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Abbreviations and Definitions (report and questionnaire) 

 Authority: indicates any independent service or department within a government ministry. 

 BSR: Baltic Sea Region 

 Cargo Ship: a vessel that carries cargo, goods, and materials. 

 CCNR: Central Commission for the Navigation of the Rhine 

 CEF: Connecting Europe Facility 

 Cruise Ship: a passenger ship used for pleasure voyages. 

 Dangerous Goods:  solids, liquids, or gases that can harm people, other living organisms, property, or 

the environment. 

 DG-MOVE : Directorate General for Mobility and Transport 

 E: European 

 EACI: Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation 

 EC: European Commission 

 ECDC: European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control 

 EFIN: European Framework for Inland Navigation 

 EUSDR: EU Strategy for the Danube Region 

 EUMS: European Union Member States  

 ERDF: European Regional Development Fund 

 ERWS: Early Warning and Response System 

 Ferry: a vessel (sea/ river/ lake-going) which carries more than twelve passengers and is designed to 

move people and, often, vehicles on regular itineraries from one place to another. 

 Free pratique: permission for a ship to enter a port, embark or disembark, discharge or load cargo 

     or stores 

 IHR: International Health Regulations 

 Inland navigation vessel: a vessel which is travelling on inland waterways for commercial purposes 

 INTRASEA: Inland Transport on sea routes 

 IWT: Inland Waterway Transport 

 International Voyage: means a voyage from a port of a Member State to a port outside that 

     Member State, or conversely. 

 LNG: liquefied natural gas 

 NAIADES: Navigation and Inland waterway Action and Development in Europe 
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 National Voyage: means a voyage from a port of a Member State to the same or another port 

            within that Member State. 

 NFP: National Focal Point 

 PHEIC: public health emergency of international concern 

 Port: a seaport or a port on an inland body of water where commercial vessels arrive or depart. 

 PoE: Point(s) of Entry 

 PHA: Port Health Authority 

 Potable water: (a) all water intended for human consumption either in its original state or after 

       treatment,  intended for drinking, cooking, food preparation or other domestic 

       purposes, regardless of its origin and whether it is supplied from a distribution 

       network, from a tanker, or in bottles or containers; (b) all water used in any food 

       production undertaking for the manufacture, processing, preservation or 

       marketing of products or substances intended for human consumption unless the 

       competent national authorities are satisfied that the quality of the water cannot 

       affect the wholesomeness of the foodstuff in its finished form  

       (DIRECTIVE 98/83/EC). 

 Recreational water: means water from swimming pools, spas, hot tubs, decorative water 

 fountains, lakes, rivers, or oceans.  

 RIS: River Information System 

 Sanitation inspection: indicates a formal or official examination which is conducted by officers of  

    competent authority on board inland navigation vessels regarding food 

    premises permit, food safety, drinking water safety and recreational water 

    safety (including food and water quality monitoring), food handlers’ 

    hygiene, pest control and housekeeping to determine compliance with 

    legislation. 

 SSCC: Ship Sanitation Control Certificate(s) 

 SSCEC: Ship Sanitation Control Exemption Certificate(s) 

 TEN-T: Trans-European Transport Network 

 UN: United Nations 

 UNECE: United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 

 WHO: World Health Organization 
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Executive Summary 

Throughout centuries rivers have been utilized to transport cargo and passengers all over Europe. The 

industrialization age has led to extensive development of faster modes of transport, e.g. roads, air travel, 

rails, marine shipping and pipelines. However, this development is not without public health and 

environmental costs. Therefore, in the last few decades a need for an effective and sustainable transport 

system that is also safe for the public and the environment has risen to attention. 

 This need has given birth to the concept of Multi-modal Transport within the transport policy in the 

European Union. The combination of different transport modes ensures efficiency and least impact on 

public health and environmental pollution. In this concept the inclusion and development of European 

inland waterways and inland navigation are emphasized. The main advantages of inland navigation are 

cost-efficiency in comparison to road transport and much less green-house gas emissions than both road 

and air transport. It is considered an attractive alternative transportation mode, especially if advances to 

enhance its advantages in the ship operations and building technicalities are applied.     

A number of projects have been promoting inland navigation in various aspects, logistics, passenger 

transport and tourism. These projects focus on developing the infrastructure for inland navigation such 

as building links and locks and rejuvenating abandoned waterways, and also encouraging innovations in 

inland vessel building and integration in the multi-modal transport system.  

However, the increasing traffic on European inland waterways has to be met with caution to preserve 

natural river habitats and public health. Hazard risks to the public become greater when there are 

international implications from accidents or other dangers that occur on inland vessels. In view of this 

potential risk, the implementation of the International Health Regulations (IHR) 2005 is also of concern 

to inland navigation.  

The IHR 2005 has come into force since 2007 and ratifying countries are required to designate Points of 

Entry (PoE) that will be equipped with the core capacities needed for surveillance and response to public 

health emergencies of international concern (PHEIC). They are also required to designate National Focal 

Points (NFP) who will serve as the contact point between the designated PoE and the World Health 

Organization (WHO). Another requirement in IHR 2005 is the designation of ports that will be authorized 

to issue Ship Sanitation Control Certificates (SSCC), its exemption and or its extensions. 

National IHR implementation process has been monitored by way of self-assessment using a template 

provided by WHO. The most recent WHO Global Alert and Response Department summary report from 

2012 found that in the WHO European Region the implementation process was still ongoing in the 32 

countries participating in their enquiry.   

The report provided informative insights into the stage of development of national IHR requirements. 

However, the scope was not specified for inland navigation. Moreover, there is little collective updated 

information on the health protection measures concerning hygiene inspection practices on inland vessels. 

Therefore, this State of the Art report on inland navigation aims to provide an overall view of the legal 

and practical situation of shipping along European international inland waterways, especially the rivers 

Danube and Rhine, IHR 2005 implementation regarding core capacities and sanitation inspections 
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practices at their designated ports, as well as recommendations regarding these issues. This view is 

obtained through literature research and a survey by questionnaire on the current practices and 

responsibilities of port health authorities along the European inland waterways. The survey included 

questions concerning core capacities under IHR 2005 at designated PoE, risk assessment policy and 

management of public health events on inland vessels, including communication of such events between 

port health authorities, and practices on issuing and requiring Maritime Declaration of Health (MDH) 

from inland vessels. 

We have gathered information from 9 national and 12 regional/local port health authorities, providing us 

with information on 13 EU countries (48% of all EU countries with inland waterway transport (IWT)). 

Information shared by authorities in countries along the Danube and Rhine show that the legalization 

and practices of sanitation inspections on inland vessels vary between countries and ports. Nonetheless, 

some similarities can be observed. For example, most national authorities (8 out of 9) reported that 

legislations exist, although they seldom (only in 2 countries) specifically target inland navigation. Nearly 

all participating regional authorities (10 out of 12)reported that sanitation inspections are routinely 

conducted based on WHO recommendations, but some ports are more stringent in terms of frequency 

of inspections and the inspected items. Port-to-port communication is also not well-established, with 

inspections results usually not being centrally collected or published. Furthermore, core capacities under 

IHR intended for designated PoE are still under development, although those required to be ready at all 

times are decidedly more developed than those needed to respond to PHEIC. 

Findings from other countries also demonstrated varied legislation grounds and sanitation inspection 

practices in inland navigation. However, responding ports in the countries around the North and Baltic 

Sea regions are relatively more uniform in this respect. Most operate under the guideline of WHO, for 

example, in the items inspected during sanitation inspections, issuing SSCC, and in enquiring for SSCC or 

MDH (Maritime Declaration of Health) from inland vessels on international routes. In addition, port-to-

port communication, both national and international, is quite an established procedure in cases of 

unsatisfactory inspection results or suspected public health events. On the other hand, varying stages 

are found between these countries regarding the development of core capacities under IHR at 

designated PoE. 

Differing implementation stages of core capacities under IHR at designated PoE, especially those along 

the busiest inland waterway traffic, may present difficulties should a PHEIC occur. The discrepancies 

between national legislations, port sanitation inspection practices, as well as requirements regarding 

SSCC and MDH on international routes, and lack of established port-to-port communication also further 

implicate public health protection.  

Understandably, with many countries and ports involved, in addition to the different country profiles 

and available resources, implementing IHR is a long and complicated process. Keeping in mind of the 

limitations of our study, mainly the low number of participating regional/local port health authorities 

and a few slightly incomplete questionnaires, recommendations for future improvement may be 

extracted. Firstly, the results of this study should be forwarded to health authorities, especially those 

responsible for PoE, to reflect on their and overall ports’ core capacities completion and sanitation 

inspection practices. Second, their own areas for development need to be identified and improved, while 
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strengths and good practices as internationally recommended are maintained. Furthermore, monitoring 

IHR implementation process should be conducted regularly by all designated ports, for both surveillance 

and response to PHEIC core capacities, as well as hygiene inspection pertaining to IHR. Lastly, port-to-

port communication plan and an international portal of information sharing should be established as it is 

a key factor to early detection and warning against potential public health events.  
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Background 

Rivers have always played important roles in the history of mankind, not excluding the rivers flowing 

through Europe. The major international rivers are the Danube and the Rhine which courses through 

several countries. There are other very long rivers on the continent that flows through two or more 

countries, for example the Elbe, the Oder, the Dnieper and the Volga. Some of these rivers have gained 

great importance throughout the years as the main waterways into and through Europe, especially in the 

North Sea (west) and the Black Sea (east). 

The longest by far is the Danube with a length of 2,888 km, originating from Germany, coursing through 

Austria, Slovakia, Hungary, Croatia, Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria, Ukraine and Moldova and ending in the 

Black Sea (1). The Rhine (1,320 km), the second longest, springs in the Swiss Alps and flows through 

France and Germany, then through the Netherlands into the North Sea (2). The Elbe comes from the 

Czech Republic and flows through Germany, ending in the North Sea with a total of 1,165 km in length (3, 

4). 

 Logistic demands and advancements in transportation technology, namely ship building, railway 

construction and trains, have all propelled the progress of international economy and trade using inland 

waterways. Around the end of the 1940s the Danube and Rhine began to see large proportions of inland 

navigation traffic for international trade. Inland waterway transport is indispensable for certain 

industries and goods, namely metallurgical raw materials, crude oil, oil products and chemicals, 

agricultural products and timber (5). 

As technology progressed further and faster towards development of other more timely-reliable and far-

reaching modes of transportation, the industry began to overlook the inland waterways system. 

Businesses opted to transport their goods by rail and road instead. As there was a stagnant or decline 

use of rivers, maintenance and development of the infrastructure were stunted or even abandoned. 

However, the significance and potential of these inland waterway connections have been gaining 

attention in the United Nations (UN) in the last 3 decades. Proposals and resolutions were made 

between European countries to revive and rejuvenate the use of European inland waterways. One of the 

reasons that prompted this interest is the commitment of European countries to achieve a sustainable 

green Europe (6, 7). Other reasons such as the number of road accidents, traffic congestion, and other 

present or foreseen disadvantages brought on by the current transportation methods have led 

governments and experts towards viewing inland navigation as an alternative solution. 

In the 1980s the Inland Transport Committee at the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (8) 

first began discussions on the likelihood of developing inland waterways to better the transport 

connections in Europe. This concept was materialized in 1996 into a White Paper on trends in and 

development of inland navigation (5). The White Paper presented the situation of inland navigation in 

Europe at the time, including the technical and legal situation, while highlighting the advantages and 

disadvantages of inland navigation, the trend and its potential for development to support the European 

market. This White Paper was enforced in the same year as the European Agreement on Main Inland 

Waterways of International Importance (AGN) (9). Contracting countries in AGN agreed to develop their 
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waterway system and ports according to the listed technical and operational standards. As of January 

2014, eighteen countries in Europe have signed the AGN as contracting parties (10). Of note, Finland, 

France, Germany, and Greece have only signed the agreement (11).  

To supplement the AGN a Blue Book enlisting the network of European inland waterways of 

international importance, or ‘E waterway network’, was published. Its latest revision was released in 

2012 (12) and the database is now accessible online (11). The Blue Book comprises existing and planned 

E waterway network with its technical and operational characteristics and navigability. 

According to the Blue Book qualifications, only waterways that allow vessels of at least 80.00 m x 9.50 m 

a safe pass are included in the network (Class IV). Missing links are sections that do not exist as yet and 

bottlenecks are those that exist but fall somewhat below the minimum requirements of Class IV. The 

2012 edition reported that E waterway network comprises of 29,172 km of European inland waterways, 

not including overlapping sections, of which 2,328 km is identified as missing links and 2,719 km as 

bottlenecks (12) (see Map on the next page).  
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 Figure 1: Map of European (E) Inland Waterways (AGN)  

Source: Adapted from UNECE – Inventory of Main Standards and Parameters of the E Waterway Network “Blue Book” 2ndE, 2012 (12). 
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European Transport Policy 

In the early 90s the EUMS drew up a transport policy at the EU Community level to develop an 

infrastructure of transport that connects Europe. Hence, the TEN-T (Trans-European Transport Network) 

Policy was put into force. As a result of this policy, a plan to connect national networks of all transport 

modes was hatched and grants to fund projects with such aims were set up (13).   

In the same period, the European Commission (EC) preceded the UNECE’s White Paper publication by 

financially supporting pilot projects to promote multimodal transport. The projects were deemed 

beneficial; therefore, the EC laid a regulation that approves grants for innovative actions to promote 

international combined transport within the EUMS. This program, called PACT, ran until the end of 2001 

and was again considered a success (14).  

In 2001 EC published its Transport White Paper policy which addressed the urgent need for actions to 

achieve a sustainable inland transport envisioned for 2010 (6). In accordance with the proposal from the 

EC for a sustainable development in Europe (7), the policy emphasized the necessity of combining the 

use of different modes of inland transport, including rivers. It highlighted the advantages of inland 

waterway transport and recommended measures to promote it into the European transport system (6).  

Furthermore, it introduced a program: ‘Marco Polo’ (the PACT program follow-up) that was based on the 

concept ‘Motorways of the Sea’ (15) (16). The concept was designed to take the burden off road 

transport to sea. It identified four main sea corridors throughout Europe as alternatives for certain 

congested routes. The Marco Polo program supports projects and innovative services that strive to 

achieve such end-results. The program is run by the EC’s Directorate General for Mobility and Transport 

(DG-MOVE) and the EU’s Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation (EACI) and focuses on 

projects to do with international freight traffic. Although the concept revolves around road to sea modal 

shift, the program ultimately also supports projects that promote modal shifts to inland waterways as a 

type of land transport, as well as sharing knowledge and encouraging cooperation in multi-modal 

transport and logistics(17).  

Since its launch in 2003, the program has successfully endorsed numerous projects that use alternative 

modal combination in transport, in which some include inland waterways (18). For example, the ‘Via 

Danube’ project led by a Bulgarian logistic company has established an alternative route for transporting 

goods between Germany and Bulgaria. The new route takes away a part of transport previously done on 

road and employ river barge services instead (19). Another example is the set-up of an e-learning 

platform for inland waterways logistics in Europe ‘EWITA’. The platform provides a common European 

training concept and practical training programs for intermodal transport along the Danube and Rhine-

Meuse-Scheldt corridors (18, 20). These success stories encouraged the EC to continue this funding 

program to help achieve the EU’s goal of shifting 50% of medium distance (over 300 km) freight journeys 

from road to rail and waterborne transport (21). 

In 2004 a group of representatives of Inland Waterway Transport (IWT) experts from the Netherlands, 

Switzerland, German, and Austria completed a project that evaluated the prospects of IWT in Europe in 

light of the expansion of EUMS. In accordance to the TEN-T Policy, it became crucial to connect the old 

and new Member States. The EC endorsed project (PINE) assessed various aspects surrounding IWT, i.e. 
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geographical, technical, economical, human resources and legislative framework. The experts projected 

that IWT can be expected to gain a significant growth only if all the supporting resources are developed 

to compete with other modes of transport, and if innovative genial logistic concepts are developed and 

promoted to boost IWT in non-traditional markets, such as containers, waste, cars, and recycled goods 

(22). 

In the same year another group of experts called the European Framework for Inland Navigation (EFIN) 

also published an analysis of the institutional framework situation of the European inland navigation at 

the time. This setting was then considered in proposing actions on how countries and organizations in 

Europe may integrate and fortify inland navigation in its freight transport system. The group concluded 

that an organization was required that is responsible for developing inland navigation, with 

consideration of all aspects surrounding its development, in coordination with all European countries 

(23).  

In line with the EU TEN-T policy and recommendations from such an analysis, the EC began an action 

program to promote inland navigation in 2006, the NAIADES (Navigation and Inland waterway Action 

and Development in Europe) (24, 25). The program aimed to increase the share of IWT in logistic 

transport and focused on the development of five strategic domains which include: market, fleet, jobs 

and skills, image, and infrastructure (24). As part of the program, the EC has adopted a few directives 

and regulations, namely directives on technical requirements for IWT vessels and regulations on the 

financial rate increase in TEN-T priority projects, as well as the “Marco Polo II” program (26). Other 

supporting projects were set up under NAIADES, one in particular, the PLATINA project, was set up in 

2008. The project serves as a platform for participating partners to fulfill the tasks required to achieve 

the NAIADES objectives. It also facilitated the evaluation of the NAIADES program as it ended in 2013 

(27). 

The acknowledgment of NAIADES program achievements and opportunities for improvements, together 

with the publication of the EC White Paper on European transport area in 2011, has led to the approval 

to continue with NAIADES II program (28). The EC Roadmap to a Single European Transport Area 

emphasized on developing a sustainable transport system under the forecasted resource and 

environmental constraints; and IWT development ultimately fits this concept (21). This second phase of 

NAIADES is planned to continue to 2020. The actions are directed to achieve sustainable growth and 

fortified integration of IWT in the Europe 2020 strategy through the creation of inland navigation as a 

quality mode of transport (28).  

The action program intervenes in 5 key factors: quality infrastructure, quality through innovation, 

smooth market function, low emission for environmental quality, and skilled workforce and quality jobs. 

In NAIADES II collaboration and distribution of responsibilities between the EC, MS, and the IWT sector 

are again emphasized and clarified. Measures pertaining international standards, i.e. setting up quality 

infrastructure and instating regulatory framework, fall under the responsibility of the EU and Member 

States. Other measures to ensure the integration and adoptions of improvements in the IWT, i.e. usage 

of the TEN-Transport (TEN-T) multimodal corridors and River Information System (RIS), to initiate 

research and development projects and fair competition in the market are the responsibilities of the IWT 

sector (28).  
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To continue support on the implementation of NAIADES II, the EC has also extended the PLATINA project 

to 2016. The PLATINA II serves as an online portal where key stakeholders can exchange their expert 

knowledge, good practices and foster cooperation. The main consortium presently involves 12 partners 

among others Austria, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Croatia, and Romania (25).  

Another large project to support international inland navigation is the aforementioned RIS. Its 

development has been a long-term policy of the EU to enhance quality services provided by inland 

navigation. The EC has enforced a directive that requires the application of RIS in Europe and 

recommended that vessels are equipped with the necessary standardized hardware and software system. 

The Implementation of RIS began in 2006 and is now in its second phase, conducting pilot projects. The 

RIS goals are not only ensuring the efficiency (time and resources) and safety of inland navigation, but 

also quality traffic management and environmental protection. It applies IT in acting as a platform for 

boat masters and fleet managers to find information needed to manage transport plans (fairway), 

tactical and strategic traffic information, as well as information on statistics and customs services as well 

as waterway charges or port dues (29).  

Regional European Inland Navigation Projects 

Other than policies and programs covering the Pan-European area, there have been many other 

international, national and regional initiatives to promote and develop regions along European rivers. 

Since the late 80s the EU has set up funding for cross-border cooperation through the European Regional 

Development Fund (ERDF). Funding is also received from national and local stakeholders. The program, 

INTERREG, has been extended several times and is now in its 4th period (30).  

INTERREG encourages joint programs stemming from the community, involving national, regional, and 

local authorities and the economic and social stakeholders. Starting from its third period, its working 

area is divided into cross-border (Strand A), transnational (Strand B), and interregional cooperation 

(Strand C). Out of these 3 strands in the latest INTERREG initiative, projects pertaining river 

infrastructure development are found in Strand B (hence the name INTERREG IIIB and later IVB) (31). 

More specifically, projects in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) “TransBaltic” to develop the inland water 

transport in the region’s transportation system (32).  

The particular project to promote and develop inland navigation in the BSR is INTRASEA (Inland 

Transport on SEA Routes). This project includes 28 partners in Finland, Sweden, Germany, Poland, 

Lithuania, and the Russian Federation. It was inspired by the EU White Paper 2001 and the TEN-T Policy 

to anticipate the increasing demands in the logistics market in the region. The growing goods transport 

capacity through BSR inland and a change in Russian transport policy that also emphasized the 

promotion of inland navigation have underlined the necessity of such a project, not to mention the other 

known benefits of inland navigation. Some of the main results of this project include an online free 

database on commercial and touristic routes, including their detailed navigability description, a vision of 

the BSR inland waterways network to be reached by 2020 and the strategies that can be adopted by the 

region to realize it (32, 33). 
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Another project under INTERREG was finished in 2006 centered on cities along the Danube resulted in a 

network called Donauhanse. One of the aims of the network is the promotion of sustainable increase in 

freight volumes on the Danube. Other goals may support the realization of this particular aim as they 

include expanding the network, encouraging knowledge and information exchange between members 

and supporting innovative projects proposed by members (34, 35). 

There are other projects under the auspices of INTERREG program that does not directly target rivers as 

a mode of goods transport but its impact boosts aspects of inland navigation in some ways. Projects in 

sections of the Rhine that connects Germany, France and Switzerland are good examples. The projects 

may target cultural integration and tourism, but in doing so they also improve parts of the river. They 

preserve natural parks in the vicinity, or strengthen cooperation in health care, improve accessibility by 

building railways and bridges in and to the region; all of which ultimately support the promotion of 

inland navigation in the logistics and tourism industries (36). 

The EC placed the Danube Region as Priority Area 1A in terms of regional development. The aim of the 

EU strategy for this region (EU Strategy for the Danube Region – EUSDR) is to improve mobility and 

multimodality: inland waterways. With Austria and Romania acting as coordinators, the program are 

currently working on nearly 100 projects in waterway infrastructure, management, IWT policies, ports 

and sustainable freight transport, fleet modernization, RIS, as well as education and jobs in inland 

navigation (37).  

Advantages and Challenges of Inland Navigation 

Inland navigation presents attractive prospects in economic and environmental aspects. Analyses and 

studies have repeatedly stated that inland navigation have significant advantages that will support the 

EU’s transport policy (5, 22, 27, 38-45).  

The most noteworthy advantage is the combination of its cost-efficiency per ton-kilometers per distance 

unit and safety in terms of shipping accidents and less pollution threat to the environment. The 1996 

UNECE White Paper pointed out that the carrying capacity and haulage cost of inland navigation vessels 

transporting large bulk and containerized cargo across long distances were much less in comparison to 

road or railway. This would lead to cheaper services and an attractive market potential (5). The German 

organization of inland waterways (Bundesverband der Deutschen Binnenschifffahrt e.V.) promotes 

modern inland waterway vessels as its capacity is equivalent to 150 container trucks on one journey (41). 

An analysis on the prospects of IWT on the Rhine mentioned that IWT in combination with trucks may 

provide a cheap alternative for short distances, provided the loading and unloading sites are near the 

water (38).  

Illustration on the capacity efficiency of inland navigation vessels in comparison to road transport can be 

seen in the next table from a publication by the Inland Navigation Europe (INE) (42). 
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Figure 2: Capacity comparison per cargo ship type and road transport (38)  

Source: Inland Navigation Europe (INE) Maps & Fleet (September 2014). 

Energy consumption in IWT industry is also lower in proportion to other modes of transport. In 2011 the 

recorded energy consumption of IWT amounts to only 1.6%, despite its 6% share in multimodal 

transport (46). The capacity and energy efficiency of inland navigation led to lower greenhouse-gas 

emission in comparison to road transport. An analysis on air pollutant as by-products of fossil-fuel by the 

Central Commission for the Navigation of the Rhine (CCNR) found that this efficiency reduces 

greenhouse-gas emission production from inland navigation insignificantly, including CO2 and CH4, 

keeping in mind that its present share in total transportation is very low. Air pollution caused by inland 

navigation are relevant only in CO2 emission, because the current estimated level of other known 

greenhouse-gases are deemed negligible (43). Applying combinations of technical and operational 
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measures, the CCNR concluded, can lower CO2 emission and fuel consumption as much as 50% (43). In 

addition, shifting more parts of the logistic chain from road to IWT can significantly contribute to the 

changes necessary to reduce greenhouse-gas emission(44, 45).  

Other types of gas emission are also further lessened by recent ship fuelling designs, which focus on not 

only pollution reduction but also energy efficiency. Different designs make way for varied emission 

reductions, as the estimations can be seen on this table (47). 

Energy Source Energy 
Saving 

Emission Reduction 
NOx SO2 PM10 CO2 

LNG (liquefied 

natural gas) 
100% LNG 18% 80% 100% 99% 25% 

Dual Fuel 80% LNG and 20% Diesel 20-30% 55-
70% 

50% 55% 15% 

Diesel Electric Propulsion with 2 electric engines and 4 
diesel generators combined with after 
treatment 

- Up to 
67% 

- Up to 
98% 

Up to 
32% 

After 
Treatment 
Equipment 

Main engines equipped with SCR-catalyst 
and PM trap 

- 90% - 97% - 

New Design 
and After 
Treatment 

Combination of lightweight-hull and 
optimized streamlining, contra rotating 
propellers, hybrid truck engines after 
treatment equipment  

18% 83% - 93% 85% 

Table 1: Energy saving and gas emission reduction estimations by ship fuelling design (47) Source: INE 
Clean Ships (Fleet Innovation) (September 2014). 

All these points are of particular importance as the EU has committed to reducing greenhouse-gas 

emission by 80-95% below 1990 levels by 2050 (21). 

Moreover, inland navigation experiences the least accidents, demands the least utilization of land, and 

causes the lowest water and soil pollution, as well as noise relative to other modes of transport (5). 

Indeed, inland navigation may help preserve and support the river habitat and its surroundings if 

developed within consideration of the environment (48).  

Air pollution caused by inland navigation is considered low due to its relatively untapped potential. In 

areas with busy inland navigation traffic, such as Hamburg and Cologne in Germany, the pollution rates 

cause much concern. The main issue is the operation of old ships, which produce waste beyond the 

accepted standards, and the question of how the government is enforcing the environmental protection 

law in this regard. The concern is aggravated in view of the inland navigation transport promotion. The 

organization for environment and nature protection Germany (41) is demanding a stricter ruling on 

Diesel-run inland navigation vessels in Cologne. With many cities in Europe with busy ship traffic, this 

matter indeed pertains to all of Europe (49).  
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In addition, during these times much improvement in the road vehicles pollution reduction is seen and if 

inland navigation vessels continue to operate without much restriction, this will alleviate the main 

advantage of inland navigation in freight transport (43, 50). The CCNR has suggested a number of 

measures to reduce fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions from inland navigation. Companies 

can opt to apply combinations of technical and operational measures. Building or adjusting old ships, for 

example, fall into technical measures, while optimizing the speed of ships is part of operational measures. 

An example of an innovative measure recommended to reduce fuel consumption is to operate shore-

based electricity operated vessels. This will reduce not only diesel consumption, which leads to less 

harmful emissions, but also noise pollution. To achieve significant reduction, several measures should be 

undertaken simultaneously (43).  

Some features of inland navigation also prove to be challenging to overcome. As a consequence of its 

dependence on nature, building an infrastructure that allows reliable services are expensive and at times 

nearly impossible, i.e. when there are extreme weather conditions such as frozen rivers and low water 

levels. In addition, establishing a multimodal transport system requires immense reorganization in the 

conventional logistic chain (5). Inland navigation has also been marked as slow in comparison to railway 

and road transport. However, this is not entirely true in comparison to road transport because it is 

subject to traffic congestions and unfavorable road conditions in some regions. Therefore, unless 

services required the transport of urgent goods, i.e. perishables, a regular round-the-clock and mostly 

reliable IWT services balances this particular shortcoming (5). 

Common IWT Vessels along the Rhine and Danube 

Inland navigation ship building technology has advanced along with the promotion of IWT. At present 

there are 5 main types of vessels that travel along the Rhine and Danube Rivers. The navigability of the 

river segments determines the technical requirements of vessels, and together with the type of goods, 

they are the main differentiating factors in their operation (51). 

Pushed convoy units  

A convoy is formed by a motor cargo vessel (a push boat) and one or more barges, in a way that 

minimizes water resistance.  A barge is a flat-bottomed boat that can transport dry or liquid bulk goods 

(freight), but it does not have its own motor. The number of barges allowed in a convoy is defined by the 

responsible authorities and depends on the river navigability. Nearly all (90%) shipment transportation 

on the Danube is transported in this way. On the other hand, only a tenth of this type of shipping 

operates on the Rhine (51).  

Dry cargo carriers 

This type of vessel is usually operated in pushed convoys or coupled formations. They can transport 

various types of goods, such as metal ores, timber and steel coils. Different models of this vessel are 

available, depending on the navigability of the river section (51). 



P a g e  | 18 

 

Tankers 

These vessels are also nearly always joined in pushed convoys or coupled formations. They transport oil 

products, chemicals and liquid gases (considered dangerous goods) and are especially equipped to 

minimize damages in case of accidents. Moreover, they are customized to transport goods that require 

certain conditions, i.e. specific temperature and pressure (51). 

Container vessels 

These vessels transport containers or combined with bulk cargo. This type of vessel transport more than 

1 million TEU between maritime ports and inland along the Rhine. Its potential usage (in convoys with 

pushed barges) is also considered to increase transport efficiency along the Danube (51). 

RoRo-vessels 

To transport goods that can be rolled on and off (RoRo) the water vessel on ramps, a type of vessel called 

catamaran (a multi-hulled vessel) is used. They are used to transport cars, lorries or semi-trailers, 

construction and agricultural equipment or other heavy and or oversized cargo. These vessels have a 

very spacious cargo area; no matter the modifications in the ship building, they can load up to 250 

sedans or 49 lorries (51). 

Heavy-cargo freight 

Although other vessels such as dry cargo carriers or normal RoRo-vessels can be used to transport heavy 

and or oversized goods, some cargoes are too heavy (for example, transformers) and therefore requires 

a certain type of ship. This ship could be a customized RoRo-vessel or barge which can be accessed by a 

ramp (51).  

European Inland Navigation Fleet Force 

The European inland navigation sector is dominated by Western European fleet, namely the Netherlands, 

Germany, Belgium and France (52, 53). They are mainly comprised of dry cargo, tank, push & tug vessels, 

but also passenger vessels in Germany and the Netherlands (53). Figure 3 and 4 show the major fleet 

forces and the types of vessels in European inland navigation. 
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Figure 3: Major European inland navigation fleet force. 

 
Figure 4: Main types of inland navigation vessels in Western Europe.  
Source (Figure 3 & 4): Adapted from IVR: Total Western European Fleet (March 2012)(53) 

Recent performance and future prospects of E inland waterways and freight transport  

In 2010 the navigable inland waterways in Europe (national and international) amounted to more than 

40,000 km, including canals and lakes. The largest portion is situated in Finland (> 8,000 km), while 

Germany, France and the Netherlands each has between approx. 5,000 – 7,700 km, and Poland has more 

than 3,500 km of inland waterways in use (46).  

With all the ongoing efforts to develop inland navigation and promote its inclusion in multimodal 

transport, statistics show that its role in Europe is still small in comparison to other modes of transport. 

The Eurostat 2006 saw a decreasing trend of inland freight transport, it was down 1% to 5% (in ton-

kilometer) share from the year 2000. The largest fall was seen in Germany in 2003, when there was an 

unusually dry summer (54). The statistics reported in 2007, however, a small increase and the share is 
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back to 6 % of all freight transport. Germany, the Netherlands, France, Belgium and Romania remain the 

dominant countries. Germany and the Netherlands alone has continuously accounted for over 75% of 

inland freight transport in EU-27 (55). Performance in other countries also remained stable, some 

reported increases (Luxembourg and Slovakia in 2006) and some reported falls (Czech Republic, Hungary 

and Poland in 2006) (54, 55). 

The 2013 statistical report on European freight transport in ton-kilometers (tkm) by inland waterways 

show a decrease from 2008-2009, an increase in the next year and a slight downturn up to 2011. The 

report showed that approximately 72% of freight in 2011 was transported by road, 17% by rail and only 6% 

by inland waterways and 5% by pipelines. Not only has the overall haulage performance been decreasing, 

the modal split of inland waterways for inland modes has showed a 0.3% decrease in 2011, after 

remaining stable until 2009 and picking up in 2010. The decrease between 2010 and 2011 is seen in all 

modes of transport although inland navigation suffered the largest loss of 4.8% (46). However, the share 

in 2011 is still higher than in 2008 (56).  

 Road Rail 
Inland 

Waterways 
Pipelines Total 

2000 1519 404 134 127 2183 
2001 1556 386 133 133 2208 
2002 1606 384 133 128 2251 
2003 1625 392 124 130 2271 
2004 1742 417 137 132 2427 
2005 1794 413 139 136 2482 
2006 1848 435 138 136 2556 
2007 1914 448 145 130 2638 
2008 1881 440 145 125 2590 
2009 1690 361 130 119 2300 
2010 1756 391 148 121 2416 
2011 1734 420 141 119 2414 

2000-2011 14.2% 4.0% 5.4% - 6.4% 10.6% 
per year 1.2% 0.4% 0.5% - 0.6% 0.9% 

2010-2011 - 1.2% 7.3% - 4.8% - 1.7% - 0.1% 

Table 2: EU-27 Freight Transport Performance for Inland Modes (in Billion Tonne-Kilometers) (39). 
Source: Adapted from European Commission: EU transport in figures - Statistical Pocketbook 2013 

Looking at the absolute numbers and despite the volatile performance records, Germany and the 

Netherlands continue to be countries with the largest freight transport volume in Europe. In 2011 

Germany grossed 55.0 billion tkm and the Netherlands 46.3 billion tkm in IWT. Romania, Belgium and 

France were next in line with only 11.4, 9.3, and 9.0 billion tkm, respectively (46).  

Some data on the number of vessel traffic can be found on the Austrian Danube section. A report from 

2010 show that 67,114 vessel units for freight transport and 32,153 units for passenger transport were 

transferred through locks along this section. These numbers reflected an increase in both freight and 

passenger transport, 4,5% and 1,3% respectively, compared to the previous year (51).  
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The most transported goods by IWT have been changing in proportion although the types of products 

remain relatively unchanged. In 2007 the dominating goods were sand and gravel, liquid cargo and coal 

and ore with more than 20% shares in the total transported goods. Dry cargo in containers and metal 

products experienced a significant increase up to that year (57). However, Eurostat recorded a much 

more evenly diversified share of types of transported goods in 2012. The main type of goods were metal 

ores (24.1%), followed by coke and refined petroleum products and agricultural products (15.6 % and 

12.3% respectively), chemicals, rubber and plastic, nuclear fuel, as well as coal and crude petroleum 

(approx. 10.5%). The largest growth between 2011 and 2012 is seen in the transport of agricultural 

products (>20%), while other products only grew around 6-7% and metal ores including other basic or 

fabricated metal products, in fact, experienced a negative growth (58). 

 
Figure 5. Proportion of goods transported by EU inland waterways (54). 
Source: Inland waterways freight transport – quarterly and annual data- Eurostat, 2014.  

Transport performance per corridor  

The E waterway network can be divided into 4 main network corridors that until now play the most 

important roles by way of freight transport performance. Each corridor functions as the inland waterway 

transport of diverse products but the amount of some goods are more on certain corridors, which is 

mainly due to navigability restrictions (57).  

The North-West (Rhine Scheldt) European Network (The Rhine River) is by far the dominant inland 

navigation route, especially in North West Europe. The Netherlands and Belgium see a large amount of 

traffic as they are situated at the end of this river, and serves as the gateway to Germany and France. In 

2007 more than 300 million tons of goods (nearly two thirds of the EU total) were transported on this 

river, mostly along the lower Rhine (between Rotterdam and Cologne). The majority of goods 

transported here are liquid cargo, containerized dry goods and sand and gravel (57).  

Ever since the construction of the Main-Danube canal connecting the Danube to the Rhine, the Southern 

East-West Network corridor has become more significant as an alternative mode of transport. The 
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Danube River plays a major role in Eastern Europe; almost 50 million tons of goods were transported in 

2007. However, its performance is yet believed to be far from optimized. As Germany is the only country 

through which the two main rivers, not to mention the Elbe river and other E waterway network sections, 

the development of the Danube is essential in this country, as well as other Danube riparian countries, to 

achieve the optimal share of IWT in multimodal transport. Nearly 50% of products transported on the 

Main-Danube canal in 2007 are foodstuffs and animal fodder and agricultural products. However, on the 

Danube iron ores and scrap along with raw and manufactured metals make up for almost half of the 

total transported goods (57).  

The Northern East-West Network provides access to countries bordering the North Sea and through 

Germany to the hinterland all the way to the Czech Republic. It is comprised mainly of the Elbe River, but 

projects are ongoing to extend the network around Berlin to Poland and to upgrade the Mittelland canal. 

The IWT traffic performance on the Mittelland canal and the Elbe River reached over 22 and 9 million 

tons (respectively) in 2007. The products most transported through this network are crude and 

manufactured minerals (sand and gravel) and foodstuffs or animal fodder (57).  

The Seine, Rhone/Saone, and Moselle waterways in France make up the North-South Network. 

Information on the diverse navigation characteristics of the sections in these waterways make the 

correlation to the types of goods mainly transported through these waterways possible. On the whole, 

the goods mainly passing through this network are agricultural products, solid mineral fuels and building 

materials and rough materials (57).  

In 2012 the PLATINA working group also published an analysis on the opportunities and challenges on 

realizing the European transport policy of integrating IWT on the Rhine corridor. It is a follow up on the 

2008 report on what is known about strategic inland waterways physical infrastructure projects. 

However, the 2012 report emphasized various aspects outside the subject of IWT itself in developing a 

general method for a corridor implementation plan, including other modes of transport and market 

factors that may contribute to its feasibility (59).  

The analysis concluded that IWT indeed has a remarkable potential in increasing its modal share within 

the intermodal logistic chain if the services are more frequent and its time-efficiency is improved. At 

present, one of the major challenges in promoting IWT in the market is hindrances to a more cost-

effective and efficient quality services. Lack of direct or close waterway connections to other modes of 

transport or long distances to terminals or end-destinations (especially for containers) in comparison to 

rail or road diminishes IWT’s selling point. Integration of IWT also means a reorganization of logistic 

chains that not only requires quality infrastructure (i.e. conveniently located ports, removed bottle necks, 

and information system) but also coordination between logistic companies and other key stakeholders in 

the market. The analysis also found that IWT is favorable to road, but less to rail, in terms of costs in 

some segments of the Rhine and gas emission. In terms of time and frequency of services IWT is the least 

favorable to road and rail (59). 

Therefore, in order to enlarge the IWT share in multimodal transport, the PLATINA group stressed the 

need for improvements in 3 aspects of performances: the pre and end-haulage time and distance by 

road, the volume of transported goods, and transshipment operations. However, it is a long process and 
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a lot still needs to be done by policy makers and market stakeholders. Cooperation based on a common 

goal is essential (59).  

The project group on the EUSDR has also recently published a report outlining the progress of their work 

in the Danube Region. Their report is categorized into policy, action and projects. While much has been 

achieved so far, plenty challenges were encountered and lessons learned. One of the points highlighted 

in the report was the fact that the political and diplomatic aspects between the riparian countries 

complicate the tasks, i.e. policy making and enforcing. For example, the time-efficiency of IWT on the 

Danube is hindered by the necessary paperwork because not all Danube riparian countries are in the EU 

or Schengen area. Another example is the reluctance of some countries to share information on river 

navigation required to effectively implement RIS along the Danube (60).  

The report also emphasized the need for coordination with other EU development sectors, namely 

“Biodiversity” and “Road, Rail and Aviation” to ensure environmental protection and sustainable IWT. 

Another issue is improvement and harmonization of several standards, including environmentally-

friendly vessels along the Danube, inland navigation crew certification and port performance indicators 

throughout Danube riparian countries (60).  

Concerns have also been expressed by the Oberelbe-Sachsen Inland Ports Association (Sächsische 

Binnenhäfen Oberelbe Verbund) regarding the suspended development of the Elbe (German Section) 

since a flood in 2002. The Elbe is believed to have the potential and demands worth of continuing its 

infrastructure to support international inland navigation of goods through Germany and Czech Republic. 

Discussions in Germany between all relevant stakeholders on how to proceed with the development 

plan while preserving the environment are ongoing but a decision should be reached in 2016 (61). 

At an international level, a report by the European Court of Auditors (ECA) concluded that the initiatives 

and resources poured into inland waterway projects in the last 14 years have failed to show significant 

impact on inland waterways’ modal share and overall navigability of the main corridors. They 

subsequently recommend that efforts should focus more on river corridors or segments that indicate 

significant and more immediate benefits. At the same time, project funding should be based on thorough 

analysis on potential market and benefits research with consideration on potential development of 

inland waterway in multimodal transport. Clarity of achievable project objectives, including maintenance 

plans, that considers the political and environmental aspects of inland waterways infrastructure 

development should also be ascertained for more successful cooperation between the EC and Member 

States (62).  

Recent Performance and Future Prospects of E inland waterways in passenger transport  

As previously noted, E inland waterways are not exclusively used for freight transport. It also serves as an 

important tourism attraction, and river cruises are growing. A recent report from the European Cruise 

Council (an international organization of cruise line companies) revealed growth in the cruise industry. 

Their report also mentioned the inclusion of river cruises although it did not provide detailed numbers. It 

showed that some cruise companies operate not only sea cruises, but also river cruises all over the world 

(63).  
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River cruises are mainly offered along the Danube, the Rhine, the Oder, the Moselle, the Elbe, the Volga, 

and the Dnieper. These rivers flow through several countries in Europe, mainly those in the EU but also 

the Ukraine and the Russian Federation. The Austrian organization coordinating EU transport projects 

along the Danube marked nearly a million passengers passing the Austrian Danube on a total of 112 

cabin vessels and 27 liner services in 2010. An increasing trend in the number of passengers in the 

between 2006 until 2010 has been seen, despite a downturn from 2008 to 2009 (51). Germany also 

benefit from a growing river cruise industry with millions of passengers touring its inland waterways 

every year (64).  

France noted a total of over 10 million passengers on board its river boats. This number includes 220,000 

river cruise passengers in 2011-2012, marking an increase of 20.7% compared to the year before (65). 

Switzerland is also widely known for its river and lake tourism. In 2006 more than 13 million passengers 

were transported on its lake and river boats (66). Plans are under discussion to connect its rivers and 

lakes to the Rhine and the Po to open more access to the seas (67).  

A number of projects focusing on regions around rivers in Europe strive to achieve sustainable river 

development, including tourism. These projects, namely INTERREG, EUSDR and Trans Baltic, directly or 

indirectly promoted and are promoting river tourism. River cruise companies’ associations such as the 

European Cruise Commission and IG River Cruise also supports maintaining and promoting the 

development of sustainable rivers (63, 68).  

International Health Regulations (IHR) 2005 and IWT 

The World Health Organization (WHO) has published the second edition of IHR in 2005 (entered into 

force June 2007) and it has been ratified by most member countries in the world. Ratifying countries 

have 5 years to prepare the necessary capacity needed to implement these regulations, but they can be 

granted a 2-year extension up to 2 times when applicable. This process has reached its second extension 

in 2014 as some countries have yet fulfilled the minimum requirements (69).  

In IHR 2005 WHO defined “public health risk” as “a likelihood of an event that may adversely affect the 

health of human populations, with an emphasis on one which may spread internationally or may present 

a serious and direct danger”, and “public health emergency of international concern (PHEIC)” as “an 

extraordinary event which is determined, as provided by these Regulations, to constitute a public health 

risk to other States through international spread of disease and to potentially require a coordinated 

international response”. In essence, the regulations oblige countries to ensure safe travel of persons, 

animals and goods through international borders so as to protect countries from public health 

emergencies, and to control such threats should they be found. This is achieved by surveillance, 

reporting and applying measures of prevention and response applicable to the identified threats of 

international concern (70).  

Public health risks can be brought about by persons, vectors and goods. The IHR has provided detailed 

criteria in determining whether an event may be deemed an international public health concern but the 

agreement of both the reporting country and the WHO Directorate General are unequivocally required 
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to declare such events. The WHO can thereafter issue recommendations to the reporting country(s) and 

may further assist them in their responses (70).  

The IHR 2005 divided the required core capacities to implement the regulations into two categories: for 

surveillance and response and for designated airports, ports and ground crossings. In surveillance and 

response, the capacities are further differentiated into: 1) local community and/or primary, 2) 

intermediate and 3) national public health response level. All levels must be able to detect or confirm 

disease or death cases of warranted attention and report them to the higher level immediately, along 

with all the necessary information. They also must be able to at least supervise the necessary control 

measures according to their level. The national level is responsible for assessing urgent events within 48 

hours and immediately reporting such an event to the National Focal Point (NFP) to be forwarded to 

WHO. It must also be capable of providing support for all the necessary control measures and their 

organization within the country (70).  

The requirements for designated ports are divided into which capacities have to be ready at all times and 

which are only immobilized when there is a public health emergency of international concern. The ports 

are required to have access to certain medical services and support at a port with clean and safe public 

facilities. Trained personnel must also be available for inspection of conveyances and control of vectors 

and reservoirs in and around the port (70). The Port Health Authority (71) must be capable to carry out 

the everyday task of ensuring safe travel and its facilities. This includes monitoring moving goods to 

ensure its safety from contaminants, ensuring sanitary travel facilities for travelers, supervising sanitary 

and safe waste disposal, supervising all necessary action measures, advising and supervising travel 

service providers, and having an established communication line to the NFP. In addition, they must have 

contingency plans ready in case of unexpected public health events (72).  

To adequately respond to a public health emergency of international concern, this plan includes, but not 

limited to:  

1. appointment of the persons in the relevant organizations 

2. assessment and care for the affected travelers or animals, logistics for the control measures 

(quarantine facilities, investigation facilities and personnel protective equipment) and 

3. control of the entry and exit points (70).  

Role of Port Health Authorities 

Under the IHR 2005 State Parties are required to designate Points of Entry (PoE) that will be equipped 

with the core capacities for surveillance and response to PHEIC. The State Parties also had to provide a 

list of ports that are authorized to issue Ship Sanitation Control Certificates (SSCC). A PoE may be either a 

designated PoE or a port authorized to issue SSC, or both. Following the IHR 2005 entry into force, a list 

of ports that are authorized to issue SSC have been submitted by countries and can be seen on the WHO 

IHR website; however, a list of designated PoE around Europe or the world is not yet available on this 

site (73). 

The ports named on the list of authorized ports to issue SSC are divided into 3 groups: ports that are 

authorized to issue SSCC only, and or SSC Exemption Certificates (SSCEC) only or SSCC extensions. The 
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issuance of SSCC follows a comprehensive and detailed inspection of all areas of a ship. The inspection 

procedures and techniques are used to assess any presence of ship-borne public health risks and collect 

information to decide on any necessary action. WHO has published a handbook to assist PHA and other 

relevant parties in completing the SSC issuance procedure. The handbook is divided into 2 parts; the first 

entails what PHA has to do in planning inspections and during inspections. The second detailed a 

checklist of the inspection areas, procedure, the information needed for assessment, documentation, 

and necessary follow-ups (72).  

To perform this task, they must have adequate trained officers equipped with technical and 

administrative resources to conduct the inspection, assess the inspection results, issue the certificates 

and carry out or supervise appropriate control measures. If they lack the capacities to carry out such 

measures, they should only issue a Ship Sanitation Control Exemption Certificate (SSCEC), include this 

information on the certificate, and inform the next known PHA. The SSCEC grants a one-month extension 

to the ship operator for inspection at the PHA of their next call. In IHR 2005 the WHO has provided a 

standardized format of the SCC to ensure international recognition and validity (72).  

As part of their responsibility, should any public health threat is detected then the PHA are authorized to 

claim the ship as affected. They may take or advise necessary actions to eliminate the risk and the 

technique to do so, following requirements under IHR 2005. The actions must consider public health and 

environmental health aspects (72).  

Affected ships must undergo the necessary treatment to prevent public spread. If the particular PHA is 

incapable, the ship may continue their route provided that the risk is recorded on their SSCC and the PHA 

contacts the PHA at the next port of entry. As a rule, every ship has the right of ‘free pratique’, despite 

reasons of public health concern. However, PHA may condition an inspection and any necessary public 

health risk elimination measure (72).  

The ports with the role of designated PoE and deemed as competent authorities have the capability to 

ensure monitor day-to-day operations at PoE, as well as to act accordingly and in a timely manner should 

the possibility of a PHEIC occur (namely following an established emergency plan and communicating 

risks). Lists of core capacities need to be fulfilled to successfully perform this surveillance and response 

tasks are available in the IHR 2005 Annex 1. 

State of PoE capacity building according to IHR 2005 

As obligated by the IHR 2005, ratifying countries are required to equip their designated PoE with 

completed core capacities listed in the Annex 1 within 5 years of the regulations coming into force, 2007. 

To monitor its process the Global Alert and Response Department has been publishing reports providing 

a summary of the progress, of which the most recent was for the year 2012. The 2012 report was based 

on a WHO monitoring questionnaire, in which 32 out of 53 (60%) countries in the WHO European Region 

participated, and inputs from NFPs (74).  

This summary report provided information on the progress of the development of 8 core capacities for 

detecting certain human hazards and events at PoE, the designation and capacity development at PoE 
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(Annex 1 of IHR 2005) and capacities for four IHR hazards: biological (including food safety and zoonosis), 

chemical and radio-nuclear (74).   

The 8 core capacities mentioned above are not those listed in the Annex 1 of IHR 2005, but rather a 

derivative on what the operational capacity components are necessary to implement this regulation. As 

identified in the WHO IHR implementation monitoring framework, they are (75): 

1. National legislation, policy and financing (government documents supporting IHR 

implementation) 

2. NFP communications and coordination (multi-sectoral mechanism for coordination in IHR 

implementation)  

3. Surveillance (routine surveillance system established to enable early public health events 

detection) 

4. Response (established response mechanisms to a public health emergency) 

5. Preparedness (established national public health emergency preparedness and response plan for 

the identified 4 hazards as well as public health risk and resource mapping)   

6. Risk communication (effective communication plan during a public health emergency) 

7. Human resources (trained human resources available to implement IHR) 

8. Laboratory (laboratory resources to examine public health hazards)  

Not all the 32 participating countries answered all the questions in the WHO monitoring questionnaire. 

However, from the information provided the WHO was able to conclude that 7 of those core capacities 

have reached more 75% completion in the WHO European Region. Particularly, deficiencies in the 

human resources became evident. 

 
Figure 6: Core capacities for certain human hazards and events detection at PoE progress (74) 
Source: Adapted from ‘Summary of State Parties 2012 Report on IHR Core Capacity Implementation: 

Regional Profiles’. 

On the side of PoE, notable progress has been reported on the designation of ports, IHR implementation 

documents’ update, surveillance and standard response procedure development. However, progress has 

been relatively low in terms of establishing communication between international PoEs or to the NFP 

(74).   
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In the development of capacities to detect and respond to the 4 identified hazards, significant progress 

has been noted in various attributes to the capacities. However, further work is still needed in different 

aspects of the 4 hazards, namely, developing national chemical profiles, mechanisms for rapid 

assessment and management of chemical events, as well as access to health facilities and capable 

laboratory resources in radiological and radio-nuclear events (74).  

As mentioned before, countries are encouraged to perform their own assessment to measure their 

progress in implementing IHR. In support of this task, the WHO has also published an assessment tool of 

the necessary instruments that each country’s designated ports of entry (air, port and ships, ground) 

must have. The tool helps to determine which core capacity requirements have already been fulfilled 

and how far the preparation process is when they are still under development. It includes checklists of 

core capacities required for coordination, communication of events and adoption of measure and those 

required at the ports for routine surveillance and to respond when a PHEIC occurs (76).  

IWT ports are also subject to the same regulations, as they may also be designated PoE and or ports 

authorized to issue SSCC. However, there has been no report addressing such ports exclusively. 

Therefore, the next chapter in this report is to provide that information by applying the WHO assessment 

tool and questions to evaluate hygiene inspection practices in a questionnaire.  

Health Risks of International Importance 

Public health risks of international importance can cross international borders by all modes of transport, 

including inland navigation. This entails not only the transport of goods, but also passengers. WHO has 

identified 4 sources of human hazards with potential PHEIC in IHR: zoonotic, food safety, chemical and 

radiological (70). Reports of chemical and radiological incidents with human casualties have not been 

many in the last decades. In contrast, quite a number of public health events caused by communicable 

diseases (zoonotic & food safety) with substantial numbers of affected humans have been documented 

in recent years, as found in a literature review by EU SHIPSAN Act (77). These diseases can be 

transmitted from person to person, through food, water, air or vectors. They become a matter of public 

health when they cause outbreaks on board ships or even further. 

Most outbreaks occur on passenger ships, especially cruise ships where susceptible individuals are 

confined in a closed area for a period of time. The most recorded outbreaks on passenger cruise ships 

(not limited to river cruise) are related to biological pathogens that were exacerbated by various factors. 

Some of the most common pathogens found are Salmonella spp, enterotoxicigenic E. coli spp, Shigella 

spp and Norovirus. Contributing factors include inadequate temperature control, infected food handlers, 

contaminated raw ingredients, cross-contamination and excursions on shore (78).  

Not all outbreaks are reported or even thoroughly investigated; however, a few events were studied to 

reveal possible origins of the infection. The ECDC received reports of 7 Norovirus outbreaks between 24 

April and 9 June 2006 alone. Investigations were still ongoing at the time of the publication on the 

Eurosurveillance website. They all happened on cruise ships sailing through Europe, mostly the Baltic Sea, 

but parts of their route also included rivers. The pathogen identified was Norovirus and despite control 

measures against it being taken on board, the outbreak persisted its course. Because the ships sailed 
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through multiple countries in Europe, ECDC pointed out the need for international guidelines on 

outbreak investigations on cruise ships (79).  

A retrospective epidemiological study on one outbreak on a river cruise in Europe in 2006 was reported. 

It may very well be one of the seven events reported to the ECDC but the anonymity of the report 

hinders this confirmation. The investigated outbreak was a second one occurring on a ship from a 

company who reported outbreaks on their two other ships in the same summer. Norovirus was 

accounted for the outbreak. The study concluded that a combination of contaminated food, water, 

surfaces and infected room-mates may have played a role in the outbreak. However, the suspicion that 

the virus was introduced by the company’s food-handler was overruled by the finding of multiple strains 

of the virus. This finding suggested contamination originated from water source or processing during the 

voyage, but unfortunately further investigation was hindered due to lack of information on the initial 

outbreak (first ship). The study also mentioned that employees who had previously been absent due to 

similar symptoms were allowed back on duty without clarity as to their health status, implying a lack of 

stringent control measures. As the cruise sailed through Europe, the investigators stressed the need for 

standardized international guidelines on reporting, investigating and controlling norovirus outbreaks on 

cruise ships (80).  

The CCNR held a conference in 2007 on the raising issue of Norovirus outbreaks on river cruises. A 

presentation on a Gastroenteritis outbreak on a river cruise vessel along a section of the Rhine in 

Germany to Switzerland in 2007 was included. The event involved known 12 passengers and 38 out of 40 

crew members. Norovirus was found in 6 stool samples from a batch of passengers who had recovered 

by the time they were seen by a physician, which led to the no notification of the local authorities. The 

ship changed passengers and the symptoms occur in this new batch as well although the kitchen cook 

was immediately suspended after he became ill. By the time the laboratory results arrived from the stool 

samples and the authorities were informed, the cruise was en route to Basel through Strasbourg. In 

addition, the ship inspection also revealed ineffective hygiene measures and water disinfection 

treatment on board. Four weeks later another Norovirus outbreak was reported to one of the local 

authorities involved in this case, amounting to 3 cases in 2 years, indicating the necessity for better 

prevention and control measures (81, 82).  

A study on surface and sewage water as drinking source waters in the Netherlands found high trace 

concentrations of highly infectious gastroenteritis viruses such as Norovirus and Rotavirus in water 

samples from large rivers in the country. The authors emphasized that due to the high concentration 

levels of detected viruses, even if only 1% were indeed infectious, it may cause a significant health risk 

(83). Furthermore, a more recent study on drinking water sources in the Netherlands, including river 

water, discovered seasonal fluctuations of virus traces. The authors concluded that should a season 

when higher concentrations of viruses occur simultaneously with a lower quality water treatment 

process, it may present a public health threat to the water consumers (84). 

Another less common but needs mentioning is Legionnaires’ disease, which is known to spread through 

equipment used in transforming water to aerosol or its products. Its symptoms are considerably similar 

to other lower respiratory system diseases but have been noted to progress rapidly with fatal results due 

to misdiagnosis. Two death cases were found among ship mechanics repairing a cargo ship that had been 



P a g e  | 30 

 

docked for 2 years. It was found that the mechanics were working together on the ship’s water pump 

and stayed in the same hotel room. Although there were 5 mechanics working on the same pump, only 

the two were infected. It was suspected that this might be due to different levels of exposures. The 

higher amount of pathogen exposure and the ensuing repeated misdiagnosis result in inadequate 

treatment then fatality. As the ship sailed under the Tunisian flag but the workers came from Barcelona, 

this event was of international concern. Therefore, the need for standardized international legislation 

and guideline on the maintenance of water installation on ships is emphasized, as well as the necessity 

for adequate training of health care professionals to ensure early diagnosis (85) (see Fig. 5). 

Surveillance System 

In the face of communicable disease outbreaks prevention and control, the European Parliament has set 

up an Early Warning and Response System (ERWS) in 1998. It serves as a platform of communication 

between EU countries’ public health authorities in sharing information on communicable diseases. The 

platform is accessible only to members of government-appointed national public health authorities. The 

system focuses on communicable diseases, regardless of location or ways of transmission, and continues 

to be updated (86, 87).  

One of the most prominent disease outbreaks in inland ships is caused by food-borne viruses, specifically 

Norovirus. In 2004 the EC started up a project on European Norovirus surveillance and early outbreak 

detection network named DIVINE-Net. The Norovirus cases included in this surveillance not only includes 

Norovirus cases on ships but also other settings such as hospitals and restaurants. The project was based 

on the ‘Food-borne viruses in Europe research network’ that allows for rapid international 

epidemiological information exchange. The DIVINE-Net project ended with promising outcomes by 

successfully networking laboratory and epidemiological data in 10 countries. Hence, new knowledge on 

the epidemiology of Norovirus has been discovered and more data analysis is pending. However, the EC 

decided against continuing support for this network although the potentials of such a surveillance 

system were acknowledged (79, 88).  

Realizing this potential, the experts and partners involved in the project decided to establish an informal 

network dedicated to Norovirus surveillance database not only across Europe, but also globally. 

Members of this network are privy to extensive data on Norovirus occurrence, both existing and 

emerging strains. This network ultimately aims to prevent more and limit Norovirus epidemics (89).  

Outbreak management in ships including inland navigation 

In cases of outbreaks on inland vessels, the WHO has provided a guide for ship sanitation and outbreak 

management that can be adapted according to different country situations. This guide pertains to all 

parties in navigation, from the ship owner, master, crew as well as port health authorities. Described in 

detail are the recommended steps in outbreak investigation and control (90). 
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Current hygiene inspection national legislation, regulations or guidelines and practices at 

ports along E International waterways, as well as the implementation of IHR 2005 core 

capacities at designated ports of entry (PoE) 

As inland navigation is one of the priorities in the European transport development policy, its potential 

risks that may affect international health should be minimized. Known main sources of public health 

hazards in this case are, as discussed previously, communicable diseases, biological, chemical and 

radiological sources. To counter these hazards, well-established standardized hygiene inspections 

practices at European inland waterways ports, their legal background, in addition to implementation of 

the core capacities at designated ports under the IHR 2005 are of major significance.  

A previous SHIPSAN study focusing on passenger ships revealed that there are diverse practices in 

hygiene inspections, legal background, and port-to-port communication between national authorities in 

European countries. This study takes on a different perspective, as it focuses on inland navigation vessels 

that entail passenger and also cargo ships. It aims to gather information on the national legislations, 

regulations or guidelines on sanitation inspections in inland navigation, as well as current sanitation 

inspections at regional and local port authority levels. In addition, the study also concentrates on the 

implementation of core capacities at designated ports according to IHR as they should be standardized 

to monitor and act against possible PHEIC.  
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Methodology 

A literature research was first conducted to describe the recent situation of European Inland Navigation. 

We went through scientific literature databases (Pubmed and EMBASE), official websites from 

universities and organizations relevant to inland navigation, and public search engines (Google and Bing). 

Search terms include exact terms and variations of: inland navigation, inland navigation Europe, inland 

navigation vessels, river transportation, river cargo shipping, river cruise, International Health 

Regulations, infectious diseases, infectious diseases on ships, ship sanitation certificate, WHO designated 

ports Europe, port health authority Europe AND inland navigation. We concentrated our search on topics 

relevant to cargo and passenger ships using European inland waterways, and further in relevance to the 

health regulations along the ports along these international waterways. 

We set out our search to publications mainly written in English in the past 20 years, and in addition, in 

German and French. The information we gather provides an overview of the recent situation in European 

inland navigation and the public health risks consequent to its development. For the purpose of the 

project, we continued our research concerning the health regulations enforced on the ports, specifically 

in accordance to the WHO 2005 International Health Regulations.  

Using the information from publications we gathered, we developed a questionnaire to enquire the 

practical aspect of hygiene control at ports and the state of completion of core capacities at designated 

ports as required by IHR 2005. The questionnaire is divided into 3 parts: 

 Part A. To be answered by national authorities only. 

Questions in this part focus on: 

 the existence and application of national legislation, legislation or guidelines related to 

sanitation inspections on board inland navigation vessels 

 general statistical information on commercial inland navigation vessels 

 the existence of mandatory public health risk assessment tools, and  

 reported or investigated public health events related to inland navigation. 

 Part B. To be answered by all authorities. 

Here the list of core capacities required at designated ports according to IHR 2005 is presented. 

It includes 2 sections: core capacities at all times and core capacities for responding to events 

that may constitute a public health emergency of international concern (PHEIC). Respondents 

can tick on full, partial or none to signify the stage of implementation of a core capacity in the 

area under their authority. 

 Part C. To be answered by regional/local authorities only. 

Questions in this part center on the practical side of sanitation/hygiene inspection on inland 

navigation vessels, issuance of Ship Sanitation Control Certificates (SSCC) and notification 

requirements according to the IHR 2005, as part of a risk assessment and management of public 

health events. Practices of hygiene inspection on inland navigation vessels include whether a 

standardized inspection form is used, what items are inspected, frequency of inspection, which 

vessels are inspected and how the inspection results are treated.  
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In addition, in some of the questions where the existence of a document is stated, the respondents are 

asked to provide a copy of the document. Some of the questions are also conditional, meaning they have 

to fulfill a certain criteria to answer the next question. It is also possible for respondents to jump over a 

question, leaving it blank. These features are all made available on the online questionnaire.  

We distributed the link to the online questionnaire via email to a list of identified potential responders in 

27 SHIPSAN partnering countries in the EU. The intended respondents were the national SHIPSAN Act 

project partners and regional or local port authorities and stakeholders identified in previous SHIPSAN 

Act work packages. We targeted national and local authorities who are authorized to conduct health 

inspections on ships and issue. The invitation recipients, if they were not competent to partake in the 

survey, were asked to forward it to someone who has such competence in their institution. 

The respondents received a minimum of 2 emails with our invitation to participate in the project, along 

with a letter of endorsement from the EU Directorate General for Health and Consumers (DG SANCO). 

The first invitation was disseminated in December 2013; in January 2014 a reminder was sent to those 

who did not respond to the first one. After these two occasions, we approached the potential 

responders again via phone, first in April then May 2014. Another attempt to reach more respondents 

was done in June 2014, again via email with the assistance of our main project partners in Greece. Finally, 

we approached participants in the SHIPSAN Act JA Luxembourg meeting of October 2014 who are port 

authorities from countries who had yet responded to our invitation.   

Due to requests of several respondents, as well as late entries, we also distributed a digital document 

version of the questionnaire, which respondents can return by email. All the responses were assembled 

together on an Excel file, on which we performed our descriptive analysis. 

For the purpose of this report, some of the responses are grouped according to where the country’s 

main inland waterways reside. The following EU countries are enlisted as they are included in the Blue 

Book IWT database (11). They are presented in 3 groups:  

Rhine, Danube and Central European 
countries 

Baltic and other Northern 
European countries 

Other European 
countries 

Austria Germany Denmark Lithuania Greece 

Belgium Hungary Estonia Norway Italy 

Bulgaria Luxemburg Finland Poland Portugal 

Croatia Netherlands Iceland Sweden Spain 

Czech Republic Romania Ireland United Kingdom  

France Slovakia Latvia   

12 countries 11 countries 4 countries 

Table 3: EU country grouping for the purpose of this report. 
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Results 

Respondent Profile 

Our correspondence yielded responses from 13 out of 27 SHIPSAN Act partnering countries within the 

EU. Of all the participating countries, responses came from 10 national authorities (NA) and 12 regional 

authorities. Several authorities who responded belonged to the same country (a combination of national 

and regional or regional and regional authorities); hence, total country participation is less than number 

of respondents. Two respondents identified themselves as both national and regional authorities (Table 

4). 

Region National Authority 
(NA) 

Regional/Local 
Authority (RA) 

Remark 

Rhine, Danube and Central European countries (in total 13 countries) 

7 countries 5 5  

Baltic and other Northern European countries (in total 11 countries) 

5 countries 3 6 One authority responded as 
both an NA and an RA in 1 
country 

Other European countries (in total 4 countries) 

1 country 1 1 One authority responded as 
both an NA and an RA in 1 
country 

TOTAL 9 12 in 9 countries  

Table 4: List of responding national and regional or local authorities. 

Further results are reported according to the 3 questionnaire parts. 

PART A: Answered by National Authorities (NA) 

Eight out of nine NAs responded to a question regarding national legislation, regulation or guidelines 

related to vessel sanitation inspections, and 2 of them reported having specific legislations pertaining 

inland navigation. One of these countries also applies national legislations for land-based premises that 

include provisions addressing inland navigation. Three other countries reported national legislations for 

land-based premises that are also applicable to inland navigation (see Table 5). One respondent reported 

that there is no national legislation or guidelines in vessel sanitation inspections related to inland 

navigation. Two NAs conduct inspections following the WHO Handbook for inspections of ships and 

issuance of SSCC.  

These NAs were then asked which kind of inland vessels their national legislation/regulation/guideline 

applies to, specifically the flag they sail under and their route itinerary. One NA reported that theirs to all 

vessels on international and national itinerary, regardless of their flags. One country reported a similar 

situation but only to vessels under their national flag. Furthermore, 3 out of 5 reported that theirs 
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applied to all those sailing under their own flags, whether the vessels are on an international or a 

national route. 

 

Region 

Specific 
legislation 
for inland 
navigation 

National 
legislation for 
land-based 
premises 
including specific 
provisions for 
inland navigation 

National 
legislation for 
land-based 
premises 
applicable to 
inland 
navigation 

No specific 
legislation 
for inland 
navigation 

Other 

Rhine, Danube and 
Central European 
countries (N= 4) 

1  2 1 1 (WHO IHR 
2005 and 

WHO 
Handbook) 

Baltic and other 
Northern European 
countries (N= 2) 

1    1 

Other European 
countries (N= 2) 

  1   

TOTAL (8) 2 0 3 1 2 

Table 5: Applied national legislation or regulation or guidelines related to vessel sanitation inspections for 
inland vessels. 

Detailed responses concerning national legislations or regulations or guidelines currently applicable in 

inspecting inland navigation are shown in Annex Table 1.  

All the same NAs who responded to the previous question (8 in total) also reported that there is no 

mandatory risk assessment tool to evaluate public health risks on inland navigation. 

The NAs were also asked if they have conducted public health event investigations on inland navigation 

vessels or notified of such investigations in the last 5 years. Two NAs reported that they had conducted 

public health investigations on inland navigation due to an outbreak (in 2009 and 2010). The case in 2010 

affected 42 people on a river cruise ship, where the causing agent of that outbreak was found to be 

Norovirus.  The investigation in 2009 involved 1 case, but further details on the causing agent were not 

provided. 

PART B: Answered by All Authorities (Notification Requirements under the IHR)  

Participation from 19 authorities (both NA and RA) provides information for this part of the 

questionnaire. Approximately 90% of all responding authorities reported that they have fully or partially 

established the entire core capacities required to be ready at all times. One NA reported that all their 

core capacities were under development. One other NA and one RA did not answer any question in this 

part. 
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The figures presented next account for each of the core capacities listed in the IHR Annex 1 for 

designated PoE that must be ready at all times (core capacity 1-5). In these figures, several facts need to 

be noted: 

1. National authorities who represent both national and regional/local authorities are included in 

their capacity as a national authority.  

2. The NA that informed that all their core capacities were under development is regarded as 

having answered partial implementation.  

3. The one NA and one RA who did not answer any question in this part are excluded from the 

figure.  

Figure 6 illustrates the stage of completion for core capacity (1). Information was received from 17 NAs 

and RAs, and 14 of them reported having reached full implementation. 

 

 

Figure 7: Implementation of core capacities at all times (1) at PoE (IHR 2005). 

Figure 8 shows the implementation stage of core capacity (2). Seventeen respondents answered this 

question, and 15 reported that they have completed it.  

 

14 (6 NA & 8 RA) 

2 

1 
2 

To provide access to (i) an appropriate medical service 
including diagnostic facilities located so as to allow the 

prompt assessment and care of ill travelers, and (ii) 
adequate staff, equipment and premises 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (1 NA &
1RA)

None (NA)

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)
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Figure 8: Implementation of core capacities at all times (2) at PoE (IHR 2005). 

Seventeen NAs and RAs provided information on core capacity (91) (Figure 9). 13 of the respondents 

have fully implemented this core capacity, but 4 (2 NAs) reported that it is still an ongoing process. 

 

 

Figure 9: Implementation of core capacities at all times (91) at PoE (IHR 2005). 

A total of 16 NAs and RAs responded to the question on core capacity (91). Figure 9 shows that 7 NAs 

and 6 RAs reported full implementation of this core capacity. 

15 (6 NA & 9 RA)  

1 
1 

2 

To provide access to equipment and personnel for the 
transport of ill travelers to an appropriate medical 

facility 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (NA)

None (NA)

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)

13 (6 NA & 7 RA) 

4 

0 
2 

To provide trained personnel for the inspection of 
conveyances 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (2 NA
and 2 RA)

None

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)



P a g e  | 38 

 

 

Figure 10: Implementation of core capacities at all times (91) at PoE (IHR 2005). 

In Figure 10 answers from 17 respondents are illustrated. Eleven authorities reported that they have 

fully implemented core capacity (5), while four, two of them NAs, reported partial implementation.  

 

Figure 11: Implementation of core capacities at all times (5) at PoE (IHR 2005). 

As for core capacities required to handle international public health emergency events (a-g), only two 

national authorities (NA) of two countries and 5 regional/local authorities (RA) in 4 other countries 

reported full scale preparedness. 

The figures below illustrate the stage of implementation of these core capacities to respond to PHEIC as 

reported by national and or regional or local authorities. The same considerations taken into account in 

the following figures are similar to those noted in the figures depicting the core capacities at all times 

(Figures 6-10). In addition, two RAs in one country reported that they did not receive travelers other 

13 (7 NA & 6 RA) 

2 

1 

3 

To ensure a safe environment for travelers using point of entry 
facilities, including potable water supplies, eating 

establishments, flight catering facilities, public washrooms, 
appropriate solid and liquid waste disposal services and other 

potential ris 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (1 NA
& 1 RA)

None (RA)

No answer (1 NA & 2 RA)

11 (6 NA & 5 RA) 
4 

2 

2 

To provide as far as practicable a programme and 
trained personnel for the control of vectors and 

reservoirs in and near points of entry 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (2 NA
and 2 RA)

None (RA)

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)
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than a ship’s crew; thus, giving reason that core capacities related to travelers are not part of their 

authority. Furthermore, one NA revealed that it did not have any designated ports according to IHR 2005; 

therefore, it responded none to all core capacities in responding to PHEIC. 

In Figure 11, answers from 17 authorities are illustrated. Twelve respondents reported that they have 

fully implemented core capacity (a), and according to the other 4 it is undergoing development. 

 

Figure 12: Implementation of core capacities for responding to events that may constitute a PHEIC (a) at 
PoE (IHR 2005). 

Sixteen respondents provided information on the extent of core capacity (b) completion, as seen in the 

following Figure 12. In this aspect, 11 authorities (4 NAs and 7 RAs) have reached full completion.  

12 (6 NA & 6 RA) 

4 

1 
2 

To provide appropriate public health emergency 
response by establishing and maintaining a public health 
emergency contingency plan, including the nomination 
of a coordinator and contact points for relevant point of 

entry, public health and other agency 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (1 NA &
3 RA)

None (NA)

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)
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Figure 13: Implementation of core capacities for responding to events that may constitute a PHEIC (b) at 
PoE (IHR 2005). 

Information regarding the completion of core capacity (c) is provided by 17 authorities. Eleven of them 

have reached a full stage, while three NAs reported that it is partially implemented (Figure 13). 

 

Figure 14: Implementation of core capacities for responding to events that may constitute a PHEIC (c) at 
PoE (IHR 2005). 

In the following figure, 16 responses to the implementation stage of core capacity (d) are shown. Ten 

authorities, including 3 NAs, reported a full stage. Four other NAs, however, are currently working to 

complete this core capacity.  

11 (4 NA & 7 RA) 
4 

1 

3 

To provide assessment of and care for affected travelers 
or animals by establishing arrangements with local 
medical and veterinary facilities for their isolation, 
treatment and other support services that may be 

required 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (3 NA
and 1 RA)

None (NA)

No answer (1 NA & 2 RA)

11 (4 NA & 7 RA) 3 

3 

2 

To provide appropriate space separate from other 
travelers, to interview suspect or affected person 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (NA)

None (1 NA & 2RA)

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)



P a g e  | 41 

 

 

Figure 15: Implementation of core capacities for responding to events that may constitute a PHEIC (d) at 
PoE (IHR 2005). 

For core capacity (e), 17 authorities shared their present state of implementation. Ten authorities, 

including 4 NAs, reported a complete stage, while 3 NAs reported a partial completion (Figure 15). 

 

Figure 16: Implementation of core capacities for responding to events that may constitute a PHEIC (e) at 
PoE (IHR 2005). 

In the next chart, 15 authorities provided information on the current state of implementing core capacity 

(f). Four NAs reported full completion, while 3 claimed it is in the development stage, and 1 without 

implementation.   

10 (3 NA & 7 RA) 5 

1 

3 

To provide for the assessment and, if required, 
quarantine of suspect travelers, preferably in facilities 

away from the point of entry 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (4 NA & 1
RA)

None (NA)

No answer (1 NA & 2 RA)

10 (4 NA & 6 RA) 5 

2 

2 

To apply recommended measures to disinsect, derat, 
disinfect, decontaminate or otherwise treat baggage, 

cargo, containers, conveyances, goods or postal parcels 
including, when appropriate, at locations specially 

designated and equipped for this purpose 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (3 NA & 2 RA)

None (1 NA & 1 RA)

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)



P a g e  | 42 

 

 

Figure 17: Implementation of core capacities for responding to events that may constitute a PHEIC (f) at 
PoE (IHR 2005). 

Figure 17 depicts information on core capacity (g) from 15 authorities. A total of 12 authorities reported 

having fully implemented this core capacity, 5 of them being NAs. Meanwhile, 2 other NAs reported that 

it is partially implemented. 

 

Figure 18: Implementation of core capacities for responding to events that may constitute a PHEIC (g) at 
PoE (IHR 2005). 

Detailed responses to this part of the questionnaire are available in Annex Table 2-4. 

PART C: Answered by Regional/Local Authorities (RA) 

For the purpose of the following part, the countries are given alphabetical codes (A-I) and when there 

are more than 1 RA from the same country, it will be referred with an additional number. 

9 (4 NA & 5 RA) 

3 

5 

2 

To apply entry or exit controls for arriving and departing 
travelers. 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (NA)

None (1 NA & 4 RA)

No answer (1 NA & 1 RA)

12 (5 NA & 7 RA) 

2 

2 

3 

To provide access to specially designated equipment, 
and to trained personnel with appropriate personal 

protection, for the transfer of travellers who may carry 
infection or contamination. 

Full implementation

Partial implementation (NA)

None (1 NA & 1 RA)

No answer (1 NA & 2 RA)
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Hygiene inspection practices: 

Nearly all of the responding regional/local authorities (10 RAs in 8 countries out of 12 RAs in 9 countries) 

conduct hygiene inspections on inland navigation. They stated that they are legally authorized to inspect 

the items listed in Table 6. Food safety and potable water safety are included in all regional/local 

inspections, while control of hazardous materials and occupational safety are included only in 

inspections by a few RAs (Table 6).  
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Region/RA 

Items  inspected on board inland navigation vessels 
Food safety 
(esp. food 
storage) 

Potable 
water 
safety 

Recrea-
tional 
water 
safety 

Med
-ical 
facil
ities 

Air handling 
and 
ventilation 

House-
keeping/ 
laundry 

Occupa-
tional 
safety 

Accommo
-dation 
spaces for 
passenger
(s) 

Acc. 
space
s for 
crew 

Waste 
mana-
geme
nt 

Sewage 
manage
-ment 

Pest 
con-
trol 

Control 
of 
hazar-
dous 
material
(s) 

Unsanita-
ry condi-
tions 

Comment 

Rhine, Danube and Central European countries 

Country A RA1 X X X X X X  X X X X X  X  
Country A RA2 X X X X X X  X X X X X  X  
Country C RA1 X X  X            

Baltic and other Northern European countries 
Country B  X X X X X X  X X X X X X X  
Country D X X X X X X X X X X X X X X  
Country E X X X X X X  X X X X X X X  
Country G X X X X    X X X X X X  Only 

internati
onal 
voyages 

Country H RA1 X X X       X  X  X  
Country H RA2 X X        X X X  X  

Other European countries 
Country F X X X X X X  X X X X X X X  

TOTAL (10 
RAs) 

10 10 8 8 6 6 1 7 7 9 8 9 5 8  

Table 6: Items inspected on board inland navigation vessels by responding RAs. 
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These items are inspected according to legal requirements for inland navigation vessels by the following 

number of RAs in 8 countries (total 10 RAs) (Figure 18). 

.  

Figure 19: Items most inspected on board inland navigation vessels by responding RAs according to legal 
requirements. 

Further details from authorities who conducted inspections on inland navigation vessels on the legal 

power that provides basis for their inspection can be seen in Annex Table 5. 

Some practical examples related to nationally regulated hygiene inspections: in 2 RAs of 2 different 

countries, regular water inspections based on national regulations. One RA reported that they do not 

have any specific law empowering them to conduct hygiene inspections on vessels on international 

voyages although they practice comprehensive hygiene inspections. Another authority also reported not 

having any specific legal basis for hygiene inspection on inland navigation vessels. Subsequently, they do 

not perform such inspections, except when a vessel under their national flag that usually travels within 

the country plans to embark on an international voyage. 

Inland navigation vessels are subject to hygiene inspection in certain conditions as reported by 11 RAs. 

Most vessels are those who request an SSC and or traveling on international voyages (Figure 19). Eight 

out of 11 RAs also conduct inspections on those vessels following an outbreak and 3 according to a 

specific national regulation pertaining to hygiene inspection on ships (other than the IHR). National 

legislations for land-based establishments are also a basis for inspections according to four RAs. 
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Figure 20: Purpose(s) for conducting hygiene inspections on inland navigation vessels on international 

voyages. 

Region/RA 
SSCC 
issuance 

Outbreak 
investigation 

Unsanitary conditions 
complaint investigation 

According to a specific 
routine program 

Rhine, Danube and Central European countries 

Country A RA1 X X  X 

Country A RA2 X X  X 

Country C RA1 X X X  

Country I  X    

Baltic and other Northern European countries 

Country B X X X  

Country D X    

Country E X X X  

Country G X X   

Country H RA1* X X X X 

Country H RA2 X    

Other European countries 

Country F X X X  

Table 7: Purpose(s) of inspections on inland navigation vessels on international voyage per region. 

*A risk assessment is used for this. They inspect every ship for which they have concerns (last inspection result, contact from the 

last port health authority, illness identified on the previous maritime declaration of health). They will also inspect any ship which 

they have not seen before and any ship which they have not seen for at least 3 months. 

For inland navigation vessels bound for national voyages, hygiene inspection during an outbreak 

investigation is quite common, although not as regular as prior to issuing an SCC. Inland vessel hygiene 

inspection practices due to complaints of unsanitary conditions or inspections that are part of a 

national/regional program vary widely between port authorities (Figure 20). 
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Figure 21: Purpose(s) for conducting hygiene inspections on inland navigation vessels on national 

voyages. 

Region/RA 
SSCC 
issuance 

Outbreak 
investigation 

Unsanitary conditions 
complaint investigation 

According to a specific 
routine program 

Rhine, Danube and Central European countries 

Country A RA1 X X   

Country A RA2 X X   

Country C RA1  X X  

Country I  X    

Baltic and other Northern European countries 

Country B X X X  

Country D X    

Country E a   X X 

Country G  X   

Country H RA1b X X X X 

Country H RA2 X    

Other European countries 

Country Fc     

Table 8: Purpose(s) of inspections on inland navigation vessels on national voyage per region. 

a According to the national law (Official Gazette, 2002, No 56-2225). 
b Every 6 months in order to conduct water sampling (if possible). 
c Only if vessels usually involved on national voyages are going to make an international travel. Vessels on national voyage must 

be controlled by regional authorities. 

More details on the reasons or purposes for inspections on inland navigation vessels on international or 

national voyages including the legislations authorizing the inspections are presented in Annex Table 7 

and 8.  

During mandatory hygiene inspections, 7 out of 12 of the reporting authorities take environmental 

samples, usually from potable water; recreational water and food are less commonly used as sources. 
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The frequency of this sampling is varied from 1 to 12 times per year. Four RAs in three countries do not 

perform environmental sampling as part of their inspection.  

Indication for on-site sampling in non-routine situations according to 4 respondents is an outbreak or 

complaint investigation i.e. outstanding circumstances other than mandatory regular inspections 

required by law. However, the majority (7 of 12 RAs) reported that they do not conduct on-site sampling 

at all. 

Inspecting authorities also reported that when they find unsatisfactory sample results from inspections 

or any other public health event, most of them relay this finding to PHAs on a national level, and at some 

RAs, also to PHAs on an international level (Figure 21). One of the RAs reported that they do not perform 

environmental and on-site sampling but communicates such information to other national and 

international ports when they are privy to it. One RA reported that they perform on-site sampling in case 

of food temperature but does not forward any unsatisfactory result to other ports.  

 

Figure 22: Forwarding unsatisfactory sampling results or other public health events to other national or 

international ports. 

Details on environmental sampling and onsite testing practices, as well as established follow-up 

communication between ports are presented in Annex Table 10.   
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Region/RA Indications for onsite tests 
Environmental sampling 

Indications, other than routine Source Frequency 

Rhine, Danube and Central European countries 

Country A RA1 Not conducted Not conducted   

Country A RA2 Not conducted Not conducted   

Country C RA1 During an outbreak or complaints 
investigation 

 Potable water 1x/year 

Country C RA2 
Not conducted 

Only on vessels registered in the 
RA`s port 

Potable water 4x/year 

Country I  Not conducted Not conducted   

Baltic and other Northern European countries 

Country B  

- Food and potable/ recreation water 
temperature by calibrated 
thermometer 

- During an outbreak or complaints 
investigation 

- According to the ship’s food and 
water safety plans 

- During an outbreak or 
complaints investigation 

Recreational water 1x/year 

Potable water 1x/year 

Food 1x/year 

Country D Not conducted  
Recreational water On request 

Potable water On request 

Country E Not conducted Not conducted   

Country G Not conducted During an outbreak investigation No further details  

Country H RA1 During an outbreak or complaints 
investigation (Temperature, legionella 
(as required/as per request)) 

During an outbreak or complaints 
investigation 

Potable water 2x/year 

Country H RA2 
Only food temperature 

According to a specific routine 
program 

Potable water 4x/year 

Other European countries 

Country F 

During an outbreak or complaints 
investigation (water temperature, 
chlorine and pH level, etc. needed for 
the investigation) 

- According to a specific routine 
program 

- During an outbreak or 
complaints investigation 

Recreational water 
No further 
detail 

Potable water 12x/year 

Food 
No further 
detail 

Table 9: On board testing and sampling practices and port-to-port communication in case of unsatisfactory test results or any other public health 
event. 
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Inspection practices: 

Nearly 60% of the RAs who responded to this question (7 of 11) reported having a standardized form of 

inspection and most of them are based on the SSC inspection form in the IHR 2005. One RA reported 

that their standardized inspection form is based on the IHR 2005 as well as other regulations and 

guidelines.  

 

Region/RA Standardized inspection form 

Rhine, Danube and Central European countries 

Country A RA1  

Country A RA2  

Country C RA1  

Country I   
Baltic and other Northern European countries 

Country B  

Country D  
Country E   

Country G  

Country H RA1 
 

Country H RA2  

Other European countries 

Country F  

Table 10: Existence of standardized inspection forms per region. 

Three of the seven responding RAs with standardized inspections forms specified the items included in 

their inspection forms. They include the 6 items listed in the SSC requirements in IHR 2005: (1) Portable 

water tanks cleaning/ disinfection record, (2) Water Quality test report (shipboard water; water from the 

port supply), (91) Temperature check- list, (91) Sewage treatment plant efficiency test report, (5) Medical 

Log and (6) Pest Control record. Country details on standardized inspection forms are available in Annex 

Table 9. 

Eight out of 12 responding RAs do not report having any inspection findings criteria that warrant a 

detainment of a ship at their ports. However, 4 RAs in 4 countries who do have specified few examples 

for such actions to be: 

1. A severe outbreak of communicable diseases 

2. If a ship poses a risk for public health according to their previous risk assessment (e.g. a cruise 

ship was detained due to legionella contamination) 

3. When a ship exhibits conditions that warrant support from the national maritime and coastal 

agency. 

 

The inspection results are not usually collected and forwarded by RAs to be further analyzed centrally. 

Only 3 (of 12) RAs reported such a practice. There are also only 3 RAs who reported that their inspection 

results can be found in any publication. One of these RAs has their inspection results centrally analyzed 

as well as published their findings. 
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In terms of performance, 8 of 12 RAs reported having performed complete inspections on inland 

navigation vessels in the past year. The majority of these inspections were done on cargo ships and 

ferries without dangerous goods (Annex Table 11) 

Public health events: 

One RA reported having been notified of a public health event related to inland navigation in the last 5 

years. 

SSC: 

More than 50% RAs require SSC according to IHR from inland navigation on international journeys. One 

RA requires this document from all inland navigation; but 3 RAs in 2 countries never request this. Most of 

the responding RAs issue SSC except 2 RAs in 2 countries.  

 

Figure 23: SSC requirements from inland navigation vessels. 

Further details are presented in Annex Table 12. 

Maritime Declaration of Health: 

Two RAs in 2 countries require this document from all arriving ships, while two other RAs in 1 country 

require MDH from all ships with an exception for those coming from European ports and inland 

navigation. Six other RAs apply certain criteria on ships to request their MDH, i.e. when arriving from 

infected areas or when an illness or death from suspected illnesses notifiable according to IHR 2005 

occurred on board, and one of them requires this document from all cruise ships. One RA do not require 

this at all and another one (both from the same country) did not answer.  

“Free Pratique”: 

Most RAs grant “free pratique” by radio or other methods of communication, but this is subject to 

inspection at some ports. Two RAs reported not granting “free pratique” with one of them also not 

requiring MDH from any inland vessels and the other requiring MDH from ships requesting SSC renewal 

and ships where there is a person(s) suspected of being affected with a disease enlisted in IHR 2005. 
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Further detailed information on MDH requirement and granting “free pratique” are available in Annex 

Table 13. 

 

Region/RA Not 
required 

All 
ships 

From 
ships 
arriving 
from 
affected 
areas 

From ships where 
comm. disease or 
contamination or 
death has occurred 

Other “Free 
Pratique” 

Rhine, Danube and Central European countries 
Country A 
RA1 

  
X X 

  * 

Country A 
RA2 

    All ships except those coming 
from European ports or inland 
navigation vessels. 

 * 

Country C 
RA1 

X     No 

Country I   
X X All cruise ships 

No 
answer 

Baltic and other Northern European countries 
Country B  X     
Country D     1. Ship Sanitation Certificate 

renewal 
2. If on board there is ill person 
or suspected cases according to 
IHR definition. 

No 

Country E     All arriving ships from 
international voyages 

 

Country G   

X  

1. There is reason to believe 
that substances that may pose 
and international threat to 
human health is on board 
2. There is a person on board 
who has resided in an area that 
has been declared affected by 
an international public health 
emergency during such time 
that the incubation period of 
an infectious disease has not 
expired at the ship’s arrival at 
port. 

 

Country H 
RA1

 
   X   

Country H 
RA2 

 X     

Other European countries 
Country F    X   

Table 11: Indication for requiring the submission of Maritime Declaration of Health and granting of “free 
pratique” according to IHR 

* grant mostly subject to inspection 
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 Discussion 

Inland navigation has been one of the priority aspects in the EU’s transport development strategy. 

Resources have been allocated into rejuvenating, improving and developing its infrastructure and other 

requirements in support of the multi-modal transport concept. Inland navigation is viewed as having 

great potential in transporting larger volumes and proportions of cargo and passengers, locally or 

internationally.  

Inland navigation, similar to other modes of travel, is not without public health risks. In promoting its 

role in international transport, concerns over the increased risks posed to exposed population also rise. 

In this context the requirements of the WHO IHR 2005 which should be completed within 5 years of its 

ratification, become highly relevant. On a national level, valid legislations or applied guidelines are also a 

matter of importance as they provide a legal basis for actions to minimize public health risks. 

Furthermore, current practices at regional or local port authority levels reflect the implementation of 

public health protection measures, namely ship sanitation. 

Our survey aims to assess the status of IHR core capacities development at IWT ports in several countries 

in Europe, as well as their ship hygiene inspection practices. Information shared by national and 

regional/local port health authorities enables insight into the capability of designated port authorities in 

public health events surveillance and response, as well as practices in SSC issuance and requirements, 

port-to-port communication and MDH requirements among others. From this regional/local and national 

view, we can obtain a picture of the situation in some countries along the main European IWT.  

Below is the discussion of results according to the 3 parts of the questionnaire. 

PART A. National legislations, regulations or guidelines and public health event investigation 

or notification 

It appears through our survey that countries approach inland vessel sanitation from different 

perspectives. Most countries apply hygiene standards on such vessels as they do to other food and drink 

provision services and as transport units. Only two NAs reported the existence of a specific legislation or 

regulation related to inland navigation vessels. 

These varying national legislations, regulations or guidelines, or lack thereof, implies a varied view on 

inland navigation vessels in transportation. Some regard it of high importance as a passenger or crew 

carrier with potential outbreaks of food and water communicable diseases, while some regard it as a 

potential risk for disease outbreaks not only limited to food and water transmission. Inexistence of a 

specific legislation, regulation or guideline may signify that this mode of transport is treated as others, or 

that it is not perceived as requiring one of its own. 

Moreover, no respondent reported that they obligate a risk assessment tool to evaluate public health 

risks on inland navigation. This by no means imply that there is no required risk assessment to be done 

for this purpose, only that these countries are similar in that they do not have a specific tool that inland 

vessel operators are obligated to use. However, there is also the possibility that there is no process 

required to assess public health risks on inland navigation because there has been no recommendation 
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for such preemptive actions. Legislations and guidelines so far focus on prevention by instating 

sanitation standards, surveillance for early detection and vigilance for effective counter measures. While 

sanitation inspections may indeed prevent outbreaks of communicable diseases, this method is limited 

to issues related to hygiene and certain biological events. Prevention of other public health risks posed 

by inland navigation vessels, which are broader in the context of passenger and cargo transport, are 

excluded from this method of prevention. 

Considering the large volume of inland navigation according to latest reports (46, 51, 57, 64, 65) and the 

European goals to promote this mode of cargo and passenger transport (13, 28, 38, 63, 67, 68), the fact 

that EU countries have diverse perspectives to legislations regarding inland navigation sanitation may 

result in significant consequences. A similar concern may also be raised from the fact that none of the 8 

responding national authorities applies a mandatory public health risk assessment brought on by inland 

navigation vessels. Varying country standards on health risks on cross-border transport vessels may have 

an international impact should a public health event occurs on board. Unspecified or different 

regulations and guidelines could lead to varied standards in sanitation inspection, which in turn may 

create an opportunity for sub-standard sanitation on board. They could also lead to delayed detection, 

reporting, management and investigation of an international public health event.    

PART B. Completion of core capacities at designated Port of Entry (PoE) required at all times 

or for responding to suspected public health emergency events of international concern 

By the time this report is written, there has been no official list published by the WHO on designated 

Ports of Entry in Europe. This presents some difficulties in interpreting a country’s readiness in 

completing the required core capacities; however, the information shared by the national authorities 

depicts the nation-wide condition and regional authorities who stated that they are not a designated PoE 

are exempted from the measurement.  

The NA responses signify that most of these countries have already or nearly completed the core 

capacities that must be ready at all times.  A similar picture can also be observed from responses of the 

regional authorities.  

From the 5 core capacities that must be ready at all times, trained personnel for inspections of 

conveyances and provision of, as far as practicable, a program and trained personnel for the control of 

vectors and reservoirs in and near PoE are two core capacities that most authorities have yet completed. 

This indicates a need for training of personnel in these two fields of competence. It further implies the 

necessity to provide a standardized international training program to produce qualified personnel that 

fulfills the requirements of IHR 2005. 

On the other hand, many national authorities claim that they are not prepared in several aspects of the 

core capacities required for responding to possible PHEIC events. Only 2 NAs (1 in the Baltic Region and 1 

in the Rhine and Danube Region) and 5 RAs in 4 countries in the Rhine and Danube Region reported 

having fulfilled all the required core capacities in this category. Four countries are still in the process of 

completing at least 2 or 3 of the 7 required core capacities.  
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One country stated that they had no designated ports according to IHR 2005; therefore, it is not 

unexpected that they have not implemented any of the required core capacities for PHIEC. However, this 

country is situated along the Rhine. This fact should draw attention to the integrity of these core 

capacities as a whole. 

The most common incomplete core capacities according to the NA respondents are those needed: 

1. To provide for the assessment and, if required, quarantine of suspect travelers, preferably in 

facilities away from the point of entry (4 NAs) 

2. To apply recommended measures to disinsect, derat, disinfect, decontaminate or otherwise 

treat baggage, cargo, containers, conveyances, goods or postal parcels including, when 

appropriate, at locations specially designated and equipped for this purpose 

3. To provide assessment of and care for affected travelers or animals by establishing 

arrangements with local medical and veterinary facilities for their isolation, treatment and other 

support services that may be required, and 

4. To provide appropriate space separate from other travelers, to interview suspect or affected 

person. 

These results show that countries are facing challenges in allocating quarantine and treatment facilities 

and its supporting resources, as well as implementing measures to manage possible PHEIC events. They 

may be due to limited resources, in terms of space, human and finance. The completion process may 

also be slowed down by administrative procedures that are likely to be subject to each country’s 

standard protocol. In addition, these countries may need support from the WHO or other authoritative 

organizations in fulfilling all the requirements of IHR 2005.  

However, as national authorities provided answers from a national point of view, it should not be 

assumed that this reflects the situation for all their regional and local authorities. As demonstrated by 

responses from some regional authorities, they are in fact ready to respond to possible PHEIC events, 

regardless of the national situation.  

PART C. Risk assessment and management of public health events on inland navigation 

vessels including hygiene inspection and outbreak investigation, SSC issuance and notification 

requirements according to IHR 2005  

In terms of when inspections are conducted and what items are inspected on board inland navigation 

vessels, the majority of local authorities among different countries demonstrated similar practices. 

Inland navigation vessels under the national flag are inspected when they embark on international 

voyages. Items to do with food and water safety, pest control and waste management are always or 

nearly always inspected.  

Inspections are also regularly done on inland navigation vessels on international routes to issue an SSC 

and often during outbreaks. Less common reasons are unsanitary complaint investigation and specific 

routine program in the region. A similar but in a smaller proportion are inspections on inland navigation 

vessels on national routes.  
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The respondents are also able to cite more national legislations or regulations to inspect inland 

navigation vessels on international voyages. 

These results depict that sanitation inspections on inland navigation vessels on international travel are 

quite conformed in accordance to WHO SSC issuance. However, discrepancies remain between local 

authorities. Additional measures are only similar in limited aspects. For instance, environmental 

sampling is taken usually from potable water but in varied frequencies between ports, and on-board 

sampling is mostly conducted only during outbreak investigations but sample sources varied. Two 

authorities (1 in “Rhine, Danube and Central European countries” region and 1 in “ Other European 

countries” region) in our survey indicated that they take environmental samples from potable water 

more often than from other sources and also more frequently per year than other respondent ports. 

Lack of conformity in environmental and on board sampling practices may result in opportunities for 

undetected sanitation violations. When one port is considered to have more stringent control and 

another is not, it is possible that one ship prefers to have their SSC issued at a port such as the latter. 

Varied or lenient on board sampling practices such as those taken only from food (temperature) or only 

during outbreak or complaint investigations may not be effective enough in preventing outbreaks, as 

exposure to pathogen can be through multiple sources. This is further worsened when the next port of 

call learn of unsatisfactory sampling results after the vessel enters their port, as in the case of Norovirus 

outbreak on a river cruise on the Rhine in 2007 (81, 82). 

In terms of inspection standards, the majority of our responding ports showed that they apply 

standardized forms which are adapted from WHO Handbook for Inspection of Ships and SSC Issuance or 

IHR 2005. However, some stated that they do not have a standardized form. Again, this varying practices 

despite recommended guidelines available may present a loophole in an otherwise well-controlled 

international passage of inland navigation vessels. 

Sanitation inspection is a prerequisite of SSC issuance and it is only done by authorized authorities as 

published at the WHO website (92). However, the practice of requesting SSC is not as clearly known. Our 

results show that many ports require SSC from inland vessels on international voyages, but few ports 

which are situated along busy routes do not request this at all. Although there may be compelling 

reasons for this procedure, from the public health perspective this practice allows for a breach in the 

international prevention system. 

In practices of granting “free pratique” and requesting MDH, there are similarities among the responding 

ports. Where “free pratique” is given prior to arrival, MDH is requested if vessels arrive from known 

affected areas or if there are people affected with a communicable disease or death has occurred on 

board. Such uniformed practice is ideal in effective international public health protective measures, 

provided MDH is updated and conformed to international standards, and most importantly, a timely 

port-to-port communication of potential public health events. 

Discussion according to regions 

As catalogued in the Blue Book of European inland waterways, the main rivers such as the Rhine, Main 

and Danube are connected, thereby connecting the Atlantic Sea and the Black Sea (West and East of 
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Europe). This connecting waterway means inland transportation can reach all the way from Belgium, 

Netherlands, Germany, France, Austria, Switzerland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Croatia, Serbia, 

Romania and Bulgaria. As for inland waterway access to Northern Europe, there are still missing links and 

or bottlenecks that allow inland navigation to the North Sea, in connecting the Danube with the Elbe 

River, and to the Baltic Sea, in connecting the Danube and the Elbe to River Oder (11).  

While navigable waterways are spread all over Europe, the busiest traffic are found along the rivers and 

canals along Rhine and Danube Rivers (55). Inland navigation is less prominent in other regions, despite 

their importance and potential in transportation of freight and passengers. Our discussion first addresses 

our survey results in general and subsequently focused on health inspection practices along inland 

waterways in the grouped regions. 

Countries along the Rhine and Danube 

National and regional or local authorities from 7 of those countries that are located along the Rhine and 

Danube Rivers participated in our survey. Considering the extent of inland navigation passing through 

this river, in both volume and distance, public health events /emergencies may have serious 

international consequences. It is therefore one of the most important issues in international health that 

the IHR 2005 is implemented according to its requirements throughout this transportation route. 

 As emphasized in the IHR, State Parties (ratifying countries) are obliged to designate PoE that will have 

the core capacities as described in Annex 1 and port authorities that are authorized to issue SSCC (70). As 

stated in the 2012 summary report on IHR implementation progress, 31 out of 32 countries partaking in 

the self-assessment questionnaire in Europe reported that they have designated ports for the PoE role 

(74), although the list is not yet published on the WHO IHR website. As for ports that are authorized to 

issue SSCC, a global list is available on the WHO IHR website (92) and 21 European countries have 

confirmed their list and submitted it to the WHO (74). 

Our survey has provided information on the state of these core capacities in France, Slovakia and 

Romania (national authorities) and in Germany, the Netherlands, and Bulgaria (regional/local 

authorities). The survey revealed that there is yet more work to be done to fully complete the IHR core 

capacities at ports along the international waterways in these countries. Some of them are indeed still 

under development in various stages. This result indicates that on the main international inland 

waterway in Europe, variable capabilities remain to exist 5 years after the IHR came into force. This 

implies that it is likely that some, if not all, ports along this waterway are not yet fully/uniformly 

prepared should a PHEIC occur.  

The national authorities in the aforementioned countries also reported that each country does not 

necessarily have a legislation specifically addressing sanitation inspection on inland navigation vessels. 

There may be one, or combined with other national land-based premises that is also applicable to inland 

navigation vessels (or only certain aspects, e.g. food provision and accommodation) or none at all. When 

there are legislations, they are valid for vessels under the national flag, mostly irrespective of whether 

they sail on a national or international route. This variability or lack of legislations or other governmental 

regulations or guidelines pertaining sanitation inspection in inland navigation does not encourage 
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maintenance and improvement in the sector. Although disease cases or outbreaks seldom occur, such 

incidents have been reported. It is then worth considering if there should at least be a national guideline 

or regulation concerning the most common and or fatal hazards (such as norovirus, measles or legionella 

infections) on inland navigation.   

There is also no mandatory formal public health risk assessment on these vessels. Perhaps this is not 

deemed a national priority, as only 2 countries reported having been notified of a public health event 

involving inland navigation vessels in the last 5 years, with less than 50 casualties and no deaths.  

On the side of health and sanitation inspection practices, we focus on regional and local authorities. 

Those ports listed as authorized for issuing SSCC are expected to apply the IHR 2005 and guidelines 

provided in support of this regulations into their routine practices, not excluding inland navigation 

vessels. All the responding regional or local port authorities from this region in our survey are on the list 

of WHO – SSCC authorized ports (92). Some commonalities among the ports support international public 

health event prevention such as using standardized IHR SSCC inspection forms (at most ports), 

conducting hygiene inspections on inland vessels on international routes (at most ports), requesting 

SSCC from inland vessels on international routes, requesting MDH as recommended by WHO, and nearly 

none of them stated that there are issues on board considered critical enough to detain ships.  

However, varied routine inspection practices are remarkable in the collected information from these 

ports. Differing practices are seen in namely, Maritime Declaration of Health requirements other than 

recommended by WHO, the management of inspection data and dissemination of information among 

port authorities (national and international level). The yet unestablished communication system is in fact 

consistent with the finding in the 2012 summary report on IHR implementation progress (74). Our 

findings further imply that much work remains to be done before IHR implementation reach its optimal 

objectives.  

North and Baltic Sea countries 

In countries around the North and Baltic Seas, inland navigation is less pronounced than in the central 

and southern Europe and it usually involves more sea crossing, although Finland possesses the longest 

navigable rivers in Europe (46, 93). Therefore, it is considered highly potential for multimodal transport, 

and developments have been underway (11, 32). The main rivers associated to this region are The Elbe 

and Oder (94), and other waterways such as rivers Dane in Lithuania, Klaraelven in Norway and Sweden, 

Dalaelven in Norway,  Daugava in Latvia and Saima Canal in Finland (12). The implementation of IHR is in 

turn increasingly relevant as cross-border transportation of cargo and passengers follow the 

development of multimodal transport in these countries.  

Some of the countries in this region participated in our survey, enabling an overview of the state of IHR 

implementation and hygiene inspection practices in the inland navigation sector. Our findings show that 

IHR core capacities development in this region is at variable stages, with those that must be ready at all 

times being the most advanced. This suggests that countries in this region have yet the capability to 

competently respond to international health emergencies as required by the IHR. 
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Sanitation inspection legislation and practices pertaining to inland navigation, especially those on 

international routes, are quite similar. They employ standardized inspections on inland vessels regularly, 

although the items inspected and frequency of inspection varies; some inspection practices are more 

vigilant, in that there are more items inspected on board and inspections are conducted more frequently 

or more often than just following a routine schedule. Most of them also have established port-to-port 

communication, between both national and international authorities.    

Nearly all of the responding authorities from this region stated that they are authorized to issue SSCC, 

except the national and regional authority in Sweden. However, they all similarly require SSCC from 

inland vessels on international voyage. The granting of “free pratique” and detaining ships because of 

critical issues are similar in most ports.   

Our results suggest that the relatively uniform sanitation inspection practices in countries in this region 

may accelerate the process of maintaining sanitation standards on board inland vessels. It may also serve 

to support the protection of the public health against international health hazards posed by cross-border 

inland navigation.  
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Limitations 

The survey results and the implications have to be interpreted while taking into account the limitations 

surrounding the study. Firstly, the respondent rate is not high on the national authority scale and very 

low on the regional/local scale, especially in Eastern Europe, thus hindering a wider and deeper insight 

into national and European practices of sanitation inspection practices in inland navigation, as well as 

IHR 2005 core capacities development. This low response rate may be due to the fact that the 

appropriate person or organization of authority was not correctly identified, as the information on the 

health authority of some ports is not easily accessible or that some ports do not necessarily have their 

own health authority.  It was also noted that some national authorities were not able to participate in 

their current capacity, due to reasons including changes of the persons in charge during the course of 

our project or that they did not receive feedback after forwarding our questionnaire to a competent 

authority. 

Second, the WHO has published a set of tools to monitor the progress of IHR core capacities 

development, which is undoubtedly more detailed and comprehensive. Our study, however, simply 

applied the list of core capacities required for designated ports in Annex 1 of IHR. While this is a 

straightforward approach to the evaluation, it may lack specific knowledge for more in-depth analysis 

and interpretation. 

Thirdly, as European countries have yet completed the process of designating their PoE, it is problematic 

to assume whether the incompletions of core capacities reported by respondents, especially local 

authorities, reflect the country’s stage of IHR core capacities development. Nonetheless, the findings are 

informative to provide an overview of the capability and practices on sections along the main European 

inland waterways, specifically in the western region. 
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Conclusion and recommendations 

In view of rising numbers of cruise ship passengers and the increasing volume of freight transport by 

inland navigation the related public health threats should be carefully evaluated. Communicable diseases 

pose one of the most prominent threats for river cruise ships. Outbreaks on river vessels have been 

repeatedly reported. Public health threats deriving from cargo vessels e.g. accidents involving dangerous 

goods have to be evaluated in view of the proximity to river cruise ships and residential areas.  

The ratification of IHR 2005 set the international legal basis for risk assessment and contingency planning 

for public health events related to the inland navigation sector with its cross-border connections. The 

IHR 2005 requires that designated PoE are equipped with core capacities necessary for surveillance and 

response to public health emergencies. These requirements were expected to be implemented within 5 

years of its coming into force in 2007. It is possible to extend this deadline for 2 years.  

Our study revealed that national and regional/local authorities are still at various stages of fulfilling these 

requirements. In addition, hygiene inspections vary between ports although some have applied WHO 

recommendations in this issue.  

Full implementation of core capacities required by all European countries is crucial for its efficacy. In 

view of the close geographic relations of countries within Europe, a uniform implementation is desirable. 

In addition to the assumption that core capacities’ completion is underway by respective authorities and 

that self-monitoring as recommended by WHO are conducted, we will put forward some 

recommendations regarding smoothing out sanitation inspection discrepancies to international 

standards. 

Firstly, it is of great importance that countries explicitly address inland vessels into their international 

health and sanitation legislations to strengthen their capability in upholding international sanitation 

standards. When legislations are in place, the port health authorities along international waterways will 

have authority in enforcing the required standardized hygiene inspection certificates and inspecting 

inland vessels according to international standards as well. It can be foreseen that this will not only 

enhance the inspection performances of the PHAs, but also improve the safety of international 

transportation through inland waterways.   

Secondly, it would be highly relevant to adapt available international hygiene or sanitation guidelines to 

address the special issues in international inland transportation. The WHO Guide to Ship Sanitation has 

been implemented in many European countries to support the PHA duties. The EU SHIPSAN Network has 

also published a European Manual for Hygiene Standards and Communicable Diseases Surveillance for 

passenger ships that are applied in their ship inspector trainings (95). If such guidelines are suited to, for 

example, river cruises and inland cargo vessels, it will be a step closer to ensuring quality standardized 

inspection practices.  

Furthermore, a uniform sanitation standard along international inland waterways also requires 

standardized human resources regarding manpower and competence. As our findings show that 

inspection practices are diverse, despite international recommended guidelines, we believe the human 
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factor may benefit from training in applying these recommendations (adapted to inland vessels or in 

general) into their daily tasks.  

In order to strengthen the international effort in early detection and prevention of public health events 

we recommend to prioritize training of port health inspectors from well-travelled international 

waterways such as the Rhine and Danube. Gathering these inspectors in a training program may 

facilitate the exchange of knowledge and best practices. This will improve standardization where risk is 

greatest due to higher traffic, transport volume and number potentially exposed countries. This 

reasoning is also in line with recommendations from the ECA that inland waterways development 

projects should focus more on river corridors and segments with more potential benefits and feasibility 

(62). 

Lastly, to support and optimize early detection and response PHAs along international inland waterways 

will benefit from a shared information system that incorporated inspection results that alerts all 

members on suspect public health events on board. This system will function as a platform where 

authorities are able to report a possible disease outbreak and alert other authorities, not only the next 

one on the ship’s route. It can also serve as a database for past occurrences from which a system of early 

warning criteria may be developed.  

All in all, the first step towards successful hindrance of international public health events is summed up 

in the core capacities identified in IHR 2005. Member states which have ratified these regulations have 

been developing and advancing their competences, some at a faster pace than others. Aside from the 

being able to monitor and respond to international public health emergencies, authorized ports in 

Europe are also responsible for SSCC issuance, ship hygiene inspection and overall monitoring, 

preventing, reporting and investigating public health events on board navigation vessels. So far, the 

practices among PHAs in Europe are diverse with consensus among several authorities on certain issues. 

However, to achieve a strong defense against PHIEC conformed competences and practices are 

invaluable. Our study has shown that challenges in achieving this international goal remain and further 

collaborated efforts have to be poured into realizing this aspiration. 
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Table 9. On board testing and sampling practices and port-to-port communication in case of 
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Table 1. Legislation or regulation or guidelines applied in inland navigation vessel sanitation inspections (national authorities only). 

Country 
(National 
Authorities) 

National legislation or 
regulation or guidelines 
related to vessel sanitation 
inspections that are currently 
applied on board inland 
navigation vessels. 

Date of 
Entry 
into 
Force 

It applies to: Uploaded file/link: Remark 

France NAT No specific legislation or regulation 
related to vessel sanitation 
inspections 

    

Italy NAT (NO 
INT. INLAND 
NAVIGATION) 

   http://www.mit.gov.it/mit/site.php?p=cm&o=vd&id=1408  The authority in 
this filed is the 
Ministry of 
Infrastructure 
and Transport, 
not the 
Ministry of 
Health. 

Latvia NAT     No answer to 
all 

Lithuania NAT There is a specific legislation or 
regulation related to vessel sanitation 
inspections 

7 March 
2002, 
amended 
on 19 
February 
2009 

* Vessels under national flag 
* Vessels with national 
itinerary 
* Vessels with international 
itinerary 

A copy of the file was uploaded.  

Netherlands 
NAT (RIVM) 

Hygiënecode voor de horeca 2007  A copy of the file was uploaded.  

Romania NAT Ministry of Health order Number 
18/443/2008 regarding hygienic rules 
for persons transport. 

 Vessels under national flag  The Order 
contains rules 
for ports and 
vessels 
construction 
(drinking water, 
wastewater), 
cleaning, 
disinfection, 
etc. 

Slovakia NAT Catering services and accomodation 
are regulated, from the view of their 

 Vessels under national flag Files Act No. 355/2007  Coll. and Regulation (EC) No 
852/2004 were uploaded. 

 



character, by sanitary regulations 
such as. 
 
* Act No. 355/2007 Coll. on 
protection, support and development 
of public health and on amendment 
of certain acts, as amended  
 
* Act No. 377/2004 Coll. on 
protection of non-smokers and on 
amendments of certain Acts  
 
* Decree No. 259/2008 Coll. on 
detailed requirements for internal 
environment of buildings and on 
minimum requirements for low-
standard flats and accommodation 
establishments  
 
* Decree No. 533/2007 Coll. on 
detailed requirements for mass 
catering facilities.  
 
* Government Regulation No 496 of 8 
December 2010 amending 
Government Regulation No 354/2006 
laying down the requirements for 
water intended for human 
consumption and quality control of 
such water 
 
* Government Regulation No. 
391/2006 Coll. on the minimum 
safety and health requirements of 
workplaces 
 
* Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 of the 
European Parliament and of the 
Council of 29 April 2004 on the 
hygiene of foodstuffs. 

Spain NAT &  
REG/LOCAL 

WHO Handbook for Inspection of 
Ships and Issuance of Ship Sanitation 

23 May 
2012 

Vessels under national flag  This guideline is 
mandatory 



Certificates 

Sweden NAT 
& REG/LOCAL 

National laws implementing IHR and 
SSC: 
* Lag (2006:1570) om skydd mot 
internationella hot mot människors 
hälsa 
* Socialstyrelsens föreskrifter och 
allmänna råd (SOSFS 2007:11) om 
skydd mot internationella hot mot 
människors hälsa 

2007  * http://www.notisum.se/rnp/sls/lag/20061570.HTM 
* http://www.socialstyrelsen.se/sosfs/2007-11/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 2. Extent of completion of PoE Core Capacities at all times (IHR 2005). 

Country 
(Partner/ 
Port) 
  

  

Core capacities AT ALL TIMES 
(a) to provide access to (i) an 
appropriate medical service 
including diagnostic facilities 
located so as to allow the 
prompt assessment and care of 
ill travelers, and (ii) adequate 
staff, equipment and premises 

(b) to provide access to 
equipment and personnel for 
the transport of ill travelers to 
an appropriate medical facility 

(c) to provide trained 
personnel for the inspection 
of conveyances 

(d) to ensure a safe 
environment for travelers 
using point of entry facilities, 
including potable water 
supplies, eating 
establish¬ments, flight 
catering facilities, public 
washrooms, appropriate 
solid and liquid waste 
disposal services and other 
potential risk areas, by 
conducting inspection 
programmes, as appropriate 

(e) to provide as far as practicable 
a programme and trained 
personnel for the control of 
vectors and reservoirs in and near 
points of entry. 

fu
ll 

parti
al  

no
ne 

Desc. fu
ll 

part
ial  

no
ne 

Desc. fu
ll 

part
ial  

no
ne 

Desc. fu
ll 

part
ial  

no
ne 

Desc. fu
ll 

part
ial  

no
ne 

Desc. 

                                

Bulgaria 
REG/LOCAL 
(RHI-
Varna) 

X     X     X     X     X     

Bulgaria 
REG/LOCAL 
(RZI-
Burgas) 

X     X     X     X     X     

Estonia 
REG/LOCAL 
(Talinn) 

  X  Further 
developing 
is needed 
for the case 
of chemical 
and 
radiological 
emergency 

X   Provided by 
Ambulance 
Service 

X   Trained 
inspectors 
from the 
Health 
Board, 
Veterinary 
and Food 
Board,  
Maritime 
Administr
ation etc. 

X       X  Rodent 
monitoring 
programmes at 
PoE are 
provided by 
privat pest-
control 
companie. 
There is no any 
programme for 
invasive 
mosquitoes 
monitoring. 



France 
NAT 

  
All described as: Under development 
 

Germany 
REG/LOCAL 
(Hamburg) 

X   Hamburg 
fire 
department 
provides 
appropriate 
emergency 
service 
24/7.  
A special 
crisis 
reaction 
covers 
greater 
outbreaks of 
disease. 

X   Hamburg 
fire 
department 
provides  
transport 
facilities for 
highly 
infectious 
disease. 

X   3 full time 
port 
doctors 
cover the 
port and 
airport. A 
medical 
ambulanc
e is in 
place at 
the 
airport. 
There is a 
infectious 
disease 
specialist 
on call 
time. 

X   6 port 
inspectors 
safeguard 
hygienic 
conditions 
at entry 
facilities. 

X     

Germany 
REG/LOCAL 
(Duisburg) 

X   Duisburg 
with about 
500.000 
inhabitants 
has more 
than 15 
hospitals 
offering 
emergency 
medicine 
with all 
degrees of 
diagnostics 
(dental 
medicine 
included), 
so that 
every 
traveler or 
seafarer will 
be cared in 

X   The above 
descripted 
medical 
supply is not 
specially for 
travelers/ 
seafarers 
but for all 
persons 
staying in 
Duisburg 

  X       X      X   



less than 30 
minutes. 

Italy NAT 
(NO INT. 
INLAND 
NAVIGATIO
N) 

    X       X       X       X       X   

Latvia 
REG/LOCAL 
(Riga) 

 
No answer to all 
 

Latvia NAT X     There is 
access to 
emergency 
medical 
service 
24h/7. 

X     In Latvia 
institution 
responsible 
for ill patient 
hospitalizati
on is State 
Emergency 
medical 
service.   

  X   Health 
inspectora
te are 
available 
for 
inspection 
of ships. 

X         X   For the control 
of vectors 
routinly in 
objects are 
responsible 
manager of 
property.Not in 
all points of 
entry action 
plan is 
available.   
The Centre for 
Disease 
Prevention and 
Control (CDPC) 
of Latvia run 
several 
monitoring 
programs 
(Polio 
surveillance 
program). 

Lithuania 
REG/LOCAL 
(Klaipeda) 

 
All marked and described as: Full stage of implementation 
 

Lithuania X       X       X       X       X       



NAT 

Netherland
s NAT 
(RIVM) 

 
No answer to all  
  

Netherland
s 
REG/LOCAL 
(Rotterda
m) 

X     X     X     X     X     

Romania 
NAT 

X     Fully 
implemente
d 

X     Access to 
equipment 
and 
transport is 
fully 
impelement
ed 

X     implemen
ted 

X     fully 
implemen
ted 

X     fully 
implemented 
and carried 
away 

Slovakia 
NAT 

    X No medical 
facility at 
the port 
available. 
Emergency 
health care 
provided by 
112 - 
european 
emergency 
number. 

    X Emergency 
health care 
provided by 
112 - 
european 
emergency 
number. 

X     Performin
g of ships 
and ports 
inspection
s is in 
competen
ce of 
Ministry 
of 
Transport, 
Departme
nt of Chief 
Public 
Health 
Officer. 

X     Performin
g of port 
inspection
s is in 
competen
ce of 
Ministry 
of 
Transport, 
Departme
nt of Chief 
Public 
Health 
Officer. 

X     Agreement 
with 
professional 
company that 
provides 
disinfestation 
and 
deratisation. 

Spain NAT 
& 
REG/LOCAL 

X     Collaboratio
n with local 
health 
authorities 

X     Collaboratio
n with local 
health 
authorities 

X       X       X       

Sweden 
NAT & 
REG/LOCAL 

X       X       X       X       X       



UK 
REG/LOCAL 
(Manchest
er) 

X   Port medical 
officer 
provides 
this service 
along with 
the NHS and 
ambulance 
service. 

X   This will be 
completed 
by the 
ambulance 
service as 
directed by 
the port 
medical 
officer. 

X   Three full 
time port 
health 
officers 
are 
provided 
for the 
inspection 
of 
conveyanc
es. As 
qualified 
environme
ntal health 
officers, 
these 
officers 
are 
required 
to meet 
the 
requireme
nt for 
continued 
profession
al 
developm
ent each 
year. This 
is 
currently 
15 hours. 
A 
competen
cy matrix 
is also 
available 
(from the 
Local 
Better 
Regulation 
Office) 

    We do not 
receive 
any 
travelers 
into the 
port of 
Manchest
er (only 
ships 
crew). 
However, 
we do 
ensure 
that there 
are 
potable 
water 
supplies 
available 
and these 
are 
sampled 
bacteriolo
gically 
every 6 
months. 
Appropria
te solid 
and liquid 
waste 
facilities 
are 
provided 
by the 
port and 
these are 
monitored 
by the 
port 
health 
authority. 

  X  This authority 
takes place in a 
vector 
monitoring 
project for 
mosquitoes 
and is looking 
into the 
possibility of 
becoming 
involved in 
projects for the 
surveillance of 
other vectors 
such as ticks. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

order to 
identify 
areas of 
training 
need. 

UK 
REG/LOCAL 
(Fenland) 

X   We have 
produced 
Port 
Medical 
Officers 
handbooks 
for the 2 
ports in the 
district 
setting out 
arrangemen
ts for 
accessing 
medical 
facilities. 

X   As above.   X  We have 
new staff 
dealing 
with port 
health 
issues that 
have the 
core skills 
but are 
less 
familiar 
with port 
operations 
and the 
environme
nt. 

  X  The ports 
provide 
potable 
water 
supplies 
and solid 
and liquid 
disposal 
arrangem
ents. 
Inspection 
programm
es are 
carried 
out in 
normal 
working 
hours 
only. 

   X We have no 
facilities or 
personnel but 
would direct to 
comptenet 
specialist 
contractors. 



Table 3. Extent of completion of PoE Core Capacities(a-d) for responding to events that may constitute a public health emergency of international concern (IHR 2005). 

Country 
(Partner/ 
Port) 
  
  

Core Capacities for responding to events that may constitute a public health emergency of international concern 

(a) to provide appropriate 
public health emergency 
response by establishing and 
maintaining a public health 
emergency contingency plan, 
including the nomination of a 
coordinator and contact points 
for relevant point of entry, 
public health and other 
agencies and services 

(b) to provide assessment of and 
care for affected travelers or 
animals by establishing 
arrangements with local medical 
and veterinary facilities for their 
isolation, treatment and other 
support services that may be 
required 

(c) to provide appropriate 
space, separate from other 
travelers, to interview suspect 
or affected person 

(d) to provide for the 
assessment and, if required, 
quarantine of suspect 
travelers, preferably in 
facilities away from the point 
of entry 

Fu
ll 

Parti
al 

Non
e 

Desc. Fu
ll 

Parti
al 

Non
e 

Desc. Fu
ll 

Parti
al 

Non
e 

Desc. Fu
ll 

Parti
al 

Non
e 

Desc. 

  

Bulgaria 
REG/LOCA
L (RHI-
Varna) 

X    X    X    X    

Bulgaria 
REG/LOCA
L (RZI-
Burgas) 

X    X    X    X    

Estonia 
REG/LOCA
L (Talinn) 

 X  There are 
variety of 
preparedn
ess plans
 at 
PoE for 
different 
kinds of 
emergency
. 
Intersector
al 

X   Import/export 
of animals 
only via
 
authorised by 
Min of 
Agriculture 
PoE 

X   According 
to the 
Epidemiolog
ical 
preparedne
ss plan of 
PoE. 

 X  Limited 
capacity  - 
possible 
for the 
limited 
amount of 
travellers 



coordinatio
n needs in 
further 
developing
. 

France 
NAT 

All described as: Under development 

Germany 
REG/LOCA
L 
(Hamburg) 

X   A state 
wide public 
health 
emergency 
contingenc
y planning 
is in place. 

X   A separated 
terminal area 
is reserved at 
the airport. 
Medical 
equipment is 
stored. Cruise 
terminals 
offer areas to 
seperate ill 
passengers. 

X    X    

Germany 
REG/LOCA
L 
(Duisburg) 

 X    X     X  X    

Italy NAT 
(NO INT. 
INLAND 
NAVIGATI
ON) 

  X    X    X    X  

Latvia 
REG/LOCA
L (Riga) 

 
No answer to all 

Latvia NAT X     X  Some of the 
point of entry 
has a 
agreements 

 X  Every 
designated 
point of 
entry has a 

 X  In case if 
quarantine 
of 
suspected 



with medical 
providers. 

plan for 
emergency 
situation 
managemen
t. In thouse 
plans space 
where to 
interview 
affected 
person are 
mentioned. 
Those 
facilities are 
not 
exclusivly 
kept for 
mentioned 
purposse 
but in case 
of 
emergency 
are 
remakable. 

travelers 
are 
necesarry 
that has 
been 
specified 
accordin to 
Civil 
Protection 
plan. 

Lithuania 
REG/LOCA
L 
(Klaipeda) 

X    X    X    X    

Lithuania 
NAT 

X    X    X    X    

Netherlan
ds NAT 
(RIVM) 

No answer to all 

Netherlan
ds 

X    X    X    X    



REG/LOCA
L 
(Rotterda
m) 

Romania 
NAT 

X    X    X    X    

Slovakia 
NAT 

Answered: None to all; Note: Slovak Republic has no port designed as point of entry according to IHR. 

Spain NAT 
& 
REG/LOCA
L 

X     X    X    X   

Sweden 
NAT & 
REG/LOCA
L 

X    X    X     X   

UK 
REG/LOCA
L 
(Manchest
er) 

X   The 
authority 
has 
produced a 
Port Health 
plan 
alongside 
Public 
Health 
England 
and the 
neighborin
g port 
health 
authority. 

X   This would be 
completed by 
the port 
medical 
officer at the 
request of the 
port health 
authority. This 
would be 
supported by 
the 
ambulance 
service and 
the NHS. 

X   Arrangemen
ts for this 
are detailed 
in the port 
health plan. 

X   This will be 
conducted 
in 
accordance 
with the 
port health 
plan. The 
port 
medical 
officer 
would lead 
on this 
decision 
along with 
the NHS. 

UK 
REG/LOCA
L 

 X  We have 
produced 
Port 

No answer We have 
produced Port 
Medical 

  X  No answer We have 
produced 
Port 



(Fenland) Medical 
Officers 
handbooks 
for the 2 
ports in the 
district 
setting out 
arrangeme
nts for 
accessing 
medical 
facilities. 
However 
these are 
untested 
arrangeme
nts. 

Officers 
handbooks for 
the 2 ports in 
the district 
setting out 
arrangements 
for accessing 
medical 
facilities .How
ever these are 
untested 
arrangements
. 

Medical 
Officers 
handbooks 
for the 2 
ports in the 
district 
setting out 
arrangeme
nts for 
accessing 
medical 
facilities. 
However 
these are 
untested 
arrangeme
nts. 

 
Table 4. Extent of completion of PoE Core Capacities (e-g) for responding to events that may constitute a public health emergency of international concern (IHR 2005) (continued). 

Country 
(Partner/ 
Port) 
  
  

Core Capacities for responding to events that may constitute a public health emergency of international concern 

(e) to apply recommended 
measures to disinsect, derat, 
disinfect, decontaminate or 
otherwise treat baggage, cargo, 
containers, conveyances, goods 
or postal parcels including, when 
appropriate, at locations specially 
designated and equipped for this 
purpose. 

(f) to apply entry or exit controls for arriving and 
departing travelers. 

 

(g) to provide access to specially 
designated equipment, and to 
trained personnel with appropriate 
personal protection, for the transfer 
of travellers who may carry infection 
or contamination. 

Full Partial None Desc. Full Partial None Desc. Full Partial None Desc. 

  

Bulgaria 
REG/LOCAL 
(RHI-Varna) 

X    X    X    



Bulgaria 
REG/LOCAL 
(RZI-Burgas) 

X    X    X    

Estonia 
REG/LOCAL 
(Talinn) 

 X  Arranged 
by private 
pest-
control 
companies. 
Rescue 
Board 
team can 
support if 
needed. 

  X Insufficient human and 
technical 
resources at 
PoE. 

X   Ambulance 
Service 

France NAT All described as: Under development 

Germany 
REG/LOCAL 
(Hamburg) 

X    X    X    

Germany 
REG/LOCAL 
(Duisburg) 

  X    X  No answer The local 
health 
authority of 
Duisburg in 
general 
provides 
trained 
personnel 
with 
appropriate 
personal 
protection. 

Italy NAT (NO 
INT. INLAND 
NAVIGATION) 

  X    X    X  

Latvia 
REG/LOCAL 

 
No answer to all 



(Riga) 

Latvia NAT  X  In every 
designated 
point of 
entry 
thouse 
places has 
been 
specified. 
Not in all 
places 
equipment 
and 
trained 
personel is 
available 
on place. 

 X  Depending on emergency 
situation, required 
equipment and duration. 

 X  For the 
transfer of 
travellers who 
may carry 
infection or 
contamination 
adequate 
personal 
protective 
equipment is 
limited. 

Lithuania 
REG/LOCAL 
(Klaipeda) 

X    X    X    

Lithuania 
NAT 

X    X    X    

Netherlands 
NAT (RIVM) 

No answer to all 

Netherlands 
REG/LOCAL 
(Rotterdam) 

X    X    X    

Romania NAT  X   X   Applied only in special 
situations 

X   Granted at all 
times. 

Slovakia NAT Answered: None to all; Note: Slovak Republic has no port designed as point of entry according to IHR. 

Spain NAT & 
REG/LOCAL 

X    X    X    

Sweden NAT 
& REG/LOCAL 

X     X   X    



UK 
REG/LOCAL 
(Manchester) 

X   The port 
health 
authority 
will 
arrange 
these 
measures 
through 
shipping 
agents. 

  X We do not receive any 
travelers. This function 
would be carried out by 
border force. 

X    

UK 
REG/LOCAL 
(Fenland) 

 X  We can 
advise on 
derat 
procedures 
but have 
no capacity 
or 
resources 
to deal 
with other 
scenarios. 

  X Our ports are for the 
throughput of cargo and 
goods, rather than 
passengers. 

  X  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Table 5. Items with legal basis to be inspected on board inland navigation vessels. 

Regional/ 
Local 
Authority 

Items with legal basis to inspect on board inland navigation vessels 

 Food safety 
(esp. food 
storage) 

Potable 
water 
safety 

Recrea-
tional 
water 
safety 

Med
-ical 
facili
ties 

Air handling 
and 
ventilation 

House-
keeping/ 
laundry 

Occupa-
tional 
safety 

Accommo
-dation 
spaces for 
passenger
(s) 

Acc. 
spaces 
for 
crew 

Waste 
mana-
geme
nt 

Sewage 
manage
-ment 

Pest 
con-
trol 

Control 
of 
hazar-
dous 
material
(s) 

Unsanita-
ry condi-
tions 

Comment 

Bulgaria 1 X X X X X X  X X X X X  X  

Bulgaria 2 X X X X X X  X X X X X  X  
Estonia  X X X X X X  X X X X X X X  

Germany 1 X X  X            
Latvia  X X X X X X X X X X X X X X  
Lithuania  X X X X X X  X X X X X X X  
Spain  X X X X X X  X X X X X X X  
Sweden  X X X X    X X X X X X  Only 

internati
onal 
voyages 

UK 1  X X X       X  X  X  
UK 2 X X        X X X  X  

TOTAL (10) 10 10 8 8 6 6 1 7 7 9 8 9 5 8  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Table 6. Purpose(s) of inspections on inland navigation vessels on international voyage and their legislations.* 

Country (Port) 

Inspection purposes 
Legislation other than according to Ship Sanitation 
regulations for inspections on inland navigation 
vessels on international voyages 

SSCC 
issuance 

Outbreak 
investigation 

Unsanitary 
conditions 
complaint 
investigation 

According to a 
specific 
routine 
program 

Bulgaria 1a X X  X Regulation on border health control of Bulgaria. 

Bulgaria 2a X X  X 
Regulation on border health control of Republic of 
Bulgaria. 

Estonia  X X X  

- National legislation for land-based premises 
- The procedure and conditions for the prevention 

of extremely dangerous communicable diseases 
on the Estonian state border. 

Germany 1 X X X  
- Law for the protection from Infections 

(Infektionsschutzgesetz) 
- Law on drinking water (Trinkwasserverordnung) 

Latvia  X    None other 

Lithuania  X X X  

- The Lithuanian hygiene standard HS 113:2001 
â€žShips.  

- Hygiene standards and regulationsâ€œ, approved 
by the order No 671 â€žOn the approval of the 
Lithuanian hygiene standard HS 113:2001 
â€žShips.  

- Hygiene standards and regulationsâ€œof the 
Minister of Health of the Republic of Lithuania of 
28 December 2001 (Official Gazette, 2002, No 24-
890). This standard applies to all Seagoing Ships 
registered at the Register of Seagoing Ships of the 
Republic of Lithuania and to all Inland waterways 
vessels registered at the 
Register of Inland 
Waterways Craft of the Republic of Lithuania. This 
standard
 applies to sailing ships, ships which are 
under construction and reconstruction. 

Netherlands  X    None other 



Spain  X X X  National legislation for land-based premises 

Sweden  X X    

UK 1b X X X X 
- Public Health (ships) Regulations 1979 (as 

amended) 
- Public Health (Control of Disease) Act 1984 

UK 2 X     
a Based on national legislation. 
b A risk assessment is used for this. We inspect every ship for which we have concerns (last inspection result, contact from the last port health authority, illness identified on the 

previous maritime declaration of health), we will also inspect any ship which we have not seen before and any ship which we have not seen for at least 3 month. 

* Empty fields signify no answer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Table 7. Purpose(s) of inspections on inland navigation vessels on national voyages and their legislations.* 

Country (Port) 

Inspection purposes 

Legislation other than according to Ship Sanitation 
regulations 

SSCC 
issuance 

Outbreak 
investigation 

Unsanitary 
conditions 
complaint 
investigation 

According to a 
specific 
routine 
program 

Bulgaria 1 X X    

Bulgaria 2 X X    

Estonia  X X X  

- The requirements to conditions of 
accommodation of crew 

- The order of catering services and norm of food 
for crew 

- National legislation for land-based premises 

Germany 1  X X  
- Law for the protection from Infections 

(Infektionsschutzgesetz) 
- Law on drinking water (Trinkwasserverordnung) 

Latvia  X    None other 

Lithuania a   X X 

The Lithuanian hygiene standard HS 113:2001 
Ships Hygiene standards and regulations, 
approved by the order No 671.  

On the approval of the Lithuanian hygiene standard 
HS 113:2001 Ships Hygiene standards and regulations 
of the Minister of Health of the Republic of Lithuania 
of 28 December 2001 (Official Gazette, 2002, No 24-
890). This standard applies to all Seagoing Ships 
registered at the Register of Seagoing Ships of the 
Republic of Lithuania and to all Inland waterways 
vessels registered at the 
Register of Inland Waterways 
Craft of the Republic of Lithuania. This standard
 
applies to sailing ships, ships which are under 
construction and reconstruction. 

Netherlands  X    None other 

Spainb       

Sweden   X    



UK 1c X X X X 
- Public Health (ships) Regulations 1979 (as 

amended) 

UK 2 X     
a According to the Law on Public health of Republic of Lithuania (Official Gazette, 2002, No 56-2225). 
b Only if vessels usually involved on national voyages are going to make an international travel. Vessels on national voyage must be controlled by regional authorities. 
c Every 6 months in order to conduct water sampling (if possible) 

* Empty fields signify no answer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Table 8. Standardized inspection forms used at ports. 

Country (Port) 
Standard inspection forms 
(checklists) 

Items included Copy available 

Bulgaria 1 No   

Bulgaria 2 No   

Estonia  Yes 

- Food safety/hygiene 
- Potable water systems 
- Swimming pools/spa pools 
- Waste disposal 
- Crew/passengers 

accommodation 
- General public health controls 

 

Germany 1 No   

Germany 2 No answer   

Latvia  Yes 

- Potable water 
- Food hygiene 
- Ship’s spaces 
- Waste disposal 
- Accommodation 
- Waste disposal 
- Medical supplies. 

 

Lithuania  No   

Netherlands  IHR (when inspection is requested)   

Spain  
WHO Handbook for Inspection of 
Ships and Issuance of Ship 
Sanitation Certificates 

  

Sweden  IHR Annex 3    

UK 1 Yes   

UK 2 Yes 

- Food 
- Water 
- Waste 
- Swimming pools/spas 
- Medical facilities 
- Other areas (blank) 

 



Table 9. On board testing and sampling practices and port-to-port communication in case of unsatisfactory test results or any other public health event. 

Country (Port) 
Indications for onsite 

tests 

Environmental sampling 
Communication of unsatisfactory sample 

results or any other public health event as 
follow up Indications, other than 

routine 
Source Frequency 

Bulgaria 1 Not conducted Not conducted    

Bulgaria 2 Not conducted Not conducted    

Estonia  

- Food and potable/ 
recreation water 
temperature by 
calibrated 
thermometer 

- During an 
outbreak or 
complaints 
investigation 

- According to the 
ship’s food and 
water safety plans 

- During an outbreak 
or complaints 
investigation 

Recreational 
water 

1x/year 

Among Port Health Authorities on a 
national level (email & telephone) 

Potable water 1x/year 

Food 1x/year 

Germany 1 
During an outbreak or 
complaints 
investigation 

 Potable water 1x/year 
Among Port Health Authorities on a 
national and international level (email & 
telephone) 

Germany 2 Not conducted 
Only on vessels 
registered in Duisburg 

Potable water 4x/year 
No established port-to-port 
communication 

Latvia  Not conducted  

Recreational 
water 

On request No established port-to-port 
communication 

Potable water On request 

Lithuania  Not conducted Not conducted   
No established port-to-port 
communication 

Netherlands  
Not conducted Not conducted 

  
Among Port Health Authorities on a 
national and international level (email & 
telephone) 

Spain  
During an outbreak or 
complaints 

- According to a 
specific routine 

Recreational 
water 

No further 
detail 

Among Port Health Authorities on a 
national level 



investigation (water 
temperature, chlorine 
and pH level, etc. 
needed for the 
investigation) 

program 
- During an outbreak 

or complaints 
investigation 

Potable water 12x/year 

Food 
No further 
detail 

Sweden  
Not conducted 

During an outbreak 
investigation 

No further 
details 

 No answer 

UK 1 

During an outbreak or 
complaints 
investigation 
(Temperature, 
legionella (as 
required/as per 
request)) 

During an outbreak or 
complaints 
investigation 

Potable water 2x/year 

- Among Port Health Authorities on a 
national level (Telephone/email but 
only for poor conditions on board (i.e. 
cockroaches)) 

- Among Port Health Authorities on an 
international level (Via the Ship 
Inspection System (for SSC only) 
however, we would attempt to contact 
the next port by any means possible 
where required. 

UK 2 
Only food temperature 

According to a specific 
routine program 

Potable water 4x/year Not conducted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 10. Number of inspections with complete data from the most recent year. 

Country (Port) 
Year 
(most 
recent) 

Number 
Cargo (dangerous 
goods) 

Cruise  Ferry  

      

Bulgaria 1 2013 10 8 2 0 

Bulgaria 2 2013 85 56 0 24 

Estonia  
2013 44 30 (6 carrying 

dangerous goods) 
 

14  

Germany 1 2012 29    

Germany 2 No answer 

Latvia  2013 220    

Lithuania  2013 17  12 5 

Netherlands  None 

Spain  2013 42 41 1  

Sweden  No answer 

UK 1 2013 4    

UK 2 No answer 

 
Table 12. SSC requirement and issuance for inland navigation vessels. 

Country (Port) 
SSC according to IHR are required from inland 
navigation vessels 

SSCC according to IHR are 
issued to inland navigation 
vessels 

 
Yes from 
all vessels 

Yes only from vessels on 
international voyages 

No 
 

Bulgaria 1  X   

Bulgaria 2  X   
Estonia   X   

Germany 1   X  

Germany 2   X  

Latvia    X  
Lithuania   X   

Netherlands    X  
Spain   X   
Sweden   X   

UK 1  X   

UK 2 X    
 



Table 13. MDH requirement and granting "free pratique". 

Country (Port) 
Indication for requiring the submission of Maritime Declaration of Health according 
to IHR 

"free pratique" according to IHR is 
granted  

 

Not 
required 

All ships From ships 
arriving from 
affected 
areas 

From ships where 
comm. Disease or 
contamination or 
death has occured 

Other  

Bulgaria 1 
  

X X  
 (by radio or other 
communication means but mostly 
subject to inspection) 

Bulgaria 2 

    All ships except those 
coming from European 
ports or inland navigation 
vessels. 

 (by radio or other 
communication means but mostly 
subject to inspection) 

Estonia   X     
Germany 1 X     No 

Germany 2 
No 
answer 

   
 No answer 

Latvia  

    1. Ship Sanitation 
Certificate renewal 
2. If on board there is ill 
person or suspected 
cases according to IHR 
definition. 

No 

Lithuania  
    All arriving ships from 

international voyages 
 (by radio or other 
communication means) 

Netherlands    X X All cruise ships No answer 

Spain  
  

 X  
 (by radio or other 
communication means) 

Sweden  

  

X  

1. There is reason to 
believe that substances 
that may pose and 
international threat to 
human health is on board 

 (by radio or other 
communication means) 



2. There is a person on 
board who has resided in 
an area that has been 
declared affected by an 
international public 
health emergency during 
such time that the 
incubation period of an 
infectious disease has not 
expired at the ship’s 
arrival at port. 

UK 1 
 

  X  
 (by radio or other 
communication means) 

UK 2 
 

X    
 (by radio or other 
communication means) 
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