintenance of the SSN system. Its coordination role is limited to the SSN system.
It does not issue regulations and it does not coordinate the harmonisation of
requested reporting formalities.)

LCAs

In Cyprus no LCAs have been designated for the purpose of the RFD.

NSW

Concept / system

The existing and operational Port Community System (PCS) - operated by the
Cyprus Ports Authority - will (in the future) function as the SW, since (i) Cyprus is
not a big nation, (ii) there are not that many ports, and (iii) the Cyprus Ports
Authority is the single organisation responsible for all Seaports.
(The Cyprus Ports Authority will eventually function as the SW, since it is the most
common/frequent maritime information provider and receiver.)

A Cypriot NSW (which is the existing Cypriot PCS) is already in place and
operational; it is called CyPOS (Cyprus Ports Operation System) and is acting as a
‘Connected Port’ System. This is to be replaced by a new PCS.

The SW (PCS) will provide functionality for both Machine to Machine and Web
interface. For example, for stakeholders that have existing systems in place (i.e.
customs), Machine to Machine interface will apply. For other small stakeholders
(i.e. sanitary department) web interface will apply.

The FAL forms 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and the manifest are the reporting formalities that
are being (and will be) exchanged in accordance with the RFD through the
NSW/PCS.

All seaports are connected to the NSW/PCS - since the Cyprus Ports Authority is
the single Organisation responsible for all Seaports: the PCS (will) cover all Cypriot
seaports.

Involved parties

The Cyprus Ports Authority (the PCS operator) will be responsible for managing
the SW.
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The involved administrations and other (private or public entities) who will be
using (receiving/sending) ship reporting formalities via the NSW are:

- The Cyprus Ports Authority (the PCS operator) which is responsible for managing the SW
- Cypriot Customs

- The Department of Merchant Shipping

- All Cypriot seaports

- The Ministry of Health

- The Ministry of Agriculture

- The shipping agents

- The forwarding agents

- The Police and Fire Department

Language used by/in the data providers (e.g. ship masters) and processors (e.qg.
the NSW) - while providing/receiving data:

Greek and English

(Lodging/interface) language used in the NSW system/environment
Also Greek and English:

Greek and English

Interoperability with SSN

The new NSW/PCS will be interoperable with SSN: Information required by the
SSN will be interfaced with the NSW.

9.4.2.5 Denmark

Involved
stakeholders

The Danish Maritime Authority/Danish Defence Command is officially the
responsible administration for - and in charge of - (and is coordinating) the
implementation of the RFD.

The other administrations involved in the coordination/harmonisation of ship
reporting formalities are: The Danish Maritime Authority, the Danish Defence
Command, the Danish Police, the Danish Coastal Authority, the Danish
Environmental Protection Agency, the Danish Health and Medicines Authority, the
Danish Nature Agency, Admiral Danish Fleet, and the Danish Tax Agency.

There is no coordination (regarding reporting formalities) at local level (i.e. not at
a national lever, for example at province level/harbour level, ...)

(Remark: The involved sector authority involves relevant private interests when
needed.)

Reporting
formalities

Data/information exchanged through the SW

All data/information (ship reporting formalities) according to the RFD.

Specific/additional national reporting formalities (cf. Annex Part C of the RFD)
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In Denmark no additional (national) reporting formalities are required (for now).
Competent NSW Authority
authorities

The Admiral Danish Fleet has been designated as NSW Authority for the purpose of the RFD.

Specific tasks/responsibilities of the NSW Authority regarding the RFD

The NSW Authority operates the SW platform and coordinates the implementation

through the Danish Defence Command. The NSW Authority does not issue

regulation in this respect.

LCAs

The Admiral Danish Fleet (which is also the NSW Authority) has been designated

as LCA for the purposes of the RFD.

NSW Concept / system

The National SW is still to be established.

(Remark: There already was some harmonisation and/or coordination of maritime

reporting formalities through the VTMIS directive.)

Involved parties

How — and by whom - the SW will be managed, still has to be decide upon.

The involved administrations and other private and public entities that will be

using (receiving/sending) ship reporting formalities through the future NSW:

- The Danish Maritime Authority/Danish Defence Command (responsible
administration for - and in charge of - (and is coordinating) the implementation
of the Reporting Formalities Directive (RFD)

- The Danish Maritime Authority

- The Danish Defence Command

- The Danish Police

- The Danish Coastal Authority

- The Danish Environmental Protection Agency

- The Danish Health and Medicines Authority

- The Danish Nature Agency

- Admiral Danish Fleet

- The Danish Tax Agency

Language used by/in the data providers (e.g. ship masters) and processors (e.qg.

the NSW) - while providing/receiving data:

English

(Lodging/interface) language used in the future NSW system/environment:

English

Interoperability with SSN
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Interoperability between NSW and SSN will be established through the fixed
protocols.

9.4.2.6 Estonia
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Involved
stakeholders

The Estonian Maritime Administration is officially responsible for - and in charge of
- (and is coordinating) the implementation of the RFD.

(The Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications - with its own Aviation and
Maritime Department - is responsible for the legislative aspects of the RFD in
Estonia, and works closely together with the Estonian Maritime Administration.)

Other involved administrations/entities are (1) the Estonian Tax & Customs Board,
and (2) the Estonian Ports - which both ((1) and (2)) have their own systems,
and (3) the Estonian Veterinary and Food Board, (4) the Estonian Health
Administration, (5) the Estonian Agricultural Board, (6) the Estonian Statistics
administration (who also has some interest in the application of the NSW), (7) the
Estonian Police and Boarder Guard Board, (8) the Estonian Environmental
Inspectorate, (9) Estonian Environment Agency and (10) Estonian Pilot.

There is no coordination (regarding reporting formalities) at local level (i.e. not at
a national lever, for example at province level/harbour level, ...)

Reporting
formalities

Data/information exchanged through the SW

With regard to the information in FAL Form n°2 (Customs information): there is a
connection between the Custom Clearance information system and the NSW; but
the agents still have the possibility to submit the information OR in the Customs
system OR in the Maritime NSW.

Connection means IT-connection over the so called X-Road middleware, which is
the implementation of secure data exchange in the Estonian public sector.

Delivery of cargo manifest has exception: till 01.06.2015 agent could choose,
which system to use, is it National Single Window or Custom Clearance IS.

With regard to SSN: all info in NSW, that is necessary to submit to SSN, will
automatically be transferred from the NSW to SSN (and this according to the
SSN/Monitoring Directive and to the RFD).

In this way, all data that should be covered by the RFD will be exchanged through
the NSW by 2015.

About the list of ship reporting formalities: as RFD has already been transposed to
Estonian national legislation, all reporting formalities according to Annex of RFD
are applicable in Estonia.

Specific/additional national reporting formalities (cf. Annex Part C of the RFD)

Some bigger ports have their own demands/requests for notification e.g. the Port
of Tallinn wants to be notified about the measurements of the vessel (before the
ship enters and departs from the ports under the jurisdiction of holding company
Port of Tallinn).




These specific reporting formalities requested by the ports can be lodged in the
first version of the NSW (operational as from 1/07/2013).

To be precise: set of rules for connecting port systems to the NSW are the rules,
which are binding to every public administration or private company, which are
sending or receiving information from public sector databases, this set concerns
the X-Road middleware, which is described at http://e-estonia.com/components/x-
road. Technical assistance is provided by Estonian Information Systems Authority.

Competent
authorities

NSW Authority

The Estonian Maritime Administration (which is also the NCA for SSN) has been
designated as the NSW Authority for the purposes of the RFD.

Specific tasks/responsibilities of the NSW Authority regarding the RFD

The Estonian Maritime Administration is officially responsible for the
(implementation of the) RFD.

The Maritime Administration offers a certain kind of set of rules for connecting the
port systems to the maritime NSW.

A specific person within the NSW Authority was designated to administrate the
first version (dd. 1.07.2013) of the SW.

LCAs

Officially Estonia declared (within the framework of SSN) that there are no LCAs,
but Estonia will probably (in the future) designate its ports as LCAs (for the
purpose of the Reporting Formalities Directive) because then they have the
possibility to log into SSN and to find info regarding e.g. port calls.

NSW

Concept / system

As from 1.07.2013 a first version of the maritime SW (which has been under
development the last 2 years) will be operational in Estonia.
An appropriate infrastructure on national level has been installed.
The same technology as in SSN is being used (which has now moved to a
machine-machine interface).

The machine-machine interface will be functioning in the first version of the NSW
on 1/07/2013 only for systems, which have capabilities to connect through the X-
Road middleware..

(£ 70% of the project money came from EU funding.)

On 1.07.2013 not all other existing systems (Customs Clearance information
system and the ports’ system) will be fully harmonised vyet, though.
It is not known exactly what kind of ‘changes’ Estonian Customs will have to make
to be able to connect to the NSW, but Customs has promised that they will be able
to connect to the maritime NSW by 1.06.2015.

By 01.12.2013 however the needs for development from Customs side have alrady
been specified, namely being

1) retrieval of the ship call status;
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2) retrieval of various statuses of declarations;
4) retrieval of the error messages;
3) list of the EORI numbers with meanings.

From NSW side it is absolutely crucial to have above mentioned developments
completed within 2014, in order to implement the e-Customs interface by 01.06.15

(Training courses for agents and representatives from different administrations
were already organised in May 2013.)

Involved parties

The Estonian Maritime Administration is responsible for managing the SW.

Other involved parties in the functioning of the NSW are:

- The Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications (with its own Aviation and
Maritime Dept.), which is responsible for the legislative aspects of the RFD in
Estonia, and works closely together with the Estonian Maritime Administration;

- The Estonian Tax and Customs, Ports (which both have their own systems) +
the Veterinary and Food Board, the Health Board, Agricultural Board, the
Estonian Statistics (who also has some interest in the application of the SW),
Police and Boarder Guard Board;

- Private stakeholders, which are PCSs/harbours, shipping companies but always
through the shipping agents because according to Estonian law every ship call
should be initialized by an agent - captains could in principle also act as an
agent but agents are the key players in this system. All harbours can be
connected directly and immediately - seaports that have no machine-machine
interface (yet) can submit information using the NSW-web-interface.

Except the ports all above mentioned administrations / entities belong to public
sector. All above mentioned are the data receivers and senders of verification data

as data verifiers.

All private stakeholders are data providers and receivers of verification data.

Language used by/in the data providers (e.g. ship masters) and processors (e.qg.
the NSW) - while providing/receiving data:

English and Estonian

(Remark: At first they even thought about using Russian as well, since a lot of
vessels are coming from Russia.)

(Lodging/interface) language used in the NSW system/environment:

English and Estonian

Interoperability with SSN

The NSW will be fully interoperable with SSN by 1.06.2015.




9.4.2.7 Finland

Involved The Ministry of Transport and Communications is responsible for the
stakeholders implementation of the RFD in Finland. The Finnish Transport Agency is responsible
of technical implementation and is coordinating the implementation of the RFD.
The other administrations involved in the coordination/harmonisation of ship
reporting formalities are: the Finnish Customs administration, the Finnish
Transport Safety Agency, and the Finnish Boarder Guard.
There is no_coordination (regarding reporting formalities) at local level (i.e. not at
a national lever, for example at province level/harbour level, ...)
Reporting Applicable ship reporting formalities:
formalities
All information in accordance with the RFD (cf. Annex - Part A and - Part B Of the
RFD), as well as the information required by national reporting formalities (cf.
Annex - Part C of the RFD):
- 24 hour advance notification (all port calls)
- 72 hour advance notification for ships eligible for extended inspection at the
next port of call
- Security notification 24 hours in advance
- Dangerous cargo notification 24 hours in advance for non-EU arrivals and for EU
and non EU departure
- Schengen border control information (border checks on persons)
- Waste notification 24 hours in advance
- Entry summary declaration for non-EU arrivals
- Arrival notification (ATA)
- Departure notification (ATD)
- Cargo notification for all international and domestic voyages for maritime
statistics and for some Customs purposes
- Information regarding maritime declaration of health, not collected but
collection possible
- Entry summary declaration, ENS, collection through Customs ICS system AREX,
reference of the RFD port call number must be mentioned in the presentation
notification of the goods declared in the ENS
Specific/additional national reporting formalities (cf. Annex Part C of the RFD)
In Finland additional national formalities for the Finnish fairway dues are
applicable. Finnish Customs is in charge of - and collects - all fairway dues - since
2002 — by the Portnet-system. These formalities can be lodged in the NSW.
Information in FAL form 1, general declaration included in 24 hours advance
notification for national purposes; Information in FAL forms 3 and 4 attached to 24
hour advance natification for national purposes; Information in FAL forms 5 and 6
attached to 24 hour advance notification for national purposes.
Competent NSW Authority
authorities
Both the Finnish Transport Agency and Customs have being designated (together)
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as the NSW Authority in Finland for the purpose of the RFD. The Finnish Transport
Agency is acting as the NSW Authority (operating the system) and Finnish
Customs as the NSW ship clearance authority (receives the notifications and
checks the information notified).

The tasks of the Transport Agency and Customs are defined in the national
legislation; authorities have also a MoU on the cooperation.

Specific tasks/responsibilities of the NSW_Authority regarding the RFD

The NSW Authority is responsible for the management and all practical matters
related to the NSW.

(Remark: But the Ministry of Transport and Communication (i.e. the
administration) is responsible of the overall coordination (e.g. EU (eMs) work
groups) and for the legislative and political aspects.)

The competency of NSW authorities is defined in the legislation and Transport
Agency and Customs can issue more detailed instructions as specified in the
legislation. Instructions of the Customs are written down in national legislation
“Decision by the National Board of Customs on the declaration procedure
concerning vessels arriving at and departing from Finnish ports” , 16.5.2012,
65/010/12.

LCAs

No LCAs have been designated in Finland for the purpose of the RFD, there is only
1 competent authority (the NSW Authority).

(Remark: All the ports and shipping agents are connected to Portnet(2) - the NSW
- but they are considered or designated as LCAs in technical sense (LOCODES) but
not in legal sense with the purpose of the RFD

NSW

Concept / system

Finland is a pioneer in the deployment of this kind of national infrastructure
implementing the SW concept.

The original Finnish system “Portnet” has been operational since 1993. The
PortNet concept was developed by the Ministry of Transport and Communications
with the Finnish Maritime Administration in collaboration with Finnish Customs and
20 Finnish Ports in the ‘90ies.

The Finnish SW is more or less in place already, the existing system “Portnet(2)" -
operational since 2002 - will function as the maritime NSW:
Portnet needs to be adapted a bit in order to become a real 'NSW' (in accordance
to the RFD), e.g. some modifications are necessary for the new datasets that need
to be incorporated on the basis of the RFD (e.g. security notification); but the
authorities are still waiting for the “technical specifications” (to be defined at
European level - EC) in order to be able to take decisions on which
adaptations/modifications will be necessary. But the requirements for the SW are
more or less ready.

The Finnish “NSW-system” will comprise at least: Portnet (Ship’s reporting,
national SafeSeaNet), VTS, SRS system GOFREP and IBNet system (Icbreakers’
communication system) operated by Finnish Transport Agency, Import Control
System (ICS) operated by Customs, data systems operated by the ports, National
SHIP-database (incl. Ice class register) operated by Finnish Transport Safety




Agency, Ship list with regular updates (i.e. IHS Fairplay), EU/EMSA systems (SSN,
LRIT, THETIS, CleanSeaNet).

The Finnish Transport Agency and the Finnish Customs administration have been
using Portnet since 2002: All VTM directive related formalities (SSN) and Customs
related formalities have been registered in this system too.

Involved parties

The Finnish Transport Agency is responsible for managing Portnet(2) - the NSW.
The Finnish Transport Agency is also acting as system operator in technical issues.

Other involved parties in the functioning of the NSW are (or should be) Finnish
Customs, the Finnish Transport Safety Agency Flag state, PSC, the Finnish Border
Guard, Finnish Ports, Port authorities and Port operators, Ships Agents, Shipping
companies, Ship’s agents and forwarding agents, Carriers, haulers, logistics
centers and shippers, (intermediate) warehousing, e.g.:

- The Finnish Customs is acting as helpdesk for SW users.

- Ship brokers and ship managers are obliged to send all port call related
notifications regarding vessels in foreign trade using the Portnet User Web
Interface (UWI) or message based interface (XML/EDI) - The Finnish Transport
Agency is forwarding all port and hazmat notifications to the SSN EIS-server and
compiles all basic information to maritime shipping statistics from the Portnet
database.

Portnet has hundreds of daily users and thousands of user accounts. About 110
port calls per day in Finland, annually approx. 40.000 port calls — Users are divided
into following user groups:

- Data providers: mainly ship agents or ship managers - there are about 300
registered ship agencies in Finland;

- Data managers: Finnish Customs reviews all information that is provided to
Portnet as part of the integrated customs declaration process;

- Data utilizers: Port authorities receive port call related data as XML-messages;

- Forwarding agents retrieve Portnet reference numbers and ship ID information
for customs clearance purposes;

- Coastal stations (VTS) are supplementing their maritime situational picture
(MSP) by information that is retrieved from Portnet via message based
interface;

- The Transport Safety Agency maintains SHIP-database for Portnet that consists
information of 6.000 vessels plus a distinct Ice class register.

Language used by/in the data providers (e.g. ship masters) and processors (e.g.
the NSW) - while providing/receiving data

Finnish and Swedish (and English (demo))

(Lodging/interface) language used in the NSW system/environment

Finnish and Swedish will be used (+ “demo version” in English)

Interoperability with SSN

Portnet is interoperable with SSN; it provides direct input to SSN without involving
any other actors.
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9.4.2.8 France

Involved actors

The Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development and Energy, “Direction Générale
des Infrastructures des Transports et de la Mer” (*"DGITM") is officially responsible
administration for - and in charge of - (and is coordinating) the implementation of
the RFD.

The other administrations involved in the coordination/harmonisation of ship
reporting formalities are the Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development and
Energy, as well as all maritime port authorities. Different Ministries services as the
Border police, health Ministry, Customs Services and many others actors (ports,
ship owners, etc.) have been consulted as well by the Ministry department in
charge of coordination of the implementation of the RFD - The final French NSW
architecture takes account of all these departments’ req