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The importunce of trunsportution and loyistics for our society Foreword
is often neylected by the yenerdl public und politics, dl-

though Europuen Transport modes ure the vitdl links of the Eu-

ropeun Sinygle Market. The lundborne modes ure fuced with

un increusing cupducity problem. This alarming fact and the

fascination of the shippiny industry, with dll its tradition and

history, encouruged me to look deeper into the potentiul of

waterborne transport within the Europeun Union.

Having been inspired by u booklet produced by the Euro-
peun Freight & Loyistic Leuder Club (F&L) with the fitle "Bary-
ing, Inlund Waterways, short Seu Shipping” | tried to combine
dlready published knowledyge on this topic with the practicdl
experience of leudiny experts involved in waterborne trans-
port - Shippers, Operutors, Ports und Governments - to creute
a practical assessment on the potential of waterborne trans-
port in the EU.

Thanks to the help of the working group members of the F&L
which helped me to understund the busic obstacles wuter-
bornhe trunsport fuces in Europe toduy, | wus uble to creute u
detdiled set of specific questions and standard question-
nuires, upoh which this study for the F&L is bused. Armed with
this set of yuestions und inspired by the inferest and support of
the members of the F&L, u reseurch wus conducted exten-
sively umony the members of F&L and other leading uctors in-
volved in wuterborne fransport us well us members of severdl
Europeun institutions, governments und reseurch facilities.

The scope of the study covered the Europeun Union Countries
und the collected dutu is compiled in the production of the
followiny report, which hopefully provides a useful tool for u
betfter understunding of the potentiul of the wdaterborne
fransport mode us purt of un infeyruted Europeun transport
network to increuse the sustuinuble mobility within the Euro-
peun single murket,

| want to thank dll F&L members, experts and professionals
who supported me with this challenging research and offer
lofs of their vuluuble time. | dlso wunt to thunk especiully my
father, Director of LKW Waulter, Kufstein, and F&L Maunagement
Commettee Member for dll his support und expertise us well

as the lony und inferesting discussions. The Author

I hope this report will contribute towards achieving a more ef- Born in 1972 in Viennu, Austrid.
ficient integration among transport modes and contribute to a He completed his University

competitive and environmental friendly European transport studiies in 1999 with un MBA ut
sector. the Vienhu Economics &

Business University, uffer having
This study wus dlso produced for the Vienna Econhomics & spent u term at the Stockholm

Business University us d reseurch. School of Economics.
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Water has dlways been the elixir of life. Also, water hus
been the muin form of tfransport throughout the existence
of human civilisations. Many important settlements have
been founded on the wduter, rivers, lakes, or the sed. It is
only during this century that the importance of water in
fransportation has decreused drastically and in many
fransport concepts waterborne transportation had been
totdlly forgotten.

In recent years, waterborne transport in Europe has again
found its wuy info the minds of the decision-mukers within
the transport sector. It often, however, remuains with verbdl
declardation, without implementation, expressing commit-
Mment to this environmental friendly mode of transport, es-
pecidlly by politiciuns. As u result, wuterborne trunsportu-
tion is sfill the “stepchild” of Europeun transport policies.

Purpose of the study:

The author will try to unswer the followiny resedurch ques-
fion in this reseurch.

What is the current situation of waterborne fransport in Eu-
rope and what obstacles and challenges does it face?

This reseurch wuants to provide u concise und complete
overview of the current situation of waterborne transport in
the Europeun Union. It will dlso attempt to illustrate the
muin challenges and obstacles that wdterborne trans-
portation faces to becoming a muijor player within an inte-
grated Europedn transport network, This resedarch dlso
wdants o provide decision-makers with < bdasis for discus-
sion through illustrating the distance between their posi-
fions and providing insight infto ways to overcome these
differences.

This should dlso provide reuders, who have ho experience
with wdaterborhe fransport, with an understandable and
concise overview of wuterborne trunsport, especidlly ship-
pers und policy mukers. It should help to updute these
reuders on the current situation of shipping in Europe und
end widespreud prejudices on wdaterborne fransport,
which yives it u bud imuye und does hot reflect redlity.

For reuders currently involved in wuterborne transport, it
should provide u complete overview of dll parts of wuter-
borne trunsport in the Europeun Union, und especiully




raise awdreness of the different positions umony the vdari-
ous uctors involved in waterborne fransport.

Methodology:

The whole study is bused on three different sources of infor-
mation:

< The author has been confinuously monitoring fransport
related print Media as well us publications on the inter-
net over u period of severul yeurs on the topic of wuter-
borne transport out of persondl interest. This und detdui-
led studies of the avdiluble literature us well as publicu-
fions by vdarious orgunisations, especidlly the Europeun
Commission, OECD und the Europeun Freight & Loyistics
Leuders Club (F&L) huve been the busis for this study.
The author ulso visited various symposiums on this topic.

% The second source of information wus u survey umony
leuding experts in the transport sector undertuken by
the author in 1998.

% The author hus furthermore o substuntiul amount of
practicul experience in the transport sector. He hus
done various internships in leading transport companies
in Italy, Austria and Greut Brituin, These compunies were
involved in roud, rdil and waterborne transport as well
as intermoddal transport.

In the course of this resedrch the dauthor is concentrating
onh developments within Europe, which he defines for this
study ds the Europeun Union (EU) and the Europedn Eco-
nomic Areu (EEA). Also the Central und eustern Europeun
countries have to be kept in mind not only in regards to u
possible enlurgement of the EU, but ulso considering the
hedvy increuses in transport volumes from dand to these
countries, und the burden this development puts on the
Europeun trunsport infrustructure. Transport issues cunnot
be seen unymore us reygionaul geoygruphicdlly limited issues,
us the liberdlisution of world trade continues.

The author focused on unudlysing the reseurch yuestion
muinly from the perspective of the 4 key-uctors:

% Shippers: The industries which dare buyinyg the fransport
service und who udre deciding how their goods dure
fransported.
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% Operators: The compunies who produce the transport
service, these cun be specidlised shipping compunies,
mMultimodul tfransport compunies und freight forwarders.

% Governments und other policy influencing institutions:
These dre the orgunisutions influencing the transport
policies of nationdl and international governments. They
cun be puart of the government like the ministries, but
dlso specidlised augencies deuling with the issues of wu-
terborne transport und providing the leyislators with pro-
posuls und information s well us expertise.

X3

% Ports und infrastructure providers: The operutors of the
loyistic knots, where wuterborne transport connects
with other modes or findl destination. this includes, port
operutors, but ulso terminuls und other infrustructure
providers who help shifting cargo from one mode to un-
other.

The author hus uttempted to select u sumple of experts,
who were interviewed, with us much bulance us possible
to creute u complete picture of the problem. With a sum-
ple of =51, the author does hot claim that the survey is
100 percent representutive, rather, it represents the views
of wuterborne fransport of some of the most important
purticipunts within the Europeun transport industry. The du-
thor has tried to bulunce the sumple regarding its (what is
its? the participunts?) importance in the Europeun trans-
portation sector with regionul and sector criteria. Of
course, avdildbility and willingness to pdarticipate in this sur-
vey Jlso influenced the sumple.

The author wants to thank dll of the experts who were so
kind in taking a small portion of their precious time 1o partic-
ipate in this survey. The author was very motivated by the
enthusiusm they exhibited regurding the topic of this studly.

The survey wus conducted through d pre-structured ques-
tionnuire which had a generdl part consisting of 11 ques-
fions that were identical for dll four purticipunt groups in-
volved und u specific section differing ucross the four cut-
eyories of purticipunts (shippers, operutors, ports und infru-
structure und government und institutions). Pleuse find u
copy of the yuestionndires in the Annex.

The experts unswered the questionndire und returned it to
the author. As the experts’ fime construints permitted, in




some cuses the results were discussed ufferwards and ad-
ditiondl information wus guthered. Otherwise, only uncer-
tdinties and Mmisunderstandings were clarified via tele-
phone, emuail, or physicul meeting.

The set of yuestions utilised was a4 compromise between
trying to collect quantitative, compardable informdation and
the need for udlitative information. The composition of
the guestionndire reflected the complexity of the problem
and the small number and high diversity of the experts in-
volved.

Trends and developments on the European transport
market

Hund in hand with the hew manhagement concepts und
business frends, which dominute toduy’s Europeun eco-
nomic structure a chance in the role of transport with in
the production chain . Just to think of the just in fime con-
cept. One new upprouch to transportation is to view it us
“rolling” stock.

Probubly the most importunt development, which influ-
enced the transport sector, wus the onygoiny liberdlisution
of world trade und the resulting cenfrdlisution of produc-
fion. This resulted in extremely increused fransport volumes
und distances. A result of these developments is that the
Europeun frunsport network is at the limit of its cupucity
and full of conygestion und bottlenecks.

In this section the author wants to shortly review two trends
how the trunsport sector reucted to the ubove mentioned
developments:

1.1.1 The trend in Europe from singlemoddl fo multimoddl
fransportation.

Waterborne fransport can no lonyger be looked dt with d
single mode approuch, rather one has to look at water-
borne transport ds part of un infegrated multimoddadl trans-
port system. One of the obstucles und chullenyes wuter-
borne fransport faces is related to this development to-
wards multimoddlity in Europe. It should be noted that
combined frunsport by ruil fuces similar problems, but the
author thinks these ure key issues regyurding future devel-
opMments in waterbornhe transport, 65% of the shippers inter-
viewed during the course of this study dre currently using
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multimodual tfransportation us one of their mMain meuns of
fransport.

There dre muny different types of mulfimoddadl fransport
und the terminoloyy is often mixed und hot used dppropri-
ately. Here is a short overview of the different types. These
definitions were taken from the officidal terminology of the
Europeun Conference of Ministers of Trunsport (ECMT,
1998b):

% MULTIMODAL TRANSPORT: Curriuge of goods by ut leust
two different modes of transport.

< INTERMODAL TRANSPORT: The movement of goods in
ohe und the sume loudinyg unit or vehicle which uses
successively severdl modes of transport without han-
dliny of the yoods themselves in chaunyging modes.

<% COMBINED TRANSPORYT: Intermoduil transport where the
maujor purt of the Europeun journey is by rdil, inland wu-
terways or sea und uny initial and/or findl ley curried
out by roud is us short us possible.

% PIGGYBACK TRANSPORT: Combined transport by rdil
and roud

% ROLLING ROAD: Trunsport of complete roud vehicles on
low-floor throughout waugons.

What are the reasons for the implementation of multfi-
modudl fransport?

Duriny the lust three decudes, we suw un enormous in-
creuse in transport volume, which was more than double
the increuse of the GDP in the sume time period. The in-
creuse of GDP wus un uveruge unhudl rate of 2 percent
while the fransport volume increused by aun average of 5
percent annudlly in the Europeun Union (F&L, 1997). Most
of this additionul volume wus dbsorbed by roud fransport
und the other modes remuined constunt us you cun see in
the following figure 1. Forecusts say this trend is continuing.
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Figure 1 Transport volume forecust for the EU until 2010

Alreaudy how und if the forecusts dare correct the current
roud infrastructure will reach the limits of its capuacities, and
it will be impossible to enlarge the infrastructure to such an
extend that it can dabsorb the whole additiondl transport
volume. This fact and an higher concern regarding envi-
ronmentdl pollution by the public which will in the long run
result in including the externdal costs of transportation in the
fransport prices, will leud to un increused usuye of other
modes than roud transport.

According fo forecusts, the current roud infrastructure will
reuch the limits of its capacities und it will be impossible to
enlarge the infrastructure to such aun extent that it can db-
sorb the entire udditionul tfransport volume. This fact and u
higher concern by the public regyurding environmentdl
pollution will in the lony run result in including the externdl
costs of trunsportation in the transport prices, thus leuding
to un increused usuye of modes other thaun roud transport.

The Concept of Intfermodulity wus borne from the dbove
mentioned problem und the fuct thut no mode is perfect
or cun sutfisfy dll customer needs. The concept of inter-
moddility is to best utilise the udvantages of euch mode
und by doiny so creute u more efficient transport system,
which covers the whole transport chain from door to door.
The main prereyuisite to this concept is the interconnectiv-
ity of transport modes und louding units. A tfechnicudl stan-
dardisation of fransport eyuipment is needed to ensure this
across Europe, or even globdlly. Furthermore, the commu-
nicutions amony the different participants in the transport
chuin heeds to be improved. The Europedn transport sec-
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tor has fo move from u competition of fransport modes to
u competition of different tfransport systems.

Intermoddility is core to reuching a transport policy which
ensures the sustuinable Mobility within Europe for the com-
ing yeurs,

Problems and obstacles of intermoddl fransport

In the current moddally oriented transport system, dany
chanyge of mode within d journey involves a chanyge of sys-
tem rather than just a technical franshipment. This creates
friction costs that can make infermoddl transport uncom-
petitive in compurison with unimodul hauluge.

Friction costs ure u meusurement of the inefficiency of u
fransport operution. They dre expressed in the form of:

R
L4

higher prices,

R
o

lonyger journeys, more delays, or less on time reliubility,

R
o

lower yuulity services,

R
o

limitations on the type of goods,

R
o

higher risk of dumuage to the cargo, und

R
L X4

more complex administrative procedures.

In order to muke intermoddal fransport attractive for the
user, friction costs must be identified, yuantified, yudlified,
und reduced.

At the sume time, loyistic services within the intermoddl
fransport chain will heed to provide udded vdlue in order
to offset friction costs. The hodes und transfer points in the
network should be pdarticularly well suited to offering ser-
vices such us warehousing, informatfion Munagement, or
product customisution. The market must be uble to identify
und exploit these opportunities, und intermodul fransport
policy must eliminate uny bottlenecks which may prevent
operutors from redlising such opportunities (Europeun
Commission, 1997q).

Intermodul transport users incur friction costs becuuse of
lack of interconnectivity ut three levels:
(1) infrastructure und transport meuns,

(2) operutions und the use of the infrustructure, especiully
ferminuls, und




(3) modul bused services und regulutions.

The conclusion drawn by the Europedun Commission on the
situation of Intermoddail freight transport foday is the follow-
ing: “Infermoddadl freight transport in Europe today seems
unuble to meet the increusingly complex loyistics reqguire-
ments of an economy which operdtes in U competitive
and ylobdl market.” Transfers between modes generdlly
credte too many friction costs and do not dllow sufficient
scope for offering vulue-udded services in the door-to-
door chuin. A better use of dll infrastructure across the dif-
ferent modes will therefore become imperutive, purticu-
larly in view of the projected growth of freight
fransport.” (Europeun Commission, 19974, p.11)

1.1.2 Trend fowuards u fair and efficient pricing in the
Europeun transport sector

An importunt issue in Europeun trunsport policy is the goul
to reuch a fuir and efficient pricing in tfransport by internal-
ising the externul costs. This could leud to u fuirer competi-
tion between the different modes, but not everybody
views this ideu so positive. There dre fedrs that Europedun
products become less competitive on the world market s
this most probuble would leud to u rdise in prices. Already
now fransport costs represent in Europe 5-6% of the totdl
product costs compured to 2-4% in the USA and the Far
Eust (F&L, 1997).

To uchieve this goul of fuir und effective pricing, transport
prices have to reflect the full social costs. The sociul costs
consist of external aund infernal costs. The internal costs are
dlreudy puid by the fransport operators, und include fuel
und vehicle costs, uccident insurance costs, etc.... The ex-
terndl costs are currently pdid by the generdl public and
are very difficult to medsure. To do so, one must to be dble
to express them in monetary terms. Here is a short list of the
different cuteyories of externul costs (Europeun Commis-
sion, 1995b):

< Environmental Costs:
< Conyestion Costs:

< Infrastructure Costs:
< Accident Costs:

It probdbly hot redlistic to try to include dll externdilities into
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the fransport costs, but there are concrete pluns to include
the environmentdl impact and the costs of infrustructure
info the transport prices (Europeun Commission, 1998b).
This cun be done by, for exumple, fuel tuxution und roud
pricing.

For waterborne transport, this trend has a significant im-
pact. The environmentadl costs are very favourable for ship-
ping - see chupter 2.2.- on the other hund the “fuir” puy-
mMent for infrasfructure use could be of ygreut disudvantage
for inland waterways, but dlso railways, and might get
them uncompetitive. This could lead to u reduced impor-
tunce of these environmentul und sufe modes.




In this chapter the author wants to draw d brief picture of
the current situation of waterborne transport in the Euro-
fpeun Union. First some figures on the development of the
waterborne fransport sector in generdl. Then he wants to
give u short overview of the udvuntages waterborne frans-
port hus followed by a more detdiled unalysis of short seu
shipping, inland waterways and the infrastructure neces-
sary for shipping. At the end of this chapter the author
gives un country specific view on the situation of water-
borne transport in the 15 EU member states.

Structure of European waterborne transport

The Europeun shipping industry accounted for a totdl
turnover of 37,3 billion Euro in 1995 this wus 11,6% of the to-
tal turnover of transport modes. This turnover was gener-
ated in 15.767 compunies in the Europeun Union who em-
ploy 234,900 people, this is only 5,2% of the totul employ-
ment in the Europedun transport sector(Eurostat, 1999). This
numbers yive wuterborne trunsport u very good turnover
per person employed ratio of 158.790 Euro per person dun-
nudlly. The average in the Europeun transport sector is
83.900 Euro per person.

These ure just some busic figures to be uble to ussess the
size of the wuterborne trunsport sector, looking ut the in-
dustry structure itself there strony centrdlisution tfendencies
visible. But still it is very fragmented und mauny small operu-
tors exist. This is by some experts seen us u muin problem of
wduterborne fransport itself, that there compunies missing
which bundle the vdarious small operators, und offer u
joined service, which cun fit the Shippers heeds, more on
this in the chapter 3.

On western Europeun inland waterways, over 10.000 shif-
piny compunies operute, (Pro-Concept, 1999) Generdlly,
the industry is very fragmented and consists of many smaill
compunies, often independent barge owners that own
ohly one to three ships on which they live with their families
yedr round. In recent years, the tendency towdards con-
centration hus been significunt for the development in the
other modes und industries. For exumple, the humber of try
curygo shipping compunies in Germuny hus reduced in
1998 by 10 percent when compured to 1997. (ITZ, 1999)
The number of compunies which operute push und pull
convoys reduced in the sume time period by 15 percent,
but the humber of employees hus only been reduced by
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0.6 percent. This indicutes that existing compunies huve
ubsorbed the mujority of the dissolved compunies through
Merygers und dcyuisitions. In Frunce, Belyium, und the
Netherlands, these tendencies dure hot us obvious becuuse
of political reguldtions, but concentration tfendencies dure
ulso hoticeuble there.

The short sed shipping industry is much more liberdlised, but
there dre the sume tendencies visible like on inlund water-
wdays. There exist pure short sed shipping operators und
deep seu shipping compunies which operute dlso short
seu shipping. The centrdlisution is dlso tuking place, mery-
ers und dcyuisitions dre omnipresent. These dcyuisitions
don’t tuke only place within the industry, but dlso with
compunies of other modes. The trend is towaurds multi-
modul compunies. A current exumple would be the
Deutsche Post which through the acquisition of Dunzus
und Nedloyd recently cauused heudlines.

2.1.1 The goods frunsported

In this section the author wants to give u guick overview on
which goods ure transported by which modes. Here there is
u problem visible, that the author encountered during the
whole course of the study reyurding stdtfistical materidl.
While inlund wuterways where dlways included in the stati-
stic, dutu on short seu shipping wus often missing. This might
be due to the fuct thut sometimes it is difficult to divide
short seu shippinyg from deep seu shippiny, but could dlso
be an indicution that short seu shipping has come info the
mind of policy mukers only recently s individudl mode.

Inland
Road | Rail |water-| Total
(NST/R clussification groups in brackets) ways
Ayricultural products (O, 1) 29 | 13 13 | 25
Coul, other solid minerul fuels (2) 1 12 12 4

Petroleum und petroleum products (3) 5 8 19 6
Iron ore, steel other metadl products (4, 5)| 8 20 | 18 | 11

Cement, building muteridls (6) 191 11 | 25 | 18
Chemicudls, fertilizers (7, 8) 9 11 10 | 10
Machinery, munufactured articles (9) 29 | 25 3 26
All goods 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 1 Group of goods trunsported by euch mode (% of tkm)




Looking ut the tdble 1 ubove it is shows that inland water-
ways have u big share in the goods tfraditionally trans-
ported in bulk und high guuntities, like cement und build-
ing materidls (25%) petroleum an its products (19%) und
iron ore, steel und other metdl products(18%). All these in-
dustries are traditiondlly located at a waterway, this dllows
it to use waterborne transport in an unimoddal way,

There wdaterborne transport is very much competitive with
the other modes, especidlly rdilways which target the
sume kind of goods. This is ulso proved by the fuct that the
share of inlund waterways is in dll these groups the same or
higher than the share of ruil. Often the share of inlund wu-
tferways is dlso bigyer than the one of roud tfransport in
these commodity groups which are characterised by high
volumes und low vulue.

An exception to this is of course muchinery und munufac-
tured articles. This hus dlso to do with vdlue of the goods
und other factors, on which will be focused later in this
study. It is only fo mention thut waterborne transport dlso
could be competitive with these not so traditionul caurgo
groups, if used in intermoddal transport, for exumple con-
tdinerised. Also this will be eluborated luter.

2.1.2 The Moddl split in the EU

Andlysing the modul split between the different mode, the
author hus decided to exclude pipelines und uir fruns-
portation as they dre in hot so direct competition with the
other modes. Insteud of pipelines the author has decided
to include short seu shipping in the mModudl split. The humbers
(tkm) used for short seu shipping in this andlysis dre only Nu-
fiondl and intra EU maritime transport. This classification was
used dlso in the country specific analysis in chapter 2.6.

Rail
9%
‘ Road
sss 45%
42% ‘
IWwW
4%

Source: Eurostut, 1999 Note: IWW......iInlund wuterways, SSS.......short seu shipping
Figure 2 The moduil split in the Europeun Union
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It is interesting that the two wdaterborne transport modes
uccount together for 46% of the totdl transports. This is
slightly more than the dominunt roud fransportation. In the
total EU moddal split rdil fransport has a much bigger share
than inland waterways this is mainly due to the fact that in
many countries No inlaund waterways dre in use for freight
fransport. The detdiled natfional shares and differences
cun be found in chupter 2.6.
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Figure 3 Development of wauterborne transport in EU-15
(1970-1996)

The historicul development of the different modes in the EU
show thut Roud hus tuken the bigyest shure of the in-
creused frunsport volume, its share dlmost tripled since
1970. But dlso short seu shipping hus seen u steudy in-
creuse und ulso more thun doubled since 1970, but it lost




its role of the dominuting mode to the road. Ruail, which in
1970 still had more thun half the volume of the roud since
then has even decreused, but saw d slight incredse in the
last years Inlund waterways buasicdlly stayed the sume but
increused by dlmost 10%in 1995.

The substantial share of tkm of wdaterborne fransport, espe-
cidlly short sed shipping, compured to the road cun dlso
be explained by the different average distances trans-
ported. Roud hus un averuyge of 100 km per ton while in-
land wuterways huve un uveruge of 230km, there ure no
figures on short seu shipping uvdiluble but us More thun
90% is don internationdlly (within the EU) the distances,
might be even higher thun on inlund wauterways. Never-
theless these figures show, thut waterborne transport is of
substuntidl importance within Europedn transportation, d
fact which often is forgotten by the public, but dlso by
Governments und Shippers.

2. 1.3 Maritime cargo flows in the EU

Amony the four Europeun muaritime regions, the North Seu
hus the largest portion of short seu shipping trade in Eu-
rope with 43% of the Europeun SSS trade both for intru-
North Seu (245 million tons) und for frade from und to other
Europeun reyions (251 million tons).In the Atluntic reyion,
most of the maritime curgo flows ure from und to other re-
gions, while in the Mediterraneun, intra-areu frade is the
dominunt form. (IPSI,1997)

Intra-area From and to Total
other areas
Baltic Seu 137 22% Q7 18% 234 20%
North Seu 245 39% 251 47% 496 43%
Atlantic 84 13% 121 23% 205 18%
Mediterraneun 159 25% 63 12% 222 19%
Totul 625 532 1157

Source: IPSI, 1997

Table 2 The intra-Europeun maritime frade in the four Europeun
Mmaritime reyions (in Million fons) in 1992/93

A generdl growth of maritime curgo flows in short sed ship-
ping may be expected in the future. The volumes on differ-
ent routes mMuy vary, depending on individuul growth rates
for different countries und regions. For the following coun-
fries, mujor chunges ure expected in economy with u
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growth of trade volumes ubove uveruyge:
- Russiu (3,1% in export und 5,3% in import),

- the Budltic Stutes (6% - 7% in export und 7,9% - 9.7% in
import),

- Polund (6,6% in export und 4,1% in import)

For the former communist countries in the Bluck Seu re-
gion, the current political situdation aund economic prob-
lems does not ullow un exuct forecust for the develop-
ment of maritime cargo flows. The growth rates vary be-
tween different types of cargo. In generdl, lurger growth is
expected for unitised cargo thun for bulk and oil.

General | Containers/ Dry Liquid Qil
cargo RO-RO bulk bulk
Baltic Seu 4,2% N/A 3.8% 4,5% 1,6%
North Seu 2.7% 2.5% 1,2% 1,7%
Aflantic N/A
Mediterraneaun 1.0% - 3.3%

Source: COWI 1995, NEA 1995

Table 3 Average unnual growth rates for the cargo types
(% of tkm)

An udditional growth of cargo volumes in short seu ship-
ping has to expected, if the legul or finuncial framework
conditions chunye or if the fruffic obstucles cuuse u
chunye of fruffic putterns. This mMuy be expected for some
conhyested ureus in Central Europe. If those restrictions up-
ply to land transport, the maritime cargo volumes may in-
creuse. These restrictions would influence first of dll the
maritime trade in the North and Baltic Seu. For the Bailtic
Seu reyion e.y. un increuse of RO-RO und LO-LO truffic up
to 40%, i.e. up to 57,6 million tons compured to the busis
forecust may be expected (COWI, 1995).

This was just a short overview on maritime cargo flows in

the Europeun Union, specific transport corridors will be
analysed later on in the study.

Reasons for waterborne transport in Europe

This chapter wants to give d short overview of the redsons
for the importance of waterborne transport in Europe. It ex-
pldins the main advantages of waterborne transport in Eu-




rope und compures it with the other modes. These audvan-
tages dre dlso the muin arguments for u further develop-
ment and improvement of the wdaterborne fransport
mode.

2.2.1 The geoyruphicul configurdtion of Europe - chedp
hatural infrastructure

The Europeun Union hus a favouruble geoyruphicul con-
figuration which makes it particularly well suited for water-
borne fransport. It provides this mode with chedap naturdl
infrastructure, which proofs to be a competitive advan-
tage of waterborne transport. The Europedn Union coust-
line is More thun 67.000 kilometres lony. Only u few indus-
frial and economic centres are situated more than 400
kilometres from u port. Roughly 60 to 70 percent of ull Euro-
peun industriul centres ure locuted between 150 to 200
kilometres from the coust (Europeun Commission, 1995u)
and are therefore in principul, conveniently locuted in
terms of uccess to wuterborne seu transport,

But in addition to this, one should not forget the wide Euro-
peun network of rivers und cundals. Europe benefits from d
widely dispersed network of 25.000 kilometres of inlund wu-
terways, of which 12.000 kilometres (Europeun Commis-
sion, 1995u) huve been included in the Trans-Europeun
Transport Network. These wdaterways cun dlso be pene-
frated by purpose-build coustal vessels, but are muainly
used by cunul und river burges which fransport more thun
430 million tonhs u yeur (Europeun Commission, 1995d) in
the Europeun Union. Vessels cun loud und Unloud in inlund
ports of importaunt economic und industrial centres such us
Duisburg, Mannheim, Strasboury, Vienna aus well us Paris,
Lyon, Liege, Gent, Cologne und Brussels. Via wuterways
these centres dare directly conhected to mdjor seu aund
river ports in other Europedn Union countries, but dlso to
other Europeun countries in Scundinaviu, Eustern und
Centrdl Europe.

Since the openiny of the Rhine-Muin-Dunube cunal exists
a direct inlund waterway connection from the North Seu
through the whole of Centrul Europe to the Bluck Seu. This
finished route und the planned Dunube - Oder Cunudl yet
even more importaunce under the aspect of the increused
fraffic since the fall of the Iron Curtuin at the end of the
1980ties, und the poor infrastructure in these countries,
which is ulready used over their limits.
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To illustrate the size of this problem, ohe should look dt the
development of frude between the 15 memberstates of
the Europeun Unionh and the 10 potential candidutes in
Central und Eustern Europe (CEC-10). Imports into the EU
from the CEC-10 countries have more than doubled in the
lust seven years from 50 million tonnes in 1990 to over 110
million tonnes in 1997, Exports from the EU have increused
by four times from 10 million tonnes in 1990 to ulmost 46 mil-
lion fonnes in 1997 (EUROSTAT, 1999). When this growth and
the future integration of the CEC-10 countries into the Euro-
peun Unhion ure considered, the existing infrustructure is
even more importunt ds it can aussume More freight in a
smuller umount of time und with less investment. For exuam-
ple, the Dunube hus a potential of 100 Million tonnes per
yedur more than hew rdil or roud connections that still have
to be constructed.
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Figure 4 Areus of intense roud freight traffic compared with existing routes of waterborne transport
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If one looks ut the figure 4, which shows the muin routes of
roud freight traffic in Europe, one cun see that purdllel to
the muain routes, with the highest volume of traffic, there
dre dlso waterways( inlund waterways and short sed ship-
ping corridors), which could tuke some of the cuarygo still
tfransported by roud.

Europe is very well equipped with waterways, which is
cheup naturdl infrastructure.

2.2.2 Energy und environmentdl performance

Another big advantage of wdaterborne tfransportation is
the efficient energy and environmentdl performance. This
fact is receiving increused dttention us we leurn More
ubout the effects of CO2 emissions, such us the yreen-
house effect. Also the enhergyy consumption is yetting more
importunt us we have learned dbout the limitation of re-
sources in fossil fuels.

This effects especiully Transportation us one cun see in the
following figure 5. The quuntity of CO2 emissions from fossil
fuels caused by transport hus increused dramuaticully by dl-
most 40% compured to other producers of CO2 emissions.
And that dlthough hew techholoyies have reduced the
emissions in the sume period by 15% (F&L,1997).
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Figure 5 CO2 emissions from fossil fuels in Europe
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With this increused environmentul conscioushess in Europe
which found dlso its way into Europeun politics the cudll for
un internulisution of the externul costs to reuch u cost
fruth, is getting louder, especidlly regurding transport. Most
countries ure working dlreaudy on concepts, like for exam-
ple roudpricing. And EU policy dlso concentrates on this
topic.

This however would have greut effects on the competitive
situation within different modes us one of the Most impor-
tant competitive factors: cost is chunged dramaticdally.
Policy mukers hope to shift cargo from the “polluting”
fransport mode roud to the “environmentdl friendly *
modes rdil and waterborne transport. But this cannot be
the only meusure to muke waterborne und rdil transporta-
fion more competitive. Muny critical voices dre stating
that national fransport policies ure focusing too much on
mauking roud transportation more expensive, through high
fuel tuxation und roudpricing, while heylecting the neces-
sury meusures to improve the structure of other modes und
that ships und trains cunnot offer door-to-door service.
However, internulisution of external costs will lead to fuirer
pricing und improve the competitive situation of water-
borhe fransportution.

Specific primary Energy Consumption
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Figure 6 Different modes of freight transport in ferms of energy use

Regurding energy consumption waterborne transport is far
the best mode. With 423 Kilo Joules per tonnes-kilometres,
it uses only 2/3 of the eneryy needed by ruil und only 15




percent of the eneryy used by roud transport. Of course
while looking at this and the emission figures below (tuble
4), one hus to keep in Mind that waterborne transport is
only efficient with high volumes of goods us only full
louded vessels cun uttain the high levels of efficient en-
ergy und environmentdl performance.

Specific Total Emissions (grams/tons - kilometres)
Ruil Water Roud | Pipeline Air
Transport

CO2 41 30 207 10 1.206
CHa 0,06 0.3 03 0,02 20
Voldtile Orgunic
Compounds 0,08 0,1 1,1 0,02 3.0
NOx 02 0.4 3.6 0,02 5.5
CcO 0,05 0,12 24 0,00 1.4

Source: Whitelegyy, 1993
Table 4 Different modes of freight transport in Terms of Emissions

As ohe cun see in table 4 waterborne fransport has dlso a
very gyood dautu regurding dir pollution especidlly regard-
ing CO2 emissions, which ure the muin cuuse of the yreen-
house effect. The compurison with radil transportation is very
difficult, us it is only eusy to meusure the pollution done by
fuel driven tfrain engines, but looking dt the appurently
“cleun” electricity driven railways it is difficult to distinguish
how “cleun” this eneryy redlly is, it depends on how the
electricity is produced: by using renewduble eneryies like
wuterpower und the “cleun”(?) nucleur power or if it is
produced by culoric power plunts, using fossil enerygy
sources.

Also regurding noise levels, wuterborne fransport hus u
very good performunce, und the bigy udvuntuge of short
seu shipping in this uspect is dlso thut it doesn’t puss
through highly populated areus like the other modes. The
factor of water pollution is a problem, especidlly by dump-
ing wuste info the seu.

2.2.3 Cost

This is the muin competitive udvantuge of wdaterborne
fransport in persuading the shippers to shift cargo from
other modes to shipping. Waterborne transport is ex-
fremely cheup especidlly for high quuntities, if one look ut
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the pure transportation costs on the water. But there are
some factors that increuse the costs dramaticdlly.

The bigyest "enemy” of wuterborhe transport dare the pre-
und on-cdrriuge costs. As u door-to-door service viu wu-
terways is rarely possible, the goods have to be brought by
another mode from or/und to the harbour. The working
group for wdaterborne transport of the Europedn Freight
und Loyistic Leuders Club (F&L) has made followinyg find-
ings: "Pre- and onh-cadrriage cost cun represent a major
share in the totdl tfransportation cost due to minimum tariffs
which dre dgpplied in certdin countries, i.e. locdl leyislation
cun penudlise efficiency.” (F&L, 1998, S. 14) In this study the
authors bring dlso u drustic exumples of wuterborne trans-
port, where the actudl seu freight rate from Nordic coun-
fries to Itdly is chedper thun the on-carriage cost from [tdl-
iun ports to the final destination in Italy.

Further additional costs, which darise only with waterborne
fransport, are pilot fees und port fees, ... More on these in
chapter 3. On inlund waterways, due to the insufficient in-
frustructure regyurding the minimum dept und the height of
bridges, curgo hus to be relouded or ships ure stuck, which
cuuses uddifiondl costs for the operautor.

These few exumples show, that the obvious udvantuye:
cost is hot us sufficient us would be imuyined. Cost cun be
seen us un dureu, where waterborne transport fuces most
serious obstucles und chullenges. If they cun be solved,
then cost will become one of the big competitive advan-
tages, which would help to shift cargo onto the water-
borne modes.

2.2.4 Cupucity

Another big advantage of waterborne transport is the high
cupducity of its vessels, which is ohe of the redsons for the
two, before mentioned, udvantages: environmental and
enheryy performunce us well us cost. Of course there ure
many different type of ships, but to illustrate the difference
here some exumples, compuring cupucities in currying
contuiners.




Lorry 2 TEU
Train 80 TEU
Inlund ship 160 TEU
Feeder ship 600 TEU
Oceun-goiny contdiner ship | Up to 6690 TEU

Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: TEU........ Twenty-foot Equivalent Unit (6.10 m)
Table 5 Capucity of different transport vehicles in TEU

Just imagyining that there are 80 trucks heeded, which rep-
resent u yueue of ulmost 1'/2 kilometres!, to tuke the sume
amount of contdiners s one single inland ship or that
feeder ship hus the sume cupucity us 71/, trains. Not to talk
ubout un Oceun yoiny contuinership, which cun tuke us
much contdiners us u over 60 kilometres lony truck yueue
of 3.345 trucks.

Of course on inlund waterways this cupacity is not only de-
fined by the vessel itself, it dejpends ulso on the height of
the bridges ulony these wuterways ds they influence, with
how many layers this ships cun be loauded, Also the depth
of the wuterwuay influences the cupdacity. A generdl rule
says 10 cm more depth dllows un increuse of 10% Mmore
curgo (Martin, 1999).

This high cupucities ure not ulways only un udvuntuge, us
due to this high cupucities shippinyg is only efficient ut
routes with high transport volumes. Only then the cupduci-
ties cun be exploited with a high enough freguency, to en-
sure the flexibility aund transit time required by the shippers.

2.2.5 Room for expunsion

While there is increusing congestion in roud fransport, wu-
terborne transport still has avdilable capuacity . The existing
Europeun short seu fleet could uccommodute extru
curgo us well as the Europedun caunal and river barges with-
out high investments in additional vessels. Actudlly espe-
cidlly on the inlund waterways the existing over-cupdacities
have escualuted info a price dumpinyg, which makes dan
economicully efficient operation dalmost impossible, and
the EU leyislution hus tuken meusures to reduce this cu-
pucities. This will be discussed further in the section on in-
lund wauterways.

1 Taking u staundard fruck with a length of 18 meters.
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The infrustructurdl costs ussociuted with the cupuacity ex-
punsion dre relatively low. In short seu shipping would re-
late muainly to port projects (Europeun Commission, 1995).
Thos projects cun often be identified, prepured in less fime
than is generdlly the cuse for mujor projects related to
other modes of fransport. Compurdutively small port pro-
jects, both in tferms of scule and costs, can often have d
disproportionately large impuact on fransport develop-
ment. reldtively inexpensive projects such das the removal
of sandbdars or the construction of sufety breakwdaters can
mauke ports much more duccessible for maritime fransport.
A growth in short seu trunsport would not require in most
parts of the Europeun Union (southern ports in generdl be-
iNg dan exception) expensive infrastructural works in the
ports. Investments in cupducity increuse in short seu ship-
ping ure therefore in generul more cost effective than in
land mModes.

Also the necessury investments for inlund waterways would
be much lower thun investments for compuruble cupucity
increuses in ruil or roud transportation (Einem, 1999), but.
Although the politics seem to be uwaure of this fuct the im-
provement of the infrustructure of Europeun inlund wuter-
wuays is still the “stepchild” in Europeun transport policy. The
investments info infrustructure have constuntly declined
from 2,1% of dll infrastructural investments in 1980 to 1,7% in
1988 (EMCT, 1992) compured to 27,7% into Ruil und 70,6%
info Rouds ( see ulso Chupter 2.5.).

The opening of the Rhine-Mduin-Dunube Cundl in 1992 wus
probdudbly the largest improvement in the Europedn inland
wauterway system. It linked the Europeun “wdauter highway”,
Rhine, with the important Transeuropedun connhection,
Dunube, creuting a 3500 kilometres lony uxis through the
whole of Europe thus creuting d direct inland wdaterway
conhnection from the North Seu to the Bluck Seu.,

Taking this in account und the possibilities that arise from
this connhection it is not understandable why the German
government hus sftill not ubolished the 69 kilometres bottle-
heck between Straubing und Vilshofen in Bavariu, In 1997
onh 94 duys the wuter level wus under the 2 meters mark,
which cuused that ships only could puss empty. After the
Duisbury Treuty which wus signed in 1966, Germuny should
have dlreudy finished the complete infrastructurdl expun-
sion of the Dunube u lonhy time ugo (Martin, 1999). This ex-
umple shows the redl problem for cupdacity expunsion on




inlund waterways, some relatively small infrastructurdl
problem of 69 kilometres is reducing the competitiveness
of the whole Dunube shipping so dramaticully, as the im-
portant factor relidbility can not be gudranteed. With
compurably chedp infrastructural medsures un enormous
cupucity potential could be accessed, at the Danube it
would be up to 100 Mio tonnes u yeur. Currently only 10% u
cupucity of T0Mio tonhnes is used. Of course to be uble to
access the full potential of the Dunube dlso ofther infra-
structurdal problems have to be solved, like for example the
bottlenecks Wachau and the from Vienna to the Slovakian
border.

2.2.6 Advuntuges compdred to other modes

Compudared to Road: Waterborne and roud fransport dre,
at the moment, only puartidlly direct competitors. This is due
to the dfttributes of roud transport beinyg much different
than waterborne or rdil truffic, such us the volume trans-
ported (fruck: low volume / ships: high volume), the type of
yoods frunsported, und the distunce fransported. For ex-
ample, the following figure 7 illustrates that over 60 percent
of the goods curried by truck ure trunsported over u dis-
tance under 50 kilometres, while shipping is generdlly used
over longer distunces, ulso due to high transhipment costs.

70,001

60,00

50,004

40,004

%
30,00+

20,001

10,00

0,00+

0-50 km 50-150 km  150-500 km 500-1000 km  >1000 km

Source: NEA, 1992

Figure 7 Distunce over which goods ure traunsported by roud in
the EU (1990)
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However, us more than 80 % of the lorry transports in Eu-
rope ure done over u distunce lower than 150 kilometres
(see figure 7ubove), u direct competition especidlly of in-
land waterways over this distaunce could substantially con-
fribute to euse traffic problems in urbdn or industrial areus,
Especidlly in Northern Europe with its dense candl system,
where many factories have direct access to cundls on
their premises, this could prove d substantial solution. A big
contribution to the roud congestion in this dred is inlund
Mmovements of overseus contuiners from or to the bigyest
deep-seu ports in Europe.

60

50+

404
% o 1991

= 1996

304

RN

Barge Rail Road

Source: ECT, 1998

Figure 8 Inlund movements of contuiners from the Port of
Rotterdum (% of TEU)

As ohe cun see in figure 8, the mModel share of contuiner
feedering from and to the Port of Rotterdaum, which is with
5,56 Mio Twenty-foot Equivalent Unit (TEU) far the biggest
contuiner port in Europe. One cun see u significunt shift
from Roud to Buryes between 1991 und 1996, but there is
still significant room for improvement, even with the exist-
iny services uvuiluble.

The lower cost udvuntuye of wuterborne transport has di-
Mminished, us the fierce competition on the roud, immedi-
ately ufter the liberdlisation, led to very low fransport prices
for transport by truck. The present concentration und con-
solidution phuse is hot tferminuted yet und it is unlikely that
roud freights increuse in the neur future. Another udvan-
tuyge of the roud over wuterborne transport is its ability to




cover door to door services. For waterborne transport high
fpre- und on-curriuge costs arise (5.2.2.3.).

According to u survey mude in the EU project IPSI, shippers
choose truck transport for following reusons (IPSI, 1997)

- Avdilability: Trucks may arrive und leuve ut uny fime,
are eusy uccessible and offer door-to-door loyistics
- Flexibility: Trucks dre not dependent upon specific
routes und the drivers may udupt to varying truffic
conditions us they occur. Further, the cupucity sup-
plied cun eusily be udupted to demund.
- Speed: Truck transport is fust, at ledst in principle.
In order to be competitive, short seu shippiny services must
compete on this busis, and furthermore, regularity of ser-
vice is u sighificunt requirement.

Transit time is lonyer for inlund waterways and short seu
shipments than for trucking. In g Norwegiun study related
to export of fresh sulmon, currently being transported by
fruck from the West Coust of Norwuy to the confinent
(Pairis) by truck, it is shown that fransit times cun be met by
wuterborne frunsport even ut speeds well below 30 knots
oh the vessel.(F&L, 1998)

Taking the cupucity of the current roud infrustructure und
the forecusted increuses in fransport Volume, especidlly
dlso from und to the CEC countries, it is obvious that this in-
frastructure cunnot uccommoddate these increuses even
closely. On the other hund there is U high spure cupacity
onh the wdaterborne modes, which can be even multiplied
by relatively small investments (Einem, 1999). This fact dlso
led to the increused usuge of combined fransport (s.
1.3.1).

Compured fo Rail: This is the mode thut is in redl direct
competition to wdterborne transport. As it in mMany way
has the sume fedtures. It is comparable environmentdl
friendly, can accommodute high volumes of goods, is
slow, (?7?7?this is hot cleur???) is compuruble cheup und
hus problems to offer door-to-door service .(hus u compu-
rable bad imuyge with shippers).

Price proves to be u tight competitive udvauntuge s ship-
ping is still relatively cheup (Pro-concept, 1998). This price
gup could eusily be enlarged if high transhipment aund
other additiondl costs of waterborne fransport would be
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reduced. Additiondlly, us some crifics say, if rdilway prices
would be bused upon on u liberdlised market, which still
does not exist due to strony stute support und protection-
ism of the rdilways. In the followiny tdble 6, one cun see u
direct price compurison of u 40" contuiner transport from
Vienna to Tokyo between inlund waterway feedering aund
rdil feedering both viu the Port Rofterdam. This shows that
wdterborne fransport can be a cost efficient dlterndtive
when compdared to rail,

Rail feedering | IWW feedering +/-%

Viennhu-Rotfterdum

(incl. franshipment) 1.000.- USS 767.- USS -23,3%
Rotterdum-Tokyo

(incl. franshipment) 1.542.- USS 1.542.- US$ +/- 0%
Total

Vienna-Rotterdam-Tokyo| 2.542.- US$ 2.309.- US$ -9,17%

Source: Pro-Concept, 1998

Table 6 Price compuarison of fransport of a 40° contdainer from
Viennu to Tokyo between ruil und inlund wuterway feedering.

Wodaterborhe fransport has dlso two other very important ad-
vantages: the most important one, which could give it the
winhing edye in a competitive situation is, that most of the
operutors in shipping ure private businesses, which stand in
fierce competition to euch other. This of course raises the
yudlity of service, while railway compaunies are mainly state
owhed, und government controlled, us well as monopolists.
This has its effect on the gudlity of service us unyone, who
had to deul with railways, will confirm. Although almost dll
governments have dlready started reforms towards more
competitiveness, und the liberdlisution of the railways has
been formully udopted. Still efficient services us customers
would heed dre very rure. This is mauinly due to the fact that
nutionul protectionist interests ure stronger thun the drive
tfowurds efficient frunsport service.

This protectionism is not only caused by politics, but dlso by
very stronyg hationdl interest groups, especidlly the labour
unions, which represent over one million? (Eurostut, 1999) of
employees in the rdil-sector of the EU compuared with
235.000 in waterborhe transport. As d result railway com-
punies dare very reluctunt to try aund dllow foreign operu-
tions. They foresee und fedr drastic medsures by the unions

2 1994 figures.




as g result, like rdils beiny blocked, strikes or even subo-
tage of rdilway infrastructure.

Another exumple, how the formdl liberdlisation of railway
fransport is kept from beinyg effective, is the example of op-
erating a railway connection from the Port of Roftterdaum to
the Port of Ahtwerp. On this route the truin enygine und per-
sonnel hus o be changed four fimes. From the harbour in
Rofterdum to the train station Rotterdam, from the frain
station to the border, from the border to the train station of
Antwerp, aund from the trdin station to the Port of Antwerp.
Officidlly this is due to different signdlling systems, different
fraining proygyrams of the personnel, and other required
yudlifications.

How ever, ut this point it is fo mentfion that dlso in water-
borne transport the liberdlisation is not perfect, in short seu
shippinyg the situation is better, us dll cubotuye restrictions
have dlreudy been dbolished, but on the inlund water-
wuays there dre specific restrictions, for every river different.
Problems ure not only cubotuyge restrictions, but dlso that
different cuptuin putents ure not valid on dll the rivers... .
Especidlly Germany is still restricting the liberalisation on
wduterways, us it hus not joined yet the Belgrade conven-
fion which secures the freedom of shipping on the
Dunube. Busicully the concept of the freedom of shippiny
on the rivers Rhine, Muin, Elbe und Dunube wus dlreudy
drafted on the Viennu Congress ut the beyinning of the
nineteenth century.

There are many very good concepts like for instance rail-
freeways, but changes in state owhed compunies which
even had a monopoly status for almost the whole century,
proof very slow and difficult. This is why operdators of com-
bined transport still fuce greut difficulties to offer u com-
petitive package, here waterborne fransport could prove
un attractive dlternutive especidlly in contuiner feedering.
The fuctor of stute ownership hus ulso udvuntuyes: politics
dre very supportive, with subsidies or other udvantayges,
this hinders u fair and redlistic competition. Also in the na-
fiondl transport policies one cun feel the uffinity of railways
towdards politics, which can be seen dlso in the investtments
in infrastructure.

The second udvuntage of water over rdil is the infrustruc-
fure. Short seu shippinyg doesn’t heed uny expensive ruil
network, which proofs to become dlways more difficult to
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expund, us residents initiatives proof 1o become stronyer
und stronger. Short seu shipping only heeds efficient ports.
But dlso inlund waterways, which expunsions face similar
problems s railways, are more efficient regarding infru-
structure. Even the Austrian federal minister of fransport, Dr.
Einem, who often is portrayed as a “Railway-Minister” ad-
Mmitted in u speech on “The Dunube- A trans Europeun wu-
tferway”(Einem, 1999), that it would less expensive to muke
barging more competitive than rdilways,

Compured to Pipeline: The muin ureu where waterborne
fransportution und pipelines ure in direct competition is
the fransportation of crude oil und natural gas. The main
udvuntage of wuterborne transport is cost as it doesn’t
need the high infrustructure investments und mauintfenunce
like pipelines. It is ulso more flexible us it cun loud or unloud
curgo dt uny seuport, wuterborne tfransport dlso hus
wider ranyge us it cun cover the whole ylobe.

2.2.7 Positive effects onh the development of other sectors

Wuaterborne transport dlso plays aun importunt role in u
brouder politicul und economic context, from un in-
creused competitiveness of the wdterborne modes dlso
other sectors benefit.

In cuse of islunds and peripherdl regions of the Europedn
Union shippinyg, is by far the mMost important and, in many
instances the only, mMode of fransport both for pussengers
and goods. Thus it can contribute to the development of
islunds und peripherdl regions of the Unionh by economi-
cdlly stimulating these regions (Europeun Commis-
sion,1995u) und u sufficient supply of efficient transport ser-
vices cuhn increuse the uttructiveness of u locution for es-
tublishing hew businesses.

Generdlly one cun say, thut geoyruphic ureus with a poor
fransport infrustructure are overdll underdeveloped dreus.
The big udvuntuges of wuterborne fransport is that relu-
fively few infrustructurul meusures ure heeded und u suffi-
cient transport network cun be instulled compurubly fust.

Barging und short sed shipping dlso contribute significantly
to the development of Europeun shipbuilding. In 1992, 17%
of ull vessels of 6.000 GRT® or less built world-wide, were

3 This figure is often used us u dividing line between deep seu ships und short
sedu ships.




constructed in Europeun Union shipyurds, thut are 964 out
of dll 560 vessels build in 1992 world-wide(Europeun Com-
mission,1995d). This humbers illustrate very well the impor-
tance of Europeun shipbuilding industry, which could be
actively stimulated by an incredse in waterborne transport.

Short sea shipping in the EU

The mMaritime wdaterborne transport within the Europedn
Union is culled short sed shipping. This chapter gives a short
overview of the current situation of short sed shippinyg in Eu-
rope, its important corridors, its fleet and its growth poten-
ial,

Short Seu shipping is uctudlly hot described by the length
of the journey, it cun be either short or lony distunce und
both types have their specific udvantages and inconve-
niences. Short seu shippinyg is sepurated from deep seu
shippiny by the fact, if it crosses un oceun or hot. Busicully
dll seu transport within the EU is short seu shipping for the
suke of consistency, the author has dlso included ship-
ments from and to the Spunish Cunary Islunds, which one
could urgue ure dlreudy deep seu shipping.

Short seu shipping hus received yet unother competitive
udvuntuye, us the cubotuye restrictions in the EU/EEA
have been changed. Any EU/EEA ship that is dllowed to
frade in her ownh country may dlso trade in any other
EU/EEA country. This chunge hus opened up d significunt
potential for growth for this transport mode, particularly if
new services ure estublished with intermoddl operdtions in
mind.

2.3.1 Types of short seu shipping

In this study the author sepurates the different parts of short
seu shippiny under the criteriu if a portuble fransport unit,
for example a contdiner or a frdiler, is used or the cargo is
loaded directly info the vessel.

This type of short sed shipping were cargo is directly
louded onto the vessels, without using an additiondl trans-
port unit caun be divided principdlly between dry(Bulk ves-
sels) und liguid (tunker vessels) cargo. These represent the
fraditional part of short seu shippinyg, carrying mainly high

4 Excluding pussenger ships.
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yuuntities of low vulue caryo, like iron ore and other raw
Mmateridls, building materials or agricultfural goods.

The other big cuteyory dre short seu fransports where the
curyo is stored in portuble transport units, like containers or
swdp bodies. This kind of fransportation is mainly used in
combination with other modes. Within this category, the
author divides, regarding the way these units can be
louded, between ro/ro and lo/lo short sed shipping.

Short Sea Shipping
Shippiny were Shipping were
CARGO ITSELF TRANSPORT UNIT
is franshipped is franshipped
l l l l
[ BULK | [ TANKER | [RO/RO | [ LO/LO |

Source: Andreus Kubek

Figure 9 Different types of short seu shipping

% Roll On/Roll Off (ro/ro): These dure muinly Ferry Services,
which dre shuttle services between two ports with ves-
sels that can loud rolling cargo (Roud or Ruil). Rolling
curgo cun be whole frucks or trains, trailer as well s
contdiners und swup bodies on Mufis.

% Loud On/Loud Off (lo/lo): This ure Mmuinly contuiner
feederinyg services und other speciulised short seu ship-
ping. It cun be deep seu shipping compunies operute
feeder services (i.e. shuttle services with smdailler vessels
linking smuailler ports with main ports) with the objective
of conhecting us muny ports us possible to their Main
tfrade routes, but there dre dlso many specidlised short
sed operators that offer regular and scheduled services
between Europedun ports,

X3

2.3.2 The muin corridors of short seu shipping und its
growth potentidl

In u lurge scule “"Corridors Study”, which wus co-finunced
by the Europeun Commission und undertuken in 1993 by




the Policy Reseurch Corporation N.V. and the Institut
Francuis de lu Mer the competitive situation of short seu
shipping hus been examined. Eight important shipping cor-
ridors in the Europeun Union, of which three went beyond
its externdl borders, were selected for unalysis. The goul of
the study wus to identify for each of these eight corridors
the types and quuntities of goods that could be trans-
ferred from land modes to short sed shipping . The study
dlso wus to identify the muain obstacles preventing such
fransfer.

The following yenerul conclusions were drawn by the
Commission from the study.(Europeun Commission,
19930):

- Trade cun be shifted from land modes to short seu
shippiny. However this will only be possible if short seu
shippiny improves the efficiency of its operutions und
is infegrated into multimodal transport chains.

- The curyo trunsfer potentidl is sufficient to justify sub-
stantial hew investments in short seu shipping within
the next few yeurs.

- The curyo frunsfer potentidl is such that if redlised in
practice it could reduce substuntidlly the growth of
lund truffic on conyested corridors.

- The use of inlund waterways ports by short seu vessels
could provide efficient hew transport services be-
tween certuin mujor Europeun industrial centres.

The detduiled findings of this study were bused on avdiluble
statistical information with figures from 1990/91, here the
detuils for the eight corridors (Europeun Commission,
1993):

Spain - United Kingdom

Short seu shipping hus dlready o market share of 81%
(75.,5% northbound und 87% southbound) of the totdl trade
volume in this corridor. Roud transport (crossing of the
chunnel either by ferry or rdil) holds u share of 17% (22%
northbound and 12% southbound). The remuainder, less
than 2% is transported by rail und other modes. In terms of
vulue, roud trunsport represents 50%, short seu shippiny
33%. The totul volume of trude in 1990 wus 9,3 million
tonnhes, of which 4,5 million tons were south-north and 4,8
million tons were horth-south.

38 to 40% of the roud mode shure of fruffic could be
shiffed in the short und medium ferm o short sed shippiny.
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The potential transfer in volume terms would be around 0,6
Mmillion tons (0,2 million tons south - horth and 0,4 million tons
north - south). This would represent dupproximutely 6% of
the totdl fraffic. A more difficult, long-term effort could shift
udditionul traffic volume of 4 to 5% of the totdl fraffic to
short sed shippiny. However, the amount of cargo that can
in practice be fransferred is effected by the impact of the
Chunnel (Chunnel Tunnel). This considerution dlso upplies
to the Portugdl-United Kingdom corridor.

Portugal - United Kingdom

The share of short seu shipping in this corridor is 93% (93.6%
south-north und 92.6% north-south) in fraffic volume, but
only 47.5% in vulue. Roud trunsport uccounts for 6.5% of
fraffic volume. (6.1% south-north and 7% nhorth-south). The
tfotdl volume umounts to 3,2 million tons (1,7 million south-
horth and 1,5 million horth-south).

Becuuse of the dlreudy high share of short seu shippinyg, it
is estimuted that less than 3% of the totdl fruffic volume
could be trunsferred in the short und medium term to short
seu, The potentidl trunsfer in volume terms would be
100,000 tonnhes. An udditionul 2.5% could be transferred in
the lonyer term.

Iberian Peninsula - Germany

In the trade of Spuin und Portuyul to Germany, roud is the
predominunt mode of trunsport with more than 51% (simi-
lar share in both directions). Short seu follows with 23.5%
(similar share in both directions). Ruil curries 8.5% (12%
north-south and 5% south-north) und 17% is curried by in-
lund waterways (13% nhorth-south and 20% south-north).

The totdl volume of tfrade between Portugal und Germany
wus 1,8 million tfons (0,7 million nhorth-south and 1,1 million
south-north).

The totul volume of trude between Spuin und Germauny
wus 7,4 million tons (3,7 million tons in euch direction).

Short seu shipping could cupture from roud transport un-
other 20% of the totdl truffic volume in the short und
Mmedium term aund u further 13% in the lony term, if it is uble
to compete for the expensive commodities trade. The vol-
ume trunsferuble in the short fo medium tferm would be 1,8




million fons (of which 0,5 million south-north and 1,3 million
north-south).

UK/Ireland - ltaly/Greece

Totul trauffic volumes between the UK und Greece ure
modest, standing ut 220.000 tons horthbound and 160.000
tons southbound in 1992. The direct short seu route is the
lony seu route viu Gibraltar, The other ulternutives ure lund
fransport combined with ferry crossings (Greece -Italy und
France-United Kingdom/Irelund). Now the Chunnel udlso
plays an important role as it offers the only dlternative to
wdterborne transport by ferries.

Short seu shipping suffers from fragmentation and d relu-
fively low frequency of service. A reldtively fast ro/ro vessel
could complete the voyuge in six duys, Consolidution of
curgo umony existing operators could improve effective
frequency to u service every 2-3 duys. The ygreutest fre-
guency ut present is one service per week. This transit time
could however only be uchieved if, for horthern Europe, u
UK port wus the lust port of cull und u Greek port the first in
the eustern Mediterraneun.

A higher proportion of the southern Italian market could
dlso be cuptured by u “direct” short seu service if the
problems of frunsit fime und frequency of service were sut-
isfactorily resolved. A direct ro/ro service could be uttruc-
tive on cost grounds. Alternutively, Eust Mediterraneun ser-
vices could cull in southern Italy en route for the UK. How-
ever, overdll trade is limited und contuiner lines dlreudy
cupture u substuntial proportion of the market.

Italy - Danubian Countries®

In 1989, short seu carried 31% (17%eustbound und 34%
westbound) of the totdl traffic between [taly and the
Dunubiun Countries®; 41% went by roud (66% eustbound
und 36% westbound) und 27% went by rdil (16% eust-
bound und 30% westbound).

The possible transfer from land transport to the Mmaritime
mode could represent up to 6% of totdl truffic volume or
1,4 million tons (0,4 west-eust and 1 eust-west). The further

5 Austriu, Czech Republic, Slovukiu, Hungury, Romuniu, Bulguriu und the coun-
tries of former Yugoslavia.

6 These include, for the purposes of this calculdation, Austria, former Czechoslo-
vukiu, former Yugoslaviu, Hungury, Romania uand Bulgaria.
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development of seu-river traffic on the Dunube und the
possibility of further restrictions on roud freight in Austria
und Switzerlund could meun further potential for transfer,
even in the short term.

Benelux/Germany - Nordic Countries/Baltic Sea

Short seu shippinyg is the dominunt mode of transport in this
corridor, with 70% of total traffic from the Nordic countries
und Polund to Benelux/Germuny und 55% from
Benelux/Germuny to the Nordic countries und Polund.
Roud trunsport uccounts for 30% of totdl fruffic from
Benelux/Germuny to the Nordic countries und Polund to
Benelux/Germuny.

The totdl truffic between both reygions has a volume of 175
million tonnes, of which 52 originuted in Benelux/Germuny
and 123 in the Nordic countries und Polund.

A significant transfer is possible in the Benhelux/Germauny to
Nordic countries/Baltic Seu trade. This is conditional on im-
provement of the overdll cost position of short seu shipping
through effective infermodal munagement.

More recent reseurch conducted by the sume consultants
estimuted that for example for the port of Zeebrugyye
dlone the increuse in short seu shipping fraffic could be
between 2 million tons und 4 million tons over the next ten
yeurs,

Benelux/Germany - UK/Ireland

Becuuse of the insular position of the UK aund Irelund, dll
fransport of goods (except dir travel) between these coun-
fries and the continent involved by definition a maritime
compohnent ut leust before the Channel Tunnel com-
Mmenced operation. The objective on this corridor is to in-
creuse the use of those routes in which the maritime ley is
mauximised, the “direct” short seu routes.

The muain problem in incredsing the “direct” short sed share
of the truffic between Irelund aund the Benelux countries, is
that of attracting sufficient volume to justify more frequent
und fuster suilings. The sume is true of the southern und
central corridor routes to muinland Britain, which are in
competition with the route through Northern Irelund, the
"Lund Bridye” route.




In the UK-Netherlunds/Germuny/Denmark corridor the
“short seu” dlternutives are the routes from North Seu ports
us opposed to Channel ports.

Benelux/Germany - Black Sea Area

Short seu shippiny represents 56% of totdl truffic from
Benelux/Germauny towdurds the Black Seu Areu but only
41% from the Bluck Seu Areu to Benelux/Germuny. Roud
fransport represents only 18% of the totful truffic from
Benelux/Germuny to the Bluck Seu Areu, whereus it repre-
sents 34% in the opposite direction. The volume involved is
5.2 million tons from Benelux/Germuny fo the Bluck Seu
Area und 3,7 million tons form the Bluck Sedu Areu to
Benelux/Germuny,

There are no concrete estimates of how much additiondl
fraffic short seu shipping could cupture, The muin obstucle
facing short sed shipping in this corridor is that of delivery
fime. Delivery is slow due to delays in ports, lony suiling
fimes und sometimes the suiling schedules of the shippiny
lines. The handling cupubility for containers is dlso poor in
severdl ports in the Bluck Seu Areaq,

2.3.3 The Europeun fleet of short seu shipping

Most vessels employed in short seu shippiny have charac-
teristic feutures which distinguish them from oceun-goiny
vessels. In contrust to deep seu contuiner transport, which
is curried out with cellular contdiner ships, short sed ship-
ping, for the most purt, continues to use Multi-purpose dry
curgo vessels (Europeun Commission, 1995u). Short seu
Ro/Ro vessels ure in generdl ull-round vessels, which dre
moreless suituble for dll existing types of wheeled curgo or
for dll caurgo cupuble of beiny horizontdlly louded or dis-
charged. Recently build cousters ure especidlly charac-
terised by d high flexibility in their operationdl possibilities,
smaller units have mainly canal goinyg ability (seu/river go-
iny vessels).
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Figure 10 The Europeun Union short seu shipping fleet

The Europeun Union short seu shipping fleet has a compu-
rable high share of RO/RO ships, it is 1/3 higher than the
share in the rest of the world. Also the share of the con-
tainer ships used for short sed shippinyg is consideruble
higher. This is an indication, that the Europedn union fleet is
more focused on intermoddal tfransport than the other short
sed shippinyg fleets.

2.3.4 Short seu shipping us part of un integrated Europeun
fransport hetwork

Sustuinuble mMobility, which is the muin goul in Europeun
fransport policy, requires multimoddadl transport hetworks, in
which the udvuntuges of the individuul modes ure com-
bined in g way which increuses efficiency, reduces pres-
sure on the environment and mukes best use of existing re-
sources. Short seu shippiny is hot yet reudy to fully meet
these objectives.

Buft sfill in shipping the industry is still fo fragmented aund in-
tegrated multimodal fransport orgunisations are rare, But
the concentrution tendencies found in other sectors ure
dlso tuking place in the shipping industry, in the last yedrs
lots of meryers und acqyuisitions took pluce, which should
hopefully increuse the efficiency und competitiveness of
the whole industry, und leud towurds inteyrated multi-
mModul tfrunsport orgunisutions, which can offer a full runge
of trunsport services, u “one-stop-shop”. This is what the
shippers redlly wunt, u reliuble purtner who can fulfil dll
their transport needs out of one hand.




The luck of infegration into the mModdal chuin is a core prob-
lem of short seu shippiny. Short seu shipping will only de-
velop its full potentidl if it is appropriately integrated in the
fransport chain, Modern trade and industry require door-
to-door fransport services und just in time delivery of goods
and components. Infegrated multimoddal tfransport organi-
sution, which guuruntees regulur und reliuble service, cun
best meet its needs.

According to the results of the study mentioned dbove
(The “Corridors” study), the potential cargo transfer from
other trunsport modes is sufficient to justify hew invest-
ments in short sed shipping in the next yeurs. These invest-
ments are to be mMade muinly into efficient port infrastruc-
fure, us un integrated multimodal transport chain is only ds
good us its links. As dlready mentioned in the chapter on
mulfimoddl transport, this is were the highest friction costs
and fime-losses urise, which hamper the competitiveness
of short seu shipping.

To improve these multimodal knots, it is hecessury to in-
creuse its inter-connectivity und efficiency towards time,
cost und relidbility. The concrete obstucles waterborne
tfransport fuces will be targeted in detdil in chupter 3.1.5.

One should not forget, that short seu shipping in inter-
moddal transport is ulready how,with the existing infrastruc-
ture, a vitdl link for many Europeun countries, like Greut
Britain, Irelund or Scundinhaviu, where ho lundborne bor-
der-crossing transport would be possible without the use of
ferries. Here the duthor sees u Muin potential for an in-
creuse of short sed shipping in combined transport, ds
tfrucks or trains have to use the waterborne mode anyway,
why should they nhot use it on longer distance. For example
u fruck on its way from the U.K. to Spuin, why should he use
the ferry only from Dover to Culuis und then drive through
France, but hot take d ferry from Dover to Bilbauo and then
only muke the da shot distunce on roud. This could even
speed up the whole frunsport, us the driver cun have the
requested resting period on the ship und no further stops
are heeded und the delay of franshipment would occur
anyway.

Another type of short seu shippiny, where there is still po-
tential for growth with the current infrastructure is overseus
contuiner feedering. In Europe there is the tfendency thut
deep seu contuiner ships only cull in u few big harbours to
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speed up its service. From the other ports the contdiners
dre frunsported by feeder short seu ships. The udvantage
of this system with only u few Hub-ports and many feeder
ports is that the reduced number of port culls the deep seu
vessels cun speed up the voyuyge dramaticdlly, but dlso by
not having to take big detours like for example in the
Mediterranean. This type of short sed shipping has seen u
big increuse in the last decaude und proofs 1o be very effi-
cient. This system helps dlso reduce the distance of goods
being transported on other modes und s such reduces
the restrains put on the roud and rdil infrastructure.

Barging and inland waterways

This chapter dedls with the other type of waterborne frans-
port within the Europeun union. InNlund havigution cun dlso
be culled buarging, it is the transport mode which uses Nu-
fiondl or Reygionul caunal hetworks. It can dlso be cdlled in-
land wdaterway nhavigation. Inland Waterways dre rivers,
lukes or mujor internutionul cunuls establishing the links be-
tween these rivers. The chupter gives u short overview on
the types of inlund wuterway havigation, the Europeun
network of inland waterways, its fleet und the scraping pol-
icy of the EU. It dlso illustrates the importance of inlund wu-
tferways with two fotdlly contrary exumples: the Rhine u
very developed wuterwuy und the Dunube u compuru-
ble underdeveloped wuterway with a high strateyic im-
portaunce.

The structure of the industry, its problems und challenyges
dare totdlly different to short seu shipping, that is why this
cleur distinction is necessary. Short seu vessels cun dlso
sometimes navigate on inland waterways. In this study this
is then counted to short seu shipping.

2.4.1 Types of inlund wauterway fransportation

Generdlly one cun divide vessels operating on inlund wu-
tferways the saume way Js in short sed shipping regarding
the type of cargo and if u independent fransport unit is
used. In addition to this there is another classification by
the type of vessel which is used. Inland wdaterway frans-
portation can be undertaken by self-propelled vessels or
onh push-convoys und pull convoys composed of severdl
barges. A barge is u type of ship to curry cargo, which has
no own enhygine, und cun ohly be moved by push or pull
vessels mainly in a convoy of severdl barges. Furthermore




cun Jlso purpose-build short seu ships operute on inlund
waterways. (see figure 11)

2.4.2 The Europeun inlund wauterway hetwork

Europe is in the udvantageous position, that it has a wide-
spreud network of inlund waterways aund cundals us well us
J lony tradition of inland navigation. The figure 12 shows
the mdin naviguble inlund wdaterways in Europe which
amount how to an totdl length of 30.191 kilometres .

The river und cunal system in Central Europe (Centrul und
Northern Germuny und Benelux) with the center in the
Rhine estuadry is the backbone for inland wdatertransport,
Links fo Central and Eustern puarts of Germany (via Mittel-
landkanal, Weser, Elbe), to Poland (via Havel, Spree und
Oder), to the Czech Republic (viu Elbe and Vitava) and to
Southern Germuny, Switzerlund und France (via Rhine,
Mdain, Mosel und Neckar) are existing.

Thus in Germuny und the Benelux countries ulmost dll in-
dustrial zones, except the reygion of Munich, have direct
access to inlund waterways. Therefore the percentuye of
inland waterways in the hinterlund fransport to und from
the mujor Belgiun und Dutch ports is relatively high (be-
tween 30% und 70%). The port of Rotterdum with 83,6 Mio
tons of inlund navigution hus the highest volume. (ISPI,
1997) Belgiun und Dutch ports have un important function
us transit ports for origins und destinutions in Germany,
France, Switzerlund etc..

Due to the well developed roud and rdil hinterlund con-
nections the portion of inlund waterways for the mMmujor
Germun ports of Bremen / Bremerhaven and Hambury is
lower (between 10 % und 16 %). Although currently inlund
wdaterway is primarily used for bulk cargo, but a growing
importance of contdiner transport using inland nhavigation
has been forecusted especidlly for the rivers in the Rhine
estuary,

So fur the Rhine-Muin-Dunube Cunudl und the Dunube is
the only Transeuropeun inlund waterway linking Central
Europe with Southeustern Europe und the Black Seu. Fur-
thermore, the Russiun river system (Nevu, Volgu und Don)
cohhects the Bultic Seu with the Bluck Seu.
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Figure 11 Different types of inlund wauterway navigution

Beside these wuterway systems exist more navigauble rivers
und cunuls over Europe. The most importunt ones forminy
the Transeuropeun network dre:

0
0‘0

In France: the rivers Seine / Oise us well us Rhdne /
Sudne, but the percentuge of inlund wuterway frans-
port for the French North Seu ports is relatively small due
to the yeoyruphicudl situdtion. In the future, new cunuals
ure plunned to link the Rhéne / Sudne with the Rhine
und the Moselle. This will form nhew Trunseuropedun in-
lund waterways from Central Europe to Southwestern
Mediterraneun. Furthermore it is planned to inteygrute
the Seine / Oise into the inlund waterway system in the
Benelux countries.

In I[taly: the only haviguble inlund waterway is the Po, But
the volumes transported dare very low, but there is an ini-
tiative planned to revive the inland shipping on the Po.

In Finlund: The Sdimaa Cunal and the many Finish lakes
uccount for over 29% of the Europeun inland waterways
with a totdl length of 6120 kilometers.
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< In the UK: For geoyruphicul reusons the inland havigu-
fion in the UK plays only a minor role even including
coustdl shipping. Reldtively few wdaterways are of suffi-
cient size to muke inlund nhavigation au competitive op-
fion. Most of the inlund waterways are concentrated in
the South-Eaust, Yorkshire and Humiberside. Nearly half of
the totdl UK freight tons kilometres dare cuarried on the
river Thumes.
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Figure 12 Connecting wuterway system in Europe

2.4.3 The Rhine - The “Highway” of inlunhd wuterways

The Rhinhe, uriver of 1.238 kilometres is the “Highway” of Eu-
ropeun inlund waterways. For shipping a distance of 862
kilometres from Busel in Switzerlund to the North Seu is of
imMmense importance. In addition to this, the Rhine has aun
idedl connection to the connected network of Europeun
inland wauterways, through navigable tributaries like the
Maas, Ruhr, Mosel, Lahn, Main aund Neckur, but dlso canals
like the Amsterdum-Rhine-Cunal, Juliunha-Canal, Weser-
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Dutteln-Cunul, Rhine-Herne-Cunul, Rhine-Murne-Cunual,
Rhine-Rhonhe-Cunul und of course the Rhine-Muin-Dunube
Cunul,

The Rhine-shipping hus been integrated in aun efficient net-
work of waterways since the beginning of the industridlisa-
fion in Western Europe, which howadays reaches out from
France to the North Sedu and to Switzerlund as well s
throughout the whole south-edstern Europe until the Black
Seu, Alony the Rhine ohe importunt industrial region fol-
lows the other, and the Rhine-reyion is with 400 to 500 in-
habitants per km_ one of the areus in Europe with the high-
est populution density und u GDP per cupitu of uround
24.000 USS (Pro-concept, 1998).

Another indicutor for the importance of the Rhine dre ifs
harbours. On u distunce of 817 kilometres there ure 42
Ports in un average distunce of 20 kilometres, umony them
7 of the 10 bigyest Europeun inlund ports. The most impor-
tant is Duisburg in Germany, which is the bigyest inland
port in Europe und its unnuul volume of 49,3 million tons
(1997) mukes up for more volume thun the following three
ports (2nd to 4th in size) toyether (Eurostut, 1999).

As important for waterborne transport on the Rhine is the
circumstance, that the two biggest sedports, Rotterdum
and Antwerp, us well us the 6th bigyest seuport Amster-
dum which accounted together for a volume of 472 mil-
lion tons in 1997, are situated at its Mouth intfo the North
Seu, which mukes it the most importunt franshipment areu
for Europe’s oversee transports,

Since the Rhine-shipping-uct of 1868 the huvigution on the
Rhihe from Busel to the open seu wus free. The control is in
the hands of the Central commission for Rhineshipping. In
1969 the Rhine-shipping-uct wus revised in Munnheim (the
Mannheim Act). In 1979 the Munnheim act wus limited to
free uccess on the Rhine only for Rhine littordl states (ex-
cluding Austria) and Europeun Community members. This
Meusure yot effective in 1986.

On the Rhihe there is u free price formution for border-
crossing fransports, which account only for u little more
than half of the transport volume on the Rhine. For internal
fransports prices dure reguluted except in Switzerlund in dll
stutes dlony the Rhine. Murket dccess is yenerdlly re-
stricted, dlthouyh the deyree of restriction is different in the




different states(Pro-concept, 1998). In Germuny the mar-
ket uccess is most liberdlised, but dulso here ure cubotuye
restrictions for vessels from non-EU member states, except
Switzerlund.

Also on the Rhine concentration tendencies amonyg ship-
ping compunies dre noticeuble. The humber of shipping
compunies operating on the Rhine have sunk from almost
22.000 in 1965 to just over 10.000 in 1990. The mujority of
these compunies (562%) is from the Netherlunds, the sec-
ond bigyyest contingency hus France with 20% und then
Belgium(15%) followed by Germany (13%) ds shown in the
figure 13.

Number of Shipping Companies on the
Rhine (1990)
1422 15 =L
‘ ELUX
1626 mF
_‘ / 5510 |UB
ED
2166 / =l
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Source: Pro-Conhcept, 1998
Figure 13 Number of shipping companies on the Rhine in 1990

Pro-Concept have undertauken u strength / wedknesses
anualysis of inland navigation on the Rhine regurding com-
petitive factors (Pro-Concept,1998) compured to the main
competitor Ruil:

% Reliubility: Shippinyg cun compete with its muin competi-
tor, the rdilways,

« Price: Shippinyg hus significunt advantayes us it is 10-20%
chedper than the rdilways,

< Transhipment: Due to the competition of termindls in
bigger Rhine ports, inland navigation has some slight
advantayges, which could be compensuated by the pri-
vdatisation of rdilway terminals,

< Eguipment: Overcupucities in shipping yvive the wauter-
borne mode u competitive advantage.
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% Flexibility: Slight advantages of shippiny.
< Quullity: The guulity of services seems to be eqyudl.

% Security: due to low speed shipping is suver, which is ulso
proved by the uccident stutistic.

% Density of depurtures: Here ruil hus some udvuntuges
towdards shipping, but with the bundling of services be-
tween certdin ports shipping cun be competitive.

Looking aut these findings, one cun see that inlund water-
way fransportation on the Rhine cun be very competitive
especiully towards its main rival rdil. This expldins its success
in taking a bigyger share of contuiners hinterland traffic
from roud to the Port of Rofterdam than rdail.

2.4.4 The Danube - Transeurofpeun wdaterway with high
cupucity reserves

The Dunube has u lenygth of 2.888 kilometres und u totdl in-
cline of 678m. It reaches from Central Europe to the Black
Seu, Despite its lony fradition, inlund wauterways transport
on the Dunube has hot boomed und developed us well as
onh the Rhine. One reuson for this mMight be the low density
of population (average under 100 inhubitants per km?2) in
the region und the low wedlth with an annual GDP per
cupitu of 360 USS to 3.400USS.

Furthermore, the dred is very low industridlised and the
Black Seu, which is the Seu connection of the Dunube, is
only of murginul importunce for Europe’s overseus busi-
ness. But probubly the main disudvantuge dre the poor
nautical conditions, especidlly the depth of the Danube,
which mukes some puarts impussuble for severul weeks u
yeur. The last, but equudlly importunt disudvantage of the
Dunube is, that it runs through politicul unstuble dreus, es-
pecidlly the Bulkuns, which us we see toduy, proves very
hindering to un efficient service of wuterborne transport. In
this decude, the wurs und emburgoes on the Bulkun huve
cuused un interruption of the continuous shipping for sev-
erdl yeurs,

The Dunube hus, on a distunce of 2.400 kilometres, 44 in-
land ports, which makes the averayge distunce between
ports 55 kilometres, three times of the distunce onh the
Rhine. The bigyest port in volume is Reni in Ukrdine, which
has with over 10 millions tons u yeur only the fifth of the vol-
ume of the bigyest Rhineport Duisbury. Also the Seuports




Constantu and Ust Dunuisk are tiny, compuared to Rotter-
dum or Antwerp.

The Belyrude Treuty, which wdus signed in 1948 by dll
Dunube littordl stutes except Germuny, declures the bor-
der crossing traffic on the Dunube for free. According to
the tredty, the shipping fees cun only be cost covering to
keep up the sustainability of shipping. In this fredty dlso the
Dunube-Commission wus founded, it meets once u yeur,
and is g legdl entity and huas the status of an embuassy.
Each sighutory state nhominutes one member of the Com-
mission. The office of the Commission is in Budupest,

The responsibilities of the Commission runge from nauticul
to hydraulic engineering mutters us well us stdtistical re-
sponsibilities und legul matters. In the pust, the Dunube
Commission hus contributed substauntidlly to the develop-
ment of the Dunhube, especidlly the undertaken construc-
fions. When the development of the Dunube is finished, it
should reuch between Reyensbury und Viennu a mini-
mum depth of 2,7 meters, which is far from beiny accom-
plished. Not even u minimum depth of 2 meters, which
would be the wish of the shipping industry, is reached in
some ureus, for exumple between Vilshof und Straubing, in
the Wachau or between Viennu und the border. Between
Viennu and Brdila it should reach g minimum depth of 3,5
meters und from Brdilu on to the Bluck seu u minimum
depth of 7,3 meters.

The fuct thut Germuny hus not joined the treuty is U biy
hindering factor ds dlso the use of harbours dlony the
Dunhube depends on mutudlity. Ships are only dllowed to
use one countries harbour, if this countries ships dre dlso dl-
lowed to use the harbours of the other country.

The totdl Volume transported on the Dunube in 1990 wus
61,6 million tons, which are only 27% of the volume trans-
ported on Germun waterways. The totdl transport perfor-
munce with 24,4 billion tkm looks beftter, it is 46% of the
fransport performaunce of the Germun inlund waterway
fransport.

Pro-Concept have undertuken a strength / weuknesses
anulysis of inlund nuvigution on the Dunube regurding
competitive fuctors (Pro-Concept,1998):

% Relidbility: Shipping has udvantuges towards its main
competitor, the ruilways especidlly in Eustern Europe.
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% Price: Shippinyg hus significunt price advuntages, which
cun disuppeur immediutely when rdilways dare sub-
sidised.

% Transhipment: There exist biy deficits in shipping us well
us in rail in Eustern Europe

% Equipment: The eyuipment of the DDSG, the Ukrdinian
shipping compunies, purtly dlso of the Nuvrom us well
us the Bulgariun catumarans fit today’s needs. In cuse
of un increused truffic volume onh the Dunube eyuip-
ment, should not pose a limitation.

2
e

Flexibility: Shipping hus advantayges.

2
e

Quulity: Shipping haus udvantayges.

2
°

Security: Shippinyg has advantages

7
°

Density of depurtures: Here exist big deficits in shipping
us well us in ruil.

The construction of the Rhine-Mduin-Dunube Cunal proofed
to be u biy success und opens u totdlly hew potential for
shipping on the Dunube. The forecusted 3 Mio tons u yeur
oh the Rhine-Muin-Dunube Cunul were more than outdu-
ted with 6 Million tons in 1993 and 7 Million tons in 1994.The
cupucity limit of 18 million tons might be reuched eurlier
than ever expected by the biggest optimists. The Dunube-
Oder cundl, if ever build, could become d similar success.

All things considered it is to say that the Dunube is com-
puared to the Rhine und the other waterways in horthern Eu-
rope un underdeveloped wuterway. This is due to severdl
facts: infrastructural, political but dlso competitive redsons.

2.4.5 The scraping policy of the EU

On 27th of April 1989 the Council und the Commission of
the Europeun Union udopted meusures, which dare com-
monly known ds the "Scraupping Scheme” of the Europeun
Union. The dim of these meusures is to remove the struc-
furdl imbulance between supply und demund in the in-
lund waterway fransport sector. The scheme is imple-
Mmented since 1990 und the muin points (Europeun Com-
mission, 1998b) ure the followiny:

< Within g harmonised Community frumework, hational
scruping funds have been set up in euch member stute
whose inlund waterways dre linked to those of unother
Mmember stute und the fonnuye of whose fleet is ubove
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100 000 tonnes. The member stutes directly involved ure
Belgium, Germuny, France, the Netherlands und - since
its entry intfo the EU in 1995 - Austria. Vessels registered in
other member states(such us Luxemboury), but operaut-
ing within the sume network, Must belony to one of the
scrapping funds.

The scope of the scrupping scheme shall extend to the
entire uctive fleet of inlund vessels using the interlinked
inland waterways and dre reyistered in a4 member state,
dlthough d limited humber of exemptions is provided.

The dim of the community’s first scrapping was to with-
draw (between 1.1. und 1.12.1990) 10% of the dry-curgyo
vessel fleet cupucity und 15% of the tunker vessel fleet
cupucity from the market. The latest scrapping fpro-
gramme, planned over three yedars from 1996 to 1998 s
U support meusure in the process of liberdlising the mar-
ket, seeks to reduce the cupucity of the community
fleet by further 15% .

The "Old for New” scheme wus set up to prevent the

guins from the scrapping scheme beiny cuncelled out

by extra cupdacity coming into service at the sume time.

This meuns that the owners of the vessels wishing to

bring extra capdacity into service must ut present:

- Either scrup du fonnuye of currying cupdcity equivu-
lent to one und u hdlf times that of the hew vessel
without receiving g scraupping premium.

- Or, where they decide to scrup ho tonhuye, puay into
the scrappiny fund d speciul contribution equivulent
tfo one und u hdlf times the scrupping premium fixed
for the type of vessel brought into service.

The totaul umount reyuired for the graunting of scrupping
premiums under the 1990 scheme wus mude avdiluble
to the scrappinyg funds by the gyovernments concerned
in the form of interest-free louns. As far us tunker capuc-
ity is concerned, these louns hud been puid off by 1995
by the industry in the form of annudl conftributions, puid
into the funds und culculated on the busis of fonnuyge
and type of vessel. In the cuse of dry cupducity they
have been puid off in the course of 1997, The 1996-1998
programme is being co-financed from the community
budyet (1996 only), from contributions from the industry
und from the budyets of the memiber stutes concerned.

There is a system of mutudl financidl support between
the funds in order to ensure that the fime limit for repay-
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Mment of the inferest free louns is the sume in dll member
states. This mutudl finuncidl support dlso extends to dill
the expenditure und dll the resources of the scrapiny
funds.

% Over the sume period the Swiss authorities huve
udopted similar meusures for their fleet, Operutions un-
der the Swiss fund have been coordinated with those of
the other funds at the community level.

2.4.6 The Europeun fleet of inlund vessels us a result fo the
scrapping programme

In the literature on inland waterway fransportation, the du-
thor found the main distinction between three types of
vessels: dry cargo carriers, tfanker vessels and pusher cruft,
He could not find compuardable date on the capacity of
the EU inlund navigution fleet regyurding contuiner ships
und ferries. And in looking ut the results of the scrapping
programme, which is done in this chapter, these dare not
relevant. This doesn’t meun it is hot important. Actudlly the
author dives this type of inlund shipping, which is mauinly
part of u Multimoddl transport chain, very high importance
und growth potentidl.

From the followiny tuble 7 it is cledr, that the scrapinyg of
cupucity hus been uccompunied by un increuse in the
averuge cupducity by ship of the fleet, und hence un im-
provement in productivity especidlly us far us tunker cu-
pucity is concerned. The uveruyge tunker cupdcity hus
risen from 1.088 tons (1990) to 1.300 tonhes(1997), thut is un
increuse by ulmost 20%, compured to un 8,6% increuse of
the averauge tonnuye of the totdl inlund fleet.

Number | Tonnage kW Average | Average
tonnage kW
Totul fleet
01.01.90 14.555 | 12.476.694| 384.183 872 757
Totdl fleet
01.01.97 11.930 | 11.293.867 | 354.476 947 779
Change
1990-1997 -2.625 | -1.182.827| -29.707 75 22
Change %
1990-1997 -18,0% -9,5% -7,7% 8,6% 2,9%

Source: Europeun Commission, 1998b

Tuble 7 Compurutive position of the EU inlund fleet between
1990 und 1997
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If account is faken of the uadded-vulue coefficients, the re-
duction in cupucity uchieved us u result of the EU scrap-
ping meusures between 1.1.1990 und 31.12. 1996 in tons
equivdlent (teq) is us shown in tuble 8.

Active fleet 1991 Scrapping % | Active fleet 1996

Dry curgo
carriers 7.819.964tey | 1.116.746 tey [14,3%| 7.338.125 tey
Tunker vessels | 1.710.625 tey 372284 tey |21.8%| 1.611.059 tey

Pusher craft 330.171 kW 72.404 kW 22% | 354.476 kW

Source: Europeun Commission, 1998b

Table 8 Capucity of the EU fleet of inland vessels before und
ufter the scrupping programme

It has fo be mentioned, that the various types of vessel, ds
shown in these tables, are not clussified according to their
notionul productivity. Indeed, the hew cupucity pluced
on the market during this period, more than 530 000 tons
dry cupucity und more than 200 000 tons tanker cupacity,
have d notionul capucity clearly exceeding the older cu-
pucity (Europeun Commission, 1998b), by the virtue of their
modern eyuipment und fittings. It is therefor cleur that the
impuct of the hew tonhage on supply is hot the sume ds
that of the old tonhuge eqyuivalent in scrupped volume,
und the results obtuined to dute therefor need to be
placed in u reldtive context.

2.4.7 Inlund wauterways us part of un integruted Europedn
transport hetwork

Inland waterways are a key purt of the Trans Europeun
Transport Networks (TEN). The biggest problem is still their un-
reliubility due to their dependence on weuther und their in-
flexibility. In combined transport the contuiner feedering is
the most important part of inlund navigation. In the north-
ern reygion especidlly in the hinterlund of the ports Rotter-
dum and Antwerp inlund wdaterways play dlready an im-
portant role in contdinerised transport (see chupter 2.5.3.).

Another way where inland waterways could get an impor-
tant role in combined transport is as kind of “floating road”
doinyg pigyy buack transports of frucks in areus with roud
cohgestion, like it is done dlready how by the railways, With
the infroduction of roudpricing in Europe this could be-
come u feusible dlternutive.
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One problem of combined transport on inlund waterways
compured to pure roud transport from the viewpoints of
the shippers is the higher risk of dumages, becuuse of mul-
fiple transhipments. It was dlso suid by some experts con-
tacted in this survey, that cargo is handled more carefully
by roud fransporters as the truck driver can be held di-
rectly reliable for occurring dumages. Whereus in the com-
bined wdaterborne transport not such a direct tie between
the cargo aund the captdin of the ship exists, foo Many
people are hundling the cargo and it is hard to determine,
whose fault it was. This problem diso exists in combined
tfransportation Roud - Rail,

Nevertheless the chullenyes the Europeun transport sector
is facinyg in the hext decudes cunnot be solved without un
infegrution of inlund wauterways in a combined Europeun
Transport Network. Inlund wuaterways have the cupucity
reserves Europe will need.

Infrastructure for waterborne transport in the EU

This chupter provides u yood overview on the Europeun
infrastructure for waterborne transport. Seu ports und in-
lund ports dre the essentidl links of wuterborne fransport
with the starting point und final destination us well us with
other modes. But dlso the inlund wauterways represent U vi-
tal part of the infrustructure which is purtly given by nuture,
but hus to be improved, muintuined und connected with
cundls.

2.5.1 Seu ports

Seu ports aure u vitul element for the EU both in terms of
frade and fransport, us Europe’s competitiveness depends
onh un efficient und cost-effective fransport and port-sys-
tem. To illustrate the importance of seu ports to the Euro-
peun Union, it hus to be mentioned, that EU ports are facil-
itating more thun 90% of the Union’s trade with third coun-
tries und dapproximately 30% of intra-EU tfraffic, as well s
the movement of more than 200 million pussengers.(Euro-
peun Commission,1998w). In totdl, EU ports have handled
upproximutely 2,7 billion tons of curgo in 1996.

The recent trends in frade liberdlisation and globdlisation
of the world economy ure having u significunt impuct on
the Europeun ports, on one hand these trends have drusti-
cully weukened the link between munufucturing und the




locution of factors of production und have stimulated u
noticeuble shift in Munufacturing activities towards coun-
fries with a compurdtive advuntage. On the other hand
due to the liberdlisution of the internal market in the EU,
which brought dlso d liberdlisution of transport services, like
for example the dabolishing of the cubotage restrictions,
but dlso due to the technoloygicul changes und the stan-
dardisation of louding units, the competition between aund
within ports is incredusing.

Busicully the Ports of the Europeun Unionh cun be divided
intfo four groups, uccording to their regions.: The Baltic Sey,
The North Seu, the Atluntic und the Mediterraneun Reyion.
Looking at the tuble 9 below, it is obvious, that the North
Seu reyion is by far the mMost important one, hot only in re-
gurds to deep seu curyo, with 44% of the totul EU deep
seu volume, but dlso in short seu shippinyg port traffic. The
North Seu reyion ports accommodute hdlf of the total EU
short seu volume, both regional and interregional, which
maukes this reygyion to the current centre of wuterborne
fransportution in the EU (dlso in transports on inlund wuter-
ways).

Region Deep Sea |Interregional| Regional Total
Bultic seu 47 121 98 266
North Seu 359 494 355 1209
Atluntic 136 219 19 374
Mediterraneun 270 146 245 661

Total 812 980 717 2510

Source: Europeun Commission, 1998u

Tuble 9 Estimuted Turnover in EU ports by reygion in 1993
in Million fonnes
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Change
Port, Country 1970 1980 1990 1996 1997 |97/96
%
1 Rotterdum, NL 226 276 288 284 303 | +6.7
2 Antwerpen, B 78 82 102 107 112 | 45.0
3 Murseille, F 74 108 90 91 94 | +3.9
4 Humbury, D 47 63 61 71 77 | +7.8
5 Le Huavre, F 58 77 54 56 60 | +6.3
6 Amsterdum, NL 21 34 47 55 57 | 43.2
7 London, UK 64 48 58 53 56 | +54
8 Tees & Hurtlep., UK 23 38 40 45 51 [+14.8
Q9 Trieste, | 27 38 34 41 46 |+11.9
10 Genouy, | 53 51 44 47 43 | -7.4
11 Forth Ports, UK 29 25 46 43 | -54
12 Algecirus, E 8 22 25 37 40 | +8.7
13 Dunkergue, F 25 41 37 35 37 | +4.6
14 Wilhelmshaven, D 22 32 16 37 36 | -2.2
15 Milford Haven, UK 41 39 32 37 35 | -65
16 Bremen/B’huven, D 23 25 28 32 34 | +8.0
17 Southumpton, UK 28 25 29 34 33 | -3.3
18 Zeebrugye, B 8 12 30 28 32 |+13.7
19 Turragonu, E 4 20 24 31 31 | +0.0
20 Liverpool, UK 31 13 23 31 31 | +0.1
Gothenbury, S 20 22 26 28 30 | +8.4
Bilowo, E 11 21 25 29
Lisbon, P 9 14 14 13
Saloniki, EL 8 9 14 13
Dublin, IRL 7 7 8 11
Kgbenhavn, DK 6 7 9 10
Helsinki, FIN 4 5 8 10
Sum of top 20 ports 861 1068 1088 1196 1251 | +4.6
1970-1997: +1.4% p.q.

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 10 Mdjor seu ports in the Europeun Union (in million tonnes)

One of the reusons for this is that the North Sed region hus
the greutest concentration of industry and populdtion in
the Europeun Union. The ports in the region handled dp-
proximately 6% more in 1996 than in 1993 (Europeun Com-
mission, 19984). It has been forecusted that maritime traf-
fic in the reygion will grow and most growth is ussociuted
with contuiners. As d result of the concentrution of truffic,
some hinterlund connections ure fucing problems of cu-
pucity und congestion, which dre rather bottlenecks thun
missing links. Apurt from the heed to improve the quulity
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und cupucity of the connecting roud and rdil hetwork in
the hinferlund, uttention dlso heeds to be yiven to u shift
from landborne to inlund waterway transportation, be-
cuuse otherwise the heeded cupucity for hinterland traffic
cunnot be provided, und the dttractiveness of the ports

will suffer,
Change
Port, Country 1990 1995 1996 1997 | 97/96
°/°
1 Rofterdam, NL 3667 4787 4971 5445 | +9.5
2 Humbury, D 1969 2890 3054 3338 | +9.3
3 Anfwerpen, B 1549 2329 2654 2969 | +11.9
4  Felixstowe, UK 1436 1924 2065 2237 | +8.3
5 Bremen/B’huven, D 1198 1524 1543 17038 | +10.3
6 Algeciras, E 553 1155 1307 1538 | +17.7
7  Gioia Tauro, | 0 16 572 1448 |+153.2
8 Le Huvre, F 858 970 1020 1185 | +16.2
9 Gehouy, | 310 615 826 1180 | +42.9
10 Burcelonu, E 448 689 765 950 | +24.2
11 Walenciy, E 387 672 710 832 | +17.2
12 Lu Spezig, | 450 965 970 616 | -36.5
13 Southumpton, UK 345 681 805
14 Pirueus, EL 426 600 575
15 Zeebruyye, B 342 528 553
16 Murseille, F 482 498 544
17 Gothenbury, S 352 458 489
18 Liverpool, UK 239 406 420
19 Livorno, | 416 424 417
20 Tilbury, UK 363 338 395
21 Helsinki, FIN 246 336 370
22 Thumesport, UK 9 275 350
23 Dublin, IRL 215 297 328
24 Bilbuo, E 189 297 301
25 Lus Pulmus, E 184 281 300
26 Lisbon, P 264 248 288
27 Teesport, UK 110 195 280
28 Nupoli, | 133 226 271
29 Aarhus, DK 156 223 247
30 Thessuloniki, EL 54 211 239
Sum of above ports 17348 25059 27630
Hony Kony 5101 12550 13460 14386 | +6.9
Singupore 5224 11846 12944 14136 | +9.2

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 11 Mdjor contuiner ports in the Europeun Union (in 1000 TEU)
o

o 6/
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Furthermore, many ports in the region are fuced with fidul
restrictions. The principudl problems relate to the depth of
uccess chunnels und berths, which is important for deep
seu ships, und the width of seu locks, which is important
for short seu vessels (Europeun Commission, 1998w).In this
region the biggest and most important ports of Europe
are situated. The most important of dll is Rotterdum,
which daccounts dlone, with 303 million tons in 1997 for
onhe yuurter of the totdl volume of the bigyest 20 Ports in
the EU. If one look at the table 10, one cun see, that Rot-
tferdum hundles ulmost three times us much curgo us the
second biyyest port Ahtwerp, which is dlso locuted in the
region. In totul six of the bigyyest ports in the EU ure lo-
cuted in the reygion.

As mentioned before in this study, the contuinerised truns-
port bedrs one of the bigyest potentidls for increusing the
volume of short seu shipping. As one cun see in tuble 11,
the North Seu reyion is dominuting, us the five bigyest con-
tdiner ports dre locuted there. Aguin the most importunt
one is Rotterdum with dlmost 5,5 million TEU in 1997, fol-
lowed by Humburyg with around 3,3 million TEU. But com-
pured to the big Asiun contuiner ports, like Hony Kony or
Singupore, the Europeun counterpurts are tiny.

In the Mediterranean reyion, which is with a totdl of 661
million tons the second bigyest reygion regyurding turnover
in EU ports the situdtion is one of ygreut complexity and
contrusts. There dre enormous differences in scule, devel-
opment und trading relationships and for most of the re-
gionh development uand cohesion dare important issues. The
ports in this region which used to be the centre of world
frade in former times, now have been lugying behind their
northern competitors in ferms of investments, pricing, effi-
cient munagement and physical accessibility to large Eu-
ropeun markets(Europeun Commission, 19984).

The ports handled upproximately 4,4% more in 1995 thun in
1990. There hus been u substuntiul growth in contuiner truf-
fic in the recent yedrs, and this trend is cledrly ohgoing. In
order to fucilitute this growth in fraffic, attention should be
given to infeyrating the ports more satisfactorily info .the
fransport chain, Meusures o uchieve this heed to include
rectifying orgunisationul and operationdl problems in the
port areus, developing port information and loyisticul sys-
tfems, which dure computible to those of the lund hetworks
und promoting short seu shipping, pdarticularly in view of




the increusing economic links with the hon-member coun-
fries in the reygion. In doihy so, the ports should be dble to
guin more traffic and achieve higher utilisation rates (Euro-
peun Commission, 1998u).

The bigyest ports in the region are Marseilles in France, Tri-
este und Genou in [tuly und Turragonu in Spuin. Reyarding
contuainer fraffic we can find the above mentioned phe-
nomenu of hub ports, deep sed vessels only mMuke one
port cdllin the whole region. The most hoticedble example
is Gioiu Tauro in Italy, which was only founded recently at
the beyinning of the nineties und hus become in u fiew
yeurs the 7th bigygest contuiner port in the Europeun Union
with 1,5 million TEU in 1997. The port has almost ho hinter-
land und is purely feedered mainly by short seu shipping.

Other important contdiner ports in the region dure Genou
und Lu Speziu, Barcelonu and Valenciu us well us Piredus.
To Genou und Lu Speziu it is to suy thut Genou wus uble to
tuke one third of the curgo from Lu Speziu between 1996
aund 1997 as, due to conflicts with labour unions in Lu
Speziu operutors, muinly one, the Messinu Line, switched
dll their truffic to Genou.

The strenygth of maritime transport in the Atlantic reyion lies
in bulk-traffic-links to other parts of Europe und the rest of
the world. This traffic accounts for 77% of the totdl turnover
(Europeun Commission, 1998u) und tenhds to serve the
heavy industry situated close to the ports, including refiner-
ies, power stations and chemical works. It dlso serves the
agricultural sector through the importation of animal feed-
stuffs and the export of ceredls. It provides the busis for the
development of generdl cargo traffic. As the ports dre
closely related to industrial and agricultural activities, they
play an important role in the regional economies.

The ports handled upproximutely 5,5% more in 1996 than in
1993. However, ports in the Atluntic reygion are experienc-
iny difficulties in retuining present levels of truffic, und the
opportunities for expunsion dre limited, mainly because
the ports do not have the sume levels of population us
those in muny other purts of the Union. In fact, in mMost
cuses their effective hinterlunds do not extend beyond 200
km from the coust. One of the muin problems is that the
ports ure inudeyuutely connected with the strategic lund
network aund dre missing eust-west uxidl fransport corridors
(Europeun Commission, 1998q).

x %
Andlysis ¥ x
of Waterborne ™ Fs L X
Transport in Europe  * *

*
*4(*

69



x *
* ¥ Andlysis
— Fs L * of Waterborne
¥ * Transport in Europe

**(*

/0

The Baltic Sea reyion is u reygion of fundumentul chunyge
and fransition. The opening of Eustern Europe is bringing
new opportunities for trade aund travel. The ports in the re-
gion handled 10,5% more in 1996 than in 1993. It hus been
estimated that international fraffic will grow by 65% until
2010 (Europeun Commission, 1998u). Maritime fransport
has considerable potentidl in the region since geoyraphi-
cully the Bultic Seu often offers the shortest routes.

The port systems in countries which are members of the
Union are characterised by d lurge number of smaller and
Medium sized ports. Specidlisution und co-operution be-
tween the ports could be u way forward in order to use re-
sources most effectively. In order to dedl with the potentidl
growth in maritime transport, priority in this region heeds to
be yiven to linking und inteyrating ports more effectively
with land fransport, in particular those ports with consider-
uble umounts of intfernutional traffic and to the develop-
ment of EDI systems (Europeun Commission, 1998u).

2.5.2 Inlund ports

It is difficult to muke u generdl stutement on inlundports in
the EU us there ure biy differences for exumple between
the ports ulony the Rhine und the Dunube, us mentioned
in the section on Rhine und Dunube. Generdlly it is to say,
that the ports in the Benelux region und Germauny espe-
cidlly ulony the Rhine ure more efficient und integruted
than others (Pro-Concept, 1998).

The by far bigyest inlundport in the Europeun Union is Duis-
burg, which handles with dlmost 50 million tons u year in
1997 more volume, than for example Mediterranedn ports
like Trieste or Genou in the sume yeaur, But it is dlso un ex-
ception for un inlundport. The 2" bigyest inlundport is
Liege in Belgium, with only u little more than one third of
the volume of Duisburg hamely 17,5 million tons annudilly.
But Liége und Puaris, which is 39 in the EU ranking with 17
million tonnes, ure ulso exceptions, the rest of the top ten
ports have less than 10 million fonnes.

To illustrate the importunce of the Rhine it should be men-
fioned aguin that 7 of the top 10 ports in the EU are locu-
ted on the Rhine. In compurison to that, the Port of Viennu
only hus an annudl volume of 1,7 millions, or Muntovu, d
Port on the Po in ltaly, only hus u volume of 500.000 tons u
yeur. The tuble 12 illustrautes very well the dominunce of




Belyium, France und Germuny, which has 14 ports within
the top 20, umony inlundports.
Change
Port Country 1995 1996 1997 | 97/96
%
1 Duisbury D 484 444 493 | 110
2 Lieye B 149 1568 175 | 112
3 Puris F 203 185 170 | -8.1
4  Strasboury F 9.7 9.3 9.3 -0.3
5 NV Zeekunuudl, Brubunt B 8.5 8.6 8.7 1.2
6 Kurlsrue D 10.3 10.3 8.4 -18.6
7 Ludwiygshafen D 8.2 7.7 8.0 3.7
8 Koln D 6.8 7.6 8.0 4.4
9 Mannhheim D 7.7 7.9 7.8 -1.2
10 Dortmund D 54 4.8 54 12.6
11 Heilbronn D 4.9 5.2 4.9 -5.3
12 Bruxelles / Brussel B 5.1 4.8 4.9 1.0
13 Ports Rhénuns Alsuce  F 0.4 4.5 4.8 5.4
14 Neuss D 4.9 4.7 4.3 -8.5
15 Frankfurt am Mdain D 3.6 3.8 3.7 -1.6
16 Suarlouis / Diligen D 2.5 3.6 3.3 -9.0
17 Dusseldorf D 3.0 3.0 3.2 7.6
18 Krefeld D 3.4 3.3 3.1 -6.3
19 Kehl D 3.1 2.9 2.9 -0.8
20 Muydebury D 2.5 2.2 2.8 28.7
Berlin D 3.4 2.4 2.3 -2.0
VGsterds S 2.4 2.7 2.1 -21.4
Wien A 1.4 1.7 1.7 -5.3
Arhhem NL 1.3 1.7 1.7 0.0
Képing S 1.6 1.5 1.5 3.6
Mertert L 1.6 1.4 1.4 4.8
Linz A 1.1 1.2 1.0 | -11.8
Mauntovu | 05 0.7 05 | -204
Varkaus FIN 0.3 0.4 0.4 -7.7
for information:
Busel CH 8.0 7.2 7.8 9.5

Source: Eurostat, 1999

Table 12 Mdjor inlund ports in the Europeun Union (in million tonnes)

Mr. Wdiltuis of the Port of Rotterdum mentioned in u speech
ut u symposium in Viennu that un increusing growth of
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smuaill ports und terminauls ulony the cunal system in the hin-
terlund of the port of Rotterdum cun be withessed, due to
the increusing share of inland waterways in the container
hinterlund truffic. Due o reygulur services with smull vessels,
this proofs to be u feusible dlternative to roud and rdil.

2.5.3 Ports us u part of un infegrated multimoddal Europedn
fransport hetwork

In an integrated multimodal Europedn Transport network, ports
in many cities proof to be the idedl locution for intercon-
nected hub termindls and starting points for city loyistic, and
distrioution. The muin reason is that most cities have devel-
oped historicully around the ports, and as an result 1o this, ports
dre situated reldtively in or close to the centre of the cities,
muainly in hot so highly populated but industridlly tense dreus.

As only a few industrial sites have their own port, the integra-
tion with other modes is very important. If we analyse, which
modes ure dominuting in the different EU countries, then we
see in tuble 13 on contuiner hinterlund fraffic, that Roud is by
far the dominuting mode. In more than half of the EU countries
it accounts for over 80% of the hinterlund truffic. The EU aver-
aye is 73%. Especidlly high is its share on the lberian peninsular
with over 90%. Only in the Netherlunds its share is below 50%.
This is due fo the yood system of cundls und inlund waterways,
which proofs to be u feusible dlternutive.

/2

Port Port hinterland container traffic
coontainer of which:
traffic Inland
1996 1996 Road Rail water-way
1000 TEU 1000 TEU % % %
UK 5304 4549 84 46 0
NL 5078 3682 49 15 36
D 4641 2754 64 34 2
| 3731 3027 89 11 0
E 3281 1673 92 8 0
B 3207 2539 59 20 21
F 1840 1403 76 23 1
EL 814 n.u. n.u. n.u, n.u.
S 758 647 54 46 0
FIN 649 567 83 17 0
IRL 761 746 89 11 0
P 512 452 93 7 0
DK 492 396 89 11 0
EU15 31068 22435 73 18 9

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Tuble 13 Port Hinterlund Truffic of Contuiners in the EU

o
4 0>




Second is in most countries Ruil, which holds generdlly <
share of uround 10-20%. The highest share has Rail in Swe-
den with 46% und in Germuany with 34%. Very low is the share
of Rdil on the Iberian Peninsular with only 8%in Spuin and 7%
in Portugudl, this might relate diso to the fact, that the rdil
guuye is different to the rest of Europe and so only domestic
hinterland fraffic is possible, without additiondl costs.

Reygurding waterborne hinterland transport, the situdation is di-
versified. In 13 of the 15 EU countries, inland waterways play d
minor or ho role, but in the Netherlands and Belgium inland
waterways have with 36% and 21% even d higher share than
the rdilways aund proof to be d feusible diferndtive.

All things considered it is to suy, that in order to succeed in
fransferring the tfransport of yoods in Europe from roud to
seu, the complete loyisticul chain using wauterborne trans-
port us u mujor component must be competitive. To fulfil
this requirement, un ideul orgunisution must be estublished.
In this respect ideul meuns the port must provide mMulfi-
moddl interconnectivities, high frequency, schedule effec-
fiveness und reliubility. The loyisticul network of the hinter-
lund infrustructure must be dligned with the port cupucities
und cupubilities. The EU hus sponsored un Study with the ti-
fle “Improved Port/Ship Interface” (IPSI,1997) where it wus
fried to creute un “Suituble Geoyruphicul Network of
Ports” in Europe. On the busis of the followinyg criteriu:

- Mmuinly excellent rdilway connections

- inlund waterway connections

- Mmuinly excellent roaud connections

- curgo volume

- curygo streums/industrial zones hedarby

- religbility

- free of conyestions

- spuce for future conceptions

- public port (ho plunt-operuted ports)

- short seu shipping lines (regular/irregular)
At the end 83 ports were chosen from more than 1000
ports ulony the Europeun coustline, und were divided into
followiny cuteyories:

- 15 Multifunctional Ports

- 4 Contuiner Transhipment Ports

- 24 |dedl Hub Ports

- 40 Complementury Hub Ports
This could provide u valuuble busis for u Europeun port de-
velopment program which many see us essential for the
development of intermodul wuterborne transport.
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2.5.4 Inland waterways

In the Europeun Union we huve 30.191 kilometres (1995 fiy-
ure, source:Eurostut,1999) of shippuble inland waterways
currently in use this is only 93% of the network in use 1970,
but if one compuaure it with 45.455 kilometres of motorways
(1995 figure) it is a very impressive figure. The current length
of used inlund wuterways equals the length of motorways
in the EU in 1980.

The dutu in figure 15 on investments into fransport infra-
structure ure tuken us u totul of dll memberstutes of the
ECMT, which dlso include neighbouring CEC countries. But
us inlund waterways cun only been looked on us u whole,
not only the EU but the whole Europeun continent, e.y. in
looking ut the Dunube, the author has decided to include
those countries in the following dnalysis of investments in
fransport infrastructure.

Road
70%

-\

Rail
28% IWwW
2%
Source: EMCT, 1992 Note: IWW......iInlund wauterways

Figure 15 Breukdown of investments umony mode of tfransport
in 1988

The inlund wauterwauys have been ulwuys the stepchild in
infrastructure investments. Its share of totdl investments was
dlways very small and has been sinking from just over 2% in
1980 to 1,7% in 1987. Although it hus been always consider-
uble smuall, it hus been sfill sinking compured to other
Mmodes us one cun see in the figure. 16

The umount of money invested hus even sunk by dlmost
45% between 1975 und 1989, if one compures this with ruil-
ways, whose shure of totdl investments has risen to 27,7%
that medns dlready 14 fimes us much ds inlund waterways,
its total umount has even risen by 25% compured to the
1975 investments.
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Anual Gross Invenstiments by Transport Mode
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Figure 16 Trends in unnuul gross investment by transport modes
(bused on€)
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Figure 17 Trends in unnuul investments (€) und truffic (tkm) on
inlund waterways in Europe

As one cun see in figure 17, the decline in the level of in-
vestment in inland waterways has continued. By 1989 it
had fullen to 76% of the 1980 level und to u little more thun
50% of the 1975 level. On the opposite the truffic meu-
sured.,in fonnes-kilometres on inlund wauterways hus in-
creused by 9% from 1975 to 1989, with high annudl fluctuu-
tions, but never more than 2% under the level of 1975.




The author is aware that these figures are yuite old, but
due to the lack of other compurdble dutu, he hus de-
cided to use them, us they still reflect the situation of today
. Once uguin it shows that in Europeun transport policies
lots of lip services ure puid towards inlund waterways, but
the actudl policy implications represent the opposite.
Pleuse buare in mind dlso the example on the Dunube
mentioned in chupter 2.2. . There the uuthor dlso tried to
show that due the lack of commitment to relatively smdaill
investments, the competitiveness of a whole mode is hin-
dered., this would be the sume with the rdilways or roads, if
the connection for exumple over the Brenner puss would
be blocked due to weuther conditions for 96 days of the
yedr, Roud /Rdil transportation on this route would be not
competitive, but rouds have the big advantage that it
eusily finds u detour on other routes. If the Dunube is
blocked, one cun only switch to other modes, but ho wu-
terborne trunsport is possible e.y. from Duisbury to Vienna.

The costs to overcome such problems would be, us dl-
reudy mentioned before, compuruble low. To double the
investments into inlund wuterways for exumple, the totdl
investments in infrastructure would only have to be ruised
by 2 %.

Country specific developments of waterborne transport _

In this chupter the author just wants to present u short
overview on the importunce und development of wauter-
borne trunsport in the 15 EU countries. This is of greut impor-
tance us the situation differs dramatically in the different
countries, und so far the study focused only onh the devel-
opMments in the Europeun union us u whole. A tuble givinyg
importunt key-data on the waterborne transport sector of
the country should give d fast impression on how important
the individuul countries ure regyurding wuterborne truns-
port and they should dllow edsy compdurison between the
different EU countries.

2.6.1 Austria

Inland waterway havigation has a lonyg tradition in Austria,
Already the Romans used the Danube, Where the ancient
settlement Vindobona today’s Vienna was founded. The
only shippuble waterway Austria has is the Danube and it
provides Austriu with a 350 kilometres lony West-Eust con-
nection which uccounts for 1,2% of the totul EU inlund wu-
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terway network. Two of the most important industrial areus
und cities ure situuted on the Dunube: Viennu und Linz.
These dre dlso the two Mot important harbours. Vienna
handled an unnudl volume of 1,7 million tonnes in 1997
and Linz had 1 million fonnes in the same yedar.

Austria EU-15 %

Lenygth of inlund
waterways 350 km 30.19Tkm  1.2%
Merchant fleet 43 ships 7.970 ships  0,5%

0.6 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  0,3%
Compunies in
wauterborne mode 110 16.767  0,7%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 1.200 234900 0.5%
Turnover of
wuterborne mode 0.22 bill€ 3727 bil€  0,6%
Turhover per
employees 183.333 € 158.663€ 1155%
Transports on inlund
wauterways 2.100 Mio tkmm  111.400 Mio tkm ~ 1,9%
Trunsports by short seu
shippiny (Domestic) 0 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short
sed shippinyg (ntra-EV) 0 Mio tkm  914.000 Mio tkm 0%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 14 Figures on wuterborne transport in Austria

Rail
45%

Iww
6%

Road
49%

Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: IWW......inlund wauterways

Figure 18 The moddail split in Austria 1996




The moddul spilt in Austriu is dominuted by roud transport
with 45% followed by a very strong rdilways with 45%. In-
land waterways only account for 6% of the totdl tfransport
volume, this are 2,100 million tkm.

Austria
20
16,6
142 152 157 ——IWwW
< 15 133| 136 137 1‘5 *— Rail
k2 139 141 —e— Road
=] 10,2 13,2 !
S 128 123 12
E 10 < 10
[=}
=4 6,8
5
13 1,6 1.7/ 15 14 15 18 2 21
*—‘—-‘-W
al T T T T T T T 1
(=) (=) (=) ™~ 2] (%} Al 0 ©
N
> &§ &8 8 8 88 & 8
~ ™~ ~ r~ ™~ r~ ™~ ™~ r~

Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: IWW......iInland waterways, SSS.......short sed shipping

Figure 19 Development of waterborne fransport in Austria
(1970-1996)

The development on the Austriaun transport sector shows
that the very strong mode rdil had been overtuken by
roud fransport in the late 1980°s. Since 1992 the two modes
have dlmost developed pardllel. These two modes have
accommodated most of the growth in transport volume.
InNland wdaterways have seen a sighificant incredse be-
fween 1993 und 1996. The totul volume frunsported on the
Danube in 1997 waus around 10 million tkm (Statistische
Nauchrichten, 1998), Austriu uccommodutes one fifth of this
volume,

The drumutic increuses in trade flows to und from the CEC
countries put serious constraints on the Austrian transport
infrastructure. In Austria, which is one of the mauin transit
countries for Europeun freight traffic, both on the north-
south but dlso on the eust west uxis, there is u strony move-
ment in the society in shifting mMore curgo on modes with
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less environmental impact than rouds. This could proof to
be u biyg possibility for the development of the waterborne
fransport, if politics commit themselves to un improvement
of the infrastructure. The current developments in Yu-
yosluviu huve led to u totul blockude of the Dunube, und
it is hot predictuble for how lony this will last, Surely this will
have G significant impact on the Austrian wdaterbornhe
fransport.

2.6.2 Belgium

The Belgiun inland wdaterways network is situated at the
heart of the Most dense haviguble network in the world, it
hus u totul length of 1513 km of inlund waterways currently
in use. The Belgiun inland waterways hetwork, which ac-
counts for 5% of the EU inlund wauterways is divided into
three uxiul und two transverse routes us followiny:

Belgium EU-15 %

Length of inland
wdaterways 1513 km 30.191km  5,0%
Merchunt fleet 126 ships 7.970ships  1.6%

3,7 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  1,6%
Compunies in
wuterborne mode 2.415 16.767 15,3%
Employees in
waterborne mode 8.700 234900 3.7%
Turhover of
wuterborne mode 1,60 bill€ 37.27 bil€  43%
Turnover per
employees 183.908 € 1568.663€ 1159%
Transports on
inlund wuterways 5.900 Mio tkem 111.400 Mio tkm ~ 5,3%
Transports by short sed
shipping (Domestic) 100 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkm  0,06%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (nfra-EU) 54.700 Mio tkmm  914.000 Mio tksm  6,0%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Tuble 15 Figures on waterborne transport in Belgium

The uxidul routes ure:
- Eust: Antwerp - Liege
- Centre: Antwerp - Brussels - Tourndi
- West: Antwerp - Gunt - Tournui




The transverse routes ure:
- The South: Dunkerqyue - Liege (viu Lille, Tournui, Mons,
Chuarleroi und Numur
- The North: Antwerp - Gund - Lieye

The Belgiun waterways dre connected to other countries
network us follows:

- To Frunce by the Meuse river, Sumbre, Escuut, the Lys
und the cunhul Pommeroeul - Condé - Vulenciennes;

- To The Netherlunds by the Meuse River, the Juliunu
cunul, the Zuid-Wilemvuurt und the Escuut-Rhine
cunul;

- To Germuny, France, Switzerland (Busle) and Luxem-
boury by the Moselle river;

- To the Central Europeun countries und Black Seu by
the Rhine - Muin - Dunube - u mix of rivers und cunuals,

The mdijority of inlund portfs in Belgium dre public enter-
prises. They enjoy the stutus of un autonomous port - so
they dre responsible for its ownh development, the muinte-
nunce of yuuys, offices, rouds inside the port und the
dredyinyg of the chunnels in the port ureu. The city is re-
sponsible for the infrustructure (Europeun Commission,
1998c¢). The most important inlund ports ure Liege (17,5 mil-
lioh tonnes) NV Zeekunudl (8,7 million tonnes) und Brussels
(4.9 milion tonnes). All three are amony the top 15 EU in-
land ports.

Rail
7%

Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: IWW. short seu shipping

Figure 20 The modul split in Belgium 1996

The modudl split in Belgium is clearly dominated by wduter-
borne transport, with short sed shippinyg having g share of
49% und inlund waterways 5%. The race in uccommodut-
ing the additionul trunsport volumes wus cleurly one by
short seu shippiny, which could keep und even increuse its
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dominant position. In the last yedrs road haus maunaged to
cutch up u little. Ruil and inlund wdaterways busicdlly re-
muin the sume.

Belgium
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Source: Eurostut, 1999 Note: IWW......iInlund wuterways, SSS.......short seu shipping

Figure 21 Development of waterborne fransport in Belgium
(1970-1996)

The shipping industry itself consist of 2.415 compunies oper-
ating in the waterborne mode, which is 15% of the totdl
number of EU shipping compunies, but only has 8.700 em-
ployees, which is an indication that the industry consists of
many small enterprises, which account for 4,3% of the totdl
turnover in the wauterborne mode of the EU.

2.6.3 Denmark

Denmuark, which hus ho inlund waterways, accounts for
11,9% of the totdl EU turnover in waterborne transport, an-
nudlly 4,4 billion €. This is uccomplished only with 13.900
employees, muking Denmark accomplishing double the
turnover per employee thun the EU uveruge.




Denmark EU-15 %

Lenyth of inlund
waterways O km 30.191 km 0%
Merchunt fleet 558 ships 7.970ships  7.0%

12 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  5,3%
Compunies in
wuterborne mode 876 156.767  5.6%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 13.900 234900 59%
Turnover of
waterborne mode 4,42 bil€ 3727 bil€  11,9%
Turnover per
employees 317.986€ 168.663 € 200,4%
Transports on
inlund wuterways 2.100 Mio tkm  111.400 Mio tkm ~ 1,9%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Domestic) 2.400 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkm ~ 1,5%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Infra-EU) 18.900 Mio tkm  914.000 Mio tkm ~ 2,1%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Tuble 16 Figures on wuterborne transport in Denmark

The modual split represents dlso this high importance of
short seu shippinyg (88%) in Denmurk due its yeoyruphicul
structure consisting of many islunds. Roud (10% und rdil
(2%) play only minor roles und have stayed the sume since
the beyginning of this decude, while short seu shipping
mandayged to increduse its share by one third.

SSS
88%

Rail
2%
Road
10%
Source: Eurostut, 1999 Note: SSS....... short sed shipping

Figure 22 The moddail split in Denmark 1996
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Figure 23 Development of wuterborne fransport in Denmark
(1970-1996)

Denmark hus 4 principal types of ports: Municipdl gov-
erned und self-owned ports (40), u Trust port of speciul
character (1), Stute owned ports (8), privute owned ports
(20). The municipul ports (e.y. Aurhus, Aulbory, Odense
und Fredericia) were set up by un Act of Purliament, to be
self-owned public bodies directly responsible to their City
Council having u Hurbour Bourd empowered with the im-
mediute administration of the port. The Port of Copen-
hagen is likewise set-up to be u self-ownhed public body
goverhed by u bourd, the mujority of which, is uppointed
by the Dunish Staute (Europeun Commission, 1998c).
Copenhagen is the biggest port in Denmark (10 million
tfonnes).

2.6.4 Finland

Finlund hus a totul of 6120kilometres of inlund waterways
which is represent over 20% of the totdl EU inlund wduter-
ways, but only 200 Mio tkm dare done on them. Generdlly




waterways play an important role for Finlund due to the re-
moteness of the country. The best und fustest connection
with the other EU countries is the Bultic Seu.

Finland EU-15 %

Lenyth of inlund
wuterways 6120 km 30.191 km  20.3%
Merchant fleet 143 ships 7.970 ships 1.8%

3,1 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  1,4%
Compunies in
waterborne mode 290 15.767 1.8%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 10.700 234900 4.6%
Turnover of
wuterborne mode 1,69 bill € 3727 bill€  4,5%
Turnover per
employees 157.943 € 168.663€ 99,5%
Transports on
inlund waterways 200 Mio tkm  111.400 Mio tkm  0,2%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Domestic) 2.900 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkm ~ 1,9%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Infra-EU) 101.300Mio tkm  914.000 Mio tkm  11,1%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 17 Figures on wuterborne transport in Finland

This is dlso represented in the modal share where short seu
shipping dominautes cleurly with 76%. The development of
the modes hus been purdllel between short seu shippiny
und roud until the beyinning of the 1990°s then roud even
decreused uguin, while short seu shippiny wus increusiny
by dlmost a yuarter between 1990 aund 1996.

Finlund’s ports operate muainly us public offices. Mujor
ports are ownhed by municipdlities ulthough they may del-
eyute the tusk of orgunisution und running the stevedor-
ing uctivities to the port operators/stevedoring compunies.
However, privatisation of some ports is now in process. The
ports operute fdirly independently und they dre dlso spe-
cidlised. The biggest Finnish port is Helsinki with an annudil
volume of 10 million tonnes.
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Figure 24 The modual split in Finland 1996
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Figure 25 Development of waterborne fransport in Finlund
(1970-1996)

2.6.5 Frahce

France is bordered by four seus - North Seu, the Chunnel,
Afluntic Oceun und Mediterraneun - und hus 5,500 km of
coustline. It has u merchunt fleet which carries some 297
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million tons of yoods euch yeudr, which places France
fourth in Europe und eighth in the world: French ports han-
dle 24% of Europe’s seu ports globul merchandise imports
and exports (Europeun Commission, 1998¢).

France EU-15 %
Lenygth of inland
wuterways 5962 km 30.19T km 19,7%
Merchant fleet 219 ships 7.970 ships  2,7%

7.4 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  3,.3%

Compunies in

wauterborne mode 2.010 16.767 12,7%
Employees in

wuterborne mode 8.000 234900 3.4%
Turnover of

wuaterborne mode 3.24 bill€ 37.27 bil€  8,7%
Turnover per

employees 405.000€ 1568.663 € 255,3%

Transports on
inlund wauterways 5.700 Mio tkem 111.400 Mio tkm  5,1%

Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic)  6.200 Mio tken 156.500 Mio tkm  4,0%

Transports by short seu
shippiny (Intru-EU) 85.300 Mio tkm 914.000 Mio tkm  9,3%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 18 Figures on waterborne transport in France

With 6.7 million ton/kilometres, inlund nhavigation carries
less thun 4% of French domestic freight. This situation re-
flects three fuctors: the decline of the coul und steel indus-
fries, competition from the rdilrouds, und ubove dll the ob-
solescence of the system. With u network of 8500 kilome-
fres Frunce hus the lonygest system of haviguble waterways
in Europe, but muny of its canals ure too small to permit
large vessels to havigute between the mujor uxes - such us
the Seihe, the Rhone, the Moselle und the Rhine. The totul
inlund waterway hetwork in use for freight fransport is only
5.962 kilometres.

Many projects which should bredathe new life into inland
wdaterwday havigation are under consideration. In addition
to a Rhine-Rhone link for [arge vessels now in the planning
stage, the state is considering the construction of a second
link between the Seine und the cunuls of the north (Euro-
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peun Commission, 1998c). Importunt inlund ports are Puris
(17million tonnhes) und Strassboury (9.3 Mmillion tonnes)
ranked 3rd und 4th umong EU inlund ports.

There are 6 Autonomous ports (Bordeuux, Dunkirk, Le
Havre, Marseilles, Nantes/St-Nazdaire, Rouen) und 17 hon-
autonomous ports cdalled trade ports of nationdl interest.
Murseilles, Le Havre und Dunkirk rank respectively 3rd, 5th
und 7th in Europe, und Nuntes/Suint-Nuzuire und Rouen
are dlso very uctive. Marseilles is the largest French port in
volume terms (94 million tons) aund Le Havre is the largest
port for container traffic (1,185 million TEUS).

The port infrastructures in autonomous ports dre creuted
jointly by the port authority itself und the State. The Stute
generdlly provides 80% of the operuting cost, und finunces
100% of the mMuintenance. For specidlised terminals, the in-
dustries concerned purticipute in the cost. The superstruc-
fure und eyuipment dre entirely finunced und operuted
by the port authorities, and most often let to handling
comjpunies or shipping compunies. Specidlised eyuipment
is usudlly financed und operuted by private enterprises.

In the nhon Autonomous ports, the state finances 30-50% of
investment costs und the chumber of commerce finunces
the rest. Almost, 100% of muintenunce cost of the ports is
provided by the state. The decisions concerning the infru-
structure are made by the State ufter consultation with the
port council. In the cuse of specidlised terminuls, the cost
of infrustructure cun be Mmet by u private firm. Superstruc-
tfure and port eyuipment are findnced and operduted by
the Chumbers of Commerce, except in the few cuses
where they dre under the responsibility of private compu-
hies (Europeun Commission, 1998c).

Rail
17%
Road
51%
SSS . \
30% Iww
2%

Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: IWW......Inlahd waterways, SSS........short sed shipping
Figure 26 The modul split in France 1996
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The modul split however shows du cledar dominunce of roud
(51%) with short seu shipping having only a share of 30%
and inlund waterways even only have 2%. From the beyin-
niny of the 1980°s the short seu shipping hus only increused
by dground 10%, while the roud transport volume hus dl-

most doubled.
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Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: IWW......iInland waterways, SSS........short sed shipping

Figure 27 Development of waterborne fransport in France
(1970-1996)

Ruilways have seen by one third between 1970 und 1992
but is how winnhing aguin back cargo. It has to be men-
tfioned that rdil is since the start of the Chunnel to Greut
Britdin in direct competition with the short seu ferry operau-
tors across the Channel. Posing d serious threat to them.
The competition is shiffing regularly depending on the cur-
rent freight rates by the rdil and the ferry operators.

Inland waterways have seen a steady decline of its impor-
tance. The volume decreused since 1970 by more than
half. There dre strony initiatives and investments heeded to
bring this mode uguin buck intfo the ruce. Some projects
were mentioned ubove.
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2.6.6 Germauny
Germany is the “"heuavyweight” in inland waterway navigu-
fion, 61.300 million tkm were fransported on German inland

wauterways in 1996, this are 55% of the of the fotdl volume
fransported on inlund waterways in the EU.

Germany EU-15 %

Lenygth of inlund
wauterways 7343 km 30.191T km  24,3%
Merchunt fleet 1626 ships 7.970 ships  19,1%

21,2 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  9,3%
Compunies in
wduterborne mode 2413 16.767 153%
Employees in
wdterborne mode 35.000 234.900 14,9%
Turnover of
wuterborne mode 3,78 bill€ 37.27 bil€ 10,1%
Turnover per
employees 108.000€ 168.663€ 68,1%
Transports on
inlund wuterways 61.300 Mio tkem = 111.400 Mio tkm  55,0%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic) 800 Mio tkm 156.500 Mio tkem  0,5%
Transports by short seu
shippinyg (Intra-EV) 84.800 Mio tkm 914.000 Mio tkmm  9,3%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 19 Figures onh waterborne fransport in Germany

Rail
15% Road
56%
SSS
17%
Iww
12%

Source: Eurostut, 1999 Note: IWW......iInlund waterways, SSS........short seu shipping

Figure 28 The moduil split in Germauny 1996




Despite this high volumes fransported on inlund waterways
it only accounts for 12% of the total German transport vol-
ume. The moddul share is dominated by roud fransport
(56%) rdil (15%) und short seu shipping (17%) have a just
slightly bigger share than inland waterways.
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Figure 29 Development of waterborne fransport in Germany
(1970-1996)

The development of roud transport is very impressing, it
more than fripled since 1970. Ruil to the opposite had to
tuke big reductions in the 1970°s und 1980°s und how hus
stubilised at almost half the level of 1970. Short seu ship-
ping hus seen u steudy increuse especidlly in the 1970°s
and 1990°s.The shippinyg industry has a turnover of 3,78 bil-
lion €, 10% of the totdl EU, but the ratio of turnover per em-
ployee is only 68% of the EU average.
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The orgunisationul structures of seu ports are yuite different
in the various provinces of Germany. There is ho such thing
us u Port Authority exercising dll public port-related func-
fions. These dre distributed umony various depdurtments of
province uuthorities, who perform such functions as part of
the yenerul udministrution of the Lund concerned.

Most of the muaritime ports in Germauny dure publicly owned
and operated. To give onhe exduample, there dare forty-one
public seu ports in the province of Lower Suxony. Port-side
curgo-hundling enterprises, too, ure mostly owned by u
public entity, often the locudl municipdlity. However, there is
u fendency towards more und Mmore private interests en-
guying themselves in curgo hundling und other port-re-
lated services. The number of privatised caurgo-hundling
enterprises that were formerly in public ownership contin-
ues to yrow (Europeun Commission, 1998c¢). The most im-
portunt seu port is Humburg (77 million tonnes) Wi-
helmshaven (36 million tfonnes) und Bremen (34 million
tfonnes).

Busicully, the Federul Government hus ho competence in
matters of inlund ports. These dre rather the responsibility of
the provinces und/or of the locdl municipulities. However,
the Federdl Ministry of Transport is involved in the develop-
ment of loyistics concepts. There is reuson to expect that
the concepts for the development of seu ports that the
Federdl Government supports will dlso be implemented in
inlund ports. The bigyest inlund port is the bigyest in the EU:
Duisbury (49,3 million tonnes).

2.6.7 Greece

Greece hus u shippiny industry with compurable biy com-
punies. Only 175 shipping compunies have 38.900 employ-
ees. The fturnover per employee is yuite low at just over
100.000 €.

Looking ut the modul share the high dominunce of short
seu shipping with u share of 83%. Looking ut the other
mModes rdil is almost not existent und roud fransport has a
constunt volume of uround 12.000 million tkm.




Greece EU-15 %

Length of inland
waterways O km 30.191 km 0%
Merchunt fleet 2.996 ships 7.970 ships  37.6%

121,3 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  53,4%
Compunies in
wuterborne mode 175 16.767 1.1%
Employees in
waterborne mode 38.900 234900 16.,6%
Turnover of
waterborne mode 4,15bil€ 3727 b€ 11,1%
Turnover per
employees 106.683 € 168.663€ 67,2%
Transports on
inlund waterways 0 Mio tkem 111.400 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic) 7.300 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkmm  4,7%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Infra-EU) 55.300 Mio tkm  914.000 Mio tksm 6,1%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 20 Figures on wuterborne transport in Greece

SSS
83%

Rail
0%

Road
17%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Note: SSS....... short sed shipping

Figure 30 The moduil split in Greece 1996
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Figure 31 Development of wuterborne transport in Greece
(1970-1996)

Fiffeen muain ports handle 59% of the totul Greek seduborne
frade. There dre two types of legdl enfity, which exercise
deleygyuted State authority: “Port Orgunisations” (Piraeus,
Thessaloniki) and “Port Funds” (68 in dll, of which 23 oper-
ute ut u prefecture level). The two types of leydl entity
have different degrees of uutonomy but their overdill su-
pervision und udministrative control is the responsibility of
the Ministry of Merchunt Marine. These ure busicully Public
ports und Private ports having dedicuted port facilities
serving specific industrial activities (Europeun Commission,
19980).

2.6.8 Ireland

Irelund is un island off un islund off Europe. It is uniyue in
Europe us it does hot huve d physical lund connhection, or
u fixed link such us u bridge or tunnel, to continentul Eu-
rope. Ireland is heavily dependent on international trade.
GNP hus been growing at rates of 6-9% for severdl years,
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Short seu shipping is of utmost importance both for Ro/Ro
trucking services, und Lo/Lo contfuiner services.

Ireland EU-15 %

Length of inland
wdterways O km 30.191 km 0%
Merchant fleet 41 ships 7.970ships  0.5%

0,16 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  0,1%
Compunies in
wduterborne mode 43 16.767 0.3%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 2.600 234900 1.1%
Turnover of
wuterborne mode 0,20 bill€ 3727 bill€  0.5%
Turnover per
employees 76.923€ 168.663€ 48,5%
Transports on
inlund waterways 0 Mio tkmm  111.400 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic) 300 Mio tkm  1566.500 Mio tkm 0,2%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Infra-EU) 11.400 Mio tkem  914.000 Mio tkm  1,2%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 21 Figures on wuterbornhe transport in Ireland

The modul share is clearly dominated by short sed shipping
(66%), which hus accompunied most of the additionul
fransport volumes, followed by roud with about half the
share (31%). Ruil hot very importunt and only has a share of

3%.
Rail
SSS 3%
66%
Road
31%
Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: SSS....... short seu shippiny

Figure 32 The moddl split in Ireland 1996
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Figure 33 Development of wauterborne transport in Ireland
(1970-1996)

Over recent yeurs there hus been substuntial investment,
supported by EU Structural und Reyionul funding in the
physicdl infrastructure in the main Irish including roud dc-
cess, rumps, terminals, quuyside developments etc. This in
turn hus led to the infroduction of mMuny hew shipping ser-
vices, purticularly short-seu ferries to support RO/RO und
contuiner operutions. There hus been significant increuses
in volume in dll port through the recent yeurs, but mostly in
the two lurgest yeneral curgo ports, Dublin (11 million tkm)
und Cork.

2.6.9 Italy

Some [tdliuns say that Italy hus two biy inland waterways
the Mediterrauneun und the Adriatic Sed. In some ways this
is frue, Italy is very well geographicully configured for wu-
terborne transport us most areus of Italy are less than 100
kilometres uway from seu uccess. Inlund waterways have
only very little importance. The only waterway in use is the
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Po, und u cunul system dround it. There are inifiatives
planed to reuctivate this mode.

Italy EU-15 %
Length of inlund
wauterways 1466 km 30.191km  4,9%
Merchant fleet 534 ships 7.970ships  6.7%

11,3 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  5,0%

Compunies in

wuterborne mode 565 15,767  3.6%
Employees in

wauterborne mode 39.600 234,900 16,9%
Turnover of

wuterborne mode 3.46 bill€ 3727 bil€  9.3%
Turnover per

employees 87.373€ 168.663€ 55,1%
Transports on

inland waterways 100 Mio tkm 111.400 Mio tkm  0,1%

Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic) 37.900 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkem  24,2%

Transports by short seu
shippiny (Intru-EU) 132.900Mio tkmm  914.000 Mio tkm  14.,5%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 22 Figures on wuterborhe transport in taly

Looking ut the moddaul share the dominunce of roud frans-
port (60%) becomes cleur but short sed shipping follows
closely with 44%. Rdil (6%) is of reldtive low importance.
There are pluns to switch roud transport to short seu ship-
ping for example on the route to Spuin by using ferries be-
tween Genou und Burcelonu.

The muin increuse in trunsport volume hus been uccom-
moduted by roud und short seu shippinyg, which hus lost its
first position to the roud in the 1980°s. Inlund waterways
and rdil fransport stuid busicully the sume.
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Figure 34 The moddl split in Italy 1996
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Figure 35 Development of waterborne transport in Italy

(1970-1996)




The overdll port hetwork in Italy is characterised by u very
high humber of medium or smull size ports (132 us clussified
by the nationdl Institute of Statistics) and d limited humber
of mujor ports: only 6 curry 50% of the totdl internationadl
fraffic and 9 carry 50% of the total hational traffic.

There is u very dynumic situation of fransformation from the
former public Maunagement structure to g hew private
mandagement structure. Ports dre supervised by the Port
Authority, but private Operutors ure fully ussigned to truns-
port operutiondl activity. The major ports in the Mediter-
raneun dre Genou (43 million tonnes), Lu Speziu und
Livorno us well the important container hub port Gioia
Tauro (1, 5 million TEU). The most importunt Adriutic port is
Trieste (46 million tonnes).

2.6.10 Luxemboury

Luxemboury has g very short access to the Europeun in-
land waterway network of 37 kilometres length. Impressive
300 million tkm dre transported on this so short system. The
industry consists of 39 compunies with 100 employees und
d fleet of 2 ships.

Luxembourg EU-15 %

Length of inlund
wauterways 37 km 30.191km  0,1%
Merchunt fleet 2 ships 7.970 ships  0,03%

0,07 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  0,03%
Compunies in
wduterborne mode 39 16.767  02%
Employees in
wduterborne mode 100 234,900 0,04%
Turnover of
wauterborne mode n.d. 37.27 bil€ n.d.
Turnover per
employees n.q, 168.663 € n.q.
Transports on
inlund wuterwuys 300 Mio tkm  111.400 Mio tkm  1,9%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic) 0 Mio tkmm  156.500 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Infra-EU) 0 Mio tkmm  914.000 Mio tkm 0%

Source: Eurostat, 1999

Table 23 Figures on wuterborhe transport in Luxemboury
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Rail is the dominating mode with a share of 46% closely fol-
lowed by the roud transport which has increused its share
dramuaticdlly since 1970 overtuking inlund waterways und
ulmost ruil in the Modul shure.

Rail
46%

Road
31%
Iww
23%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Note: IWW......Inland waterways

Figure 36 The moddal split in Luxemboury 1996
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Figure 37 Development of waterborne fransport in Luxemboury
(1970-1996)

2.6.11 Netherlahds

The Netherlunds ure the second importunt nation in the EU
inlund waterway havigation ufter Germany. Its 5046 kilome-




fres lony inlund waterways accommodaute ulmost 32% of
the totdl volume transported on inlund waterways in the EU.

Netherlands EU-15 %
Length of inland
wuterways 5046 km 30.19Tkm  16.7%
Merchant fleet 521 ships 7.970ships  6.5%
4,6 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  2,0%
Compunies in
wduterborne mode 4.870 16.767 309%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 13.500 234900 5,7%
Turnover of
wuterborne mode 4,05 bill€ 37,27 bill€ 10,9%
Turnover per
employees 300.000€ 168.663€ 189,1%
Transports on
inlund wuterways 35.500 Mio tkm  111.400 Mio tkm  31,9%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic) 0 Mio tkem  156.500 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Infra-EU) 89.100 Mio tkm  914.000 Mio tkm  9,7%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 24 Figures on wuterbornhe transport in the Netherlands

SSS
57%

Rail
2%

IWw
23%

Source: Eurostat, 1999 Note: IWW......iInlund wauterways, SSS.......short seu shipping

Road
18%

Figure 38 The moddul split in the Netherlunds 1996

But short seu shipping has u even bigyer share thanks to
the by fur bigyest seu port in the EU: Rotterdum (303 million
tonnes). Waterborne transport in fotul accounts for 80% of
the modul share. Followed by roud with 18%. The share of
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rail is very low at 2%. The bigyest inluand port is Arnhem (1,7
million fonnes)
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Figure 39 Development of waterborne transport in the
Netherlunds (1970-1996)

Most of the additiondl increuse in transport volume has
been ubsorbed by short seu shippinyg und roud fransport,
dlso inlund wuterways could increuse its volume slightly.
Ruil hus remuined on u constunt level over the lust
decudes.

2.6.12 Portugul

Portugdl hus traditiondlly been d nutfion of suilors. The nu-
fion which ones ruled the seus hus currently u fleet of only
45 ships with a cupucity of less thun a million dwt. However
the 70 shipping compunies hauve un unnual turnover of 1,3
billion €.




Portugal EU-15 %

Length of inland
waterways O km 30.191 km 0%
Merchunt fleet 45 ships 7.970ships  0.6%

0.9 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  0,4%
Compunies in
wuterborne mode 70 16.767  0.4%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 8.300 234900 3.5%
Turnover of
waterborne mode 1,30 bill€ 3727 bil€  35%
Turnover per
employees 1566.627 € 168.663€ 98,7%
Transports on
inlund waterways 0 Mio tkem 111.400 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic) 1.300 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkmm  0,8%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Infra-EU) 24.600 Mio tkem 914.000 Mio tkm  2,7%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 25 Figures on wauterborne transport in Portuygdl

The big udditiondl transport volumes, of the positive eco-
nomic development in the 1980°s und 1990°s huve been
muainly absorbed by short sed shipping, which has a modul
share of 66%.

Ports in Portugdl are State-owhed and the State dlone is re-
sponsible for their operation, although in some cuses oper-
utionul services ure provided by private compunies on the
busis of concession contracts. Ports in the Autonomous Re-
yions of the Azores und Mudeira come under the jurisdic-
fion of the respective regionul governments. Either port au-
thorities or autonomous councils administer the ports.

The four muin ports of Lisbon (13 million tonnes), Leixdes,
Sines und SetUbul come into the port authority cuteyory.
The port authorities are public institutions possessing u leydl
identity and administrative finuncial und putrimonial au-
fonomy, und ure subject fo government control through
the Ministry for Sociul Equipment, Plunning und Territory Ad-
ministration. These ports ure administered by government-
Jppointed Munugement bourds und enjoy u high degree
of independence (Europeun Commission, 1998c).
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Figure 40 The moddal split in Portugal 1996
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Figure 41 Development of waterborne fransport in Portfugal
(1970-1996)

2.6.13 Spuin

Spuin is unother traditional shipping nhation. Currently the
fleet still consists of 214 ships und the shippiny industry has
turnover of 2 billion €. However the modal share is domi-
nhated by roud transport (60%) und short seu shipping has
only u shure of 36%.
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Spain EU-15 %

Length of inland
waterways O km 30.191 km 0%
Merchunt fleet 214 ships 7.970ships  2,7%

3.2 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  1,4%
Compunies in
wuterborne mode 379 156.767  2.4%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 14.100 234900 6.0%
Turnover of
waterborne mode 2,00 bill<€ 3727 bil€  54%
Turnover per
employees 141.844€ 168.663€ 89,4%
Transports on
inlund waterways 0 Mio tkem 111.400 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short seu
shipping (Domestic)  36.300 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkmn 23,2%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Infra-EU) 73.900 Mio tkm  914.000 Mio tkm ~ 8,1%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 26 Figures on wuterborne transport in Spuin

Rail
4%

SSS
36%

Road
60%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Note: SSS.......short seu shippiny

Figure 42 The modul split in Spuin 1996
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Figure 43 Development of waterborne fransport in Spain
(1970-1996)

Rail has a very small constant share, which is dlso related to
the different gauyge in Spdin compured o the rest of the
EU which causes technicul problems and additional costs
and hinders u proper connhection to the international rdil
network. The main additional transport volumes, dlso re-
luted to the exceptionul ygood economic developments,
have been muinly ubsorbed by the roud mode.

In Spuin there ure some 245 ports, 41 of which ure State-run
und the remuining 204 run by Reyionul Governments. The
Stute-run ports ure grouped under 26 Port Authorities. Com-
Mmercidl ports are, in yenerul, Stute owned. Their size is smuall
or medium when compured to mujor Europeun ports, their
hinterlunds are reldtively small and, with few exceptions, in-
cluded within Spanish territory (Europeun Commission,




1998¢). The muin ports ure Algecirus (40 million tonnes), Tar-

ragonu (31 million tonnes), Burcelonu und Vulenciu,

2.6.14 Swedeh

For Sweden short seu shipping is the only direct like to the
other EU countries und so forth of gredt importance. In the
modul share it hus the sume share us roud transport: 38%.
Rail is ulso relatively important with 24% especidlly in linking

the remote north with the south of Sweden.

Sweden EU-15 %

Lenyth of inlund
wuterways n.a, 30.191 km n.d.
Merchunt fleet 345 ships 7.970 ships  4,3%

16,3 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  7.2%
Compunies in
wauterborne mode 318 15767  20%
Employees in
wuterborne mode 13.000 234900 5.5%
Turnover of
wuaterborne mode 2,72 bil€ 3727 b€ 7.3%
Turnover per
employees 209.230€ 158.663€ 131,9%
Transports on
inlund waterways 0 Mio tkmm  111.400 Mio tkm 0%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Domestic) 8.000 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkmm 5,1%
Transports by short seu
shippinyg (Infra-EU) 22.200 Mio tkmm  914.000 Mio tkm  2,4%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 27 Figures on wuterborne trunsport in Sweden
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Figure 44 The moddail split in Sweden 1996
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Figure 45 Development of wuterborne fransport in Sweden
(1970-1996)

In the 1970°s short seu shipping Munuyged to overtuke the
rail mode. Since then it is constuntly competing with roud
tfransport for the dominating position. These two modes
huve dbsorbed most of the udditional transport volume,
while rdil hus stayed the sume.

The Swedish fleet accounts for over 7% of the cupucity of
the EU fleet. The 318 shipping compunies have a turhover




of 2,7 billion € und 13.000 employees. The bigygest ports are
Gothenbury (30 million tonnes) in the south und Stock-
holm.

2.6.15 United Kihngdom

As Greut Brituin is an islund short seu shipping is of vital im-
portunce. Only recently exists another link to the continent
via the Chunnel. This importance is dlso reflected by the
moddaul share: 56% for short seu shippiny followed by roud
with 40%.

The United Kingdom has the biggest share of domestic
short seu shippiny in the EU with 33,9% of the totul domes-
fic EU transport. Short seu shipping has manuged the
bigyest increuses since 1970 us it more thun doubled the
volume, but dlso roud transport has maunuged substantidl
increuses.

U.K. EU-15 %

Lenyth of inlund
waterways 2351 km 30.191km  7.8%
Merchunt fleet 657 ships 7.970ships  82%

21,2 Mio dwt 227 Mio dwt  9.3%
Compunies in
wuterborne mode 1.194 16,767  7.6%
Employees in
wduterborne mode 27.300 234900 11.6%
Turnover of
waterborne mode 4,44 bil€ 3727 bil€  11,9%
Turnover per
employees 162.637 € 168.663€ 102,5%
Transports on
inlund wuterwuys 200 Mio tkm  111.400 Mio tksm  0.2%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Domestic)  53.000 Mio tkm  156.500 Mio tkn 33,9%
Transports by short seu
shippiny (Infra-EU) 159.600Mio tkm 914,000 Mio tkm  17.,5%

Source: Eurostut, 1999

Table 28 Figures on wuterborhe transport in the United Kingdom
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Figure 46 The modul split in the United Kingdom 1996
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Figure 47 Development of waterborne transport in the United
Kingdom (1970-1996)

Ports ure essentidl to the economy of the UK - around 97%
of ull yoods puss through the ports - ubout half u billion




tohs euch yeur - which represents some 80% of the totdl
vulue of the UK trade. There ure ubout 650 “ports’ support-
ing diverse interests. It hus been sugyested there muy be
onhe port per 20 kilometres of coustline, though only about
100 ports cun be suid of commerciul significance, with
about half of dll the UK fonnhage pussing through five major
port authorities.

About three quarters of dll ports (in terms of tonnuge han-
dled) are ownhed by private compdanies, some dre trust
ports, the smaller ports und harbours may be ownhed by Lo-
cul Authorities und only four remain in the nationdlised
sector.

The UK ports aure fully commercial - they receive no Stute
subsidies und derive their revenue from ship hundling und
curgo handling charges. Some ports dlso receive income
from renting or leusing part of their estate or developiny
surplus land us property ventures (Europeun Commission,
1998c).

The most importunt seuports in the UK are London (66 million
tonnes), Tees & Hurtleport (61 million tonnes), Forth ports (43
million tonnes), Milford Haven (35 million tonnes), Southumjo-
ton (33 million tonnes) und Liverpool (31 million tonnes). All of
them dare umony the top 20 seuports in the EU.
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transportation in the
European Union from
the viewpoint of the
Jour actors involved
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In starfing to collect information on wdterborne fransport,
the author noticed that the views on waterborne transport
differed u lot from who one ask. It occurred often even
contradicting information aund lots of prejudices regyarding
the potentidl, the current situation and the problems of
wdaterborne transport. For an improvement of the situdation
of wdaterborne fransport in the EU dll four major players :
Shippers, Operutors, Port und Infrustructure us well us gyov-
ernment dre heeded.

In this chapter the author tries o point out differences in Us-
sessing the situation of waterborne transport depending on
the actor. This should provide a busis for better understand-
ing, und help to improve the communicution between the
different actor groups. The dutu presented in the followiny
chupter consists mainly of dutu from the empiricul study
undertaken by the author in the course of this reseurch. The
methodoloyy of this survey wus dlreudy described in detuil
in the introduction. 51 experts of the ubove mentioned
players where interviewed, euch expert unswered u gen-
erdl set of yuestions us well us yuestions specificully reluted
to the uctors group the expert is from. The results of the yen-
erdl questions is described in chupter 3.1, the other chup-
ters dedl with euch sepurate uctors group.

Furthermore the author tries to point out the possible Chul-
lenges und Obstucles, which waterborne transport faces in
Europe, und in whose responsibility possible solutions could
fdll. This very subjective views of the 51 experts interviewed
in the course of this study, could maybe provide a valudble
buse of discussion for finding solutions to this problems.

Views on general questions on waterborne transport in the
European Union by the four actors involved

The first part of the questionndires for each group of actors
include d set of 11 yenerdl yuestions regarding water-
borne fransport. In this section the author wants to present
the results of this part of the study, answered by dll 51 ex-
perts usked, compuring ulso the different position depend-
ing on the group of actors.

3. 1.1 The current situdtion of wuterborne transport and its
potentidl

Asked on how they see the current situation of waterborne
fransport now, the experts guve u whole range of aunswers.




There were some very positive opinions like: “waterborne
fransport is un essentiul Mode of fransport for Europe’s
ecohomy”, "It is getting stronger every day especidlly in
the north-west” or "It has an important market share in
bulk/generdl cargo, us well us combined transport, dl-
though not promoted enough by politics”.

However, a more criticdal opinion domindated, saying that
there would be a good potentidl, but the services avdil-
able are not fully exploited, because of various redsons
und becuuse they dre hot competitive enough yet. A
higher potential was seen for short seu shipping and con-
tdinerised wduterborne fransport, even with the current ser-
vices avdiluble. More crificul wus the view on bulk frans-
port and inlund waterways except the Rhine and the hin-
terland of the north seu ports.

One of the muin hindering fuctor of wauterborne transport
wdus suid to be the dramautic decreuse in roud transport
prices, which reduced the price-gyup between roud und
wuter, so the udvuntuge of low prices doesn’t outweigh
the disudvuntuges of waterborhe transport anymore. An-
other neyutive uspect wus humed, thut the tfraditional
maurket for wuterborne transport, where it wus most effec-
tive, like the heavy or building materidl industry, dre in u
slump und often moved out of the EU to low wuge coun-
fries, which reduces the EU internal waterborne transport.
Furthermore, un argument agadinst waterborne fransport,
which wds made by most experts was its unreliability due
to its dependence on the weduther (especidlly inlund wu-
terways).

Especidlly the missing services for combined transport were
criticised, us well as the missing und too old equipment for
such services. Most experts dlso saw a change in the trend
und predicted u yood potentiul for the future, due to the
conhyestion of rouds und inefficient services of railways, s
well us the growinyg environmentul concerns.

Even the bigyest sceptics admit that waterborhe transport
remuins the cheupest Mode for high volume, low vdlue
goods. This will get even more importaunce us the totdl
yudlity manugement gets more important,

In the ussessment of the current services uvdiluble, there is
u cleur trend visible, 3/4 of the experts believe that the cur-
rent avdilubility of services would dllow un increuse of
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curygo transported on waterways. More scepticul are those
actors which don’t have direct contact with waterborne
fransport in practice, especidlly shippers, und there those,
who currently don’t use this mode. Transport operators
(94%) and ports (78%) who have direct contact with this
mode, believe that an incredsing share by the waterborne
Mmode cun be reuched with the current services.

Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
Yes 5 7 10 16 38
% Yes 63% 78% 59% 94% 75%
No 3 2 7 1 13
% No 38% 22% 41% 6% 25%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=51

Table 29 Do you think the current avdilability of services would
dllow uh increuse of carygo transported on waterways?

On the yuestion for the reuson of their unswer, the ones
who unswered YES, suy muinly that there dre existing over-
cupucities und if especiully the shippers would be uwdure
of this and review their requirements towards d fransport
service, from short trunsit times to low cost it would be eus-
ily possible to shift more cargo on this mode.

The ohes who unswered NO urgue thut the relution of cost
and service is hot competitive enough to compete effec-
tively with road and rdil, that the mode is nhot well enough
infegrated with other Modes to dllow More curgo beiny
shiffed on this meun of transport, und that the equipment
they use is tfoo old.

3. 1.2 The future of wuterborhe transport in Europe

Looking ut the future of wuterborne transport, the situation
is viewed more positive by dll four groups of uctors. 48 of
the 51 experts usked see u future for the wuterborne trans-
port mode. Most of them predict u positive future of wuter-
borhe fransport, due to the further integration of the differ-
ent modes info the Trans Europeun Networks (TEN), espe-
cidlly by using contuiners. Other urguments for u positive
future dre un increusing environmentul consciousness to-
gether with nhew taxation models, which include the full so-
cidl und environmental costs of the modes in the fransport
prices.




Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
Yes 7 8 16 17 48
% Yes 88% 89% 4% 100% 94%
No 1 1 1 0 3
% No 13% 11% 6% 0% 6%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: N=51

Table 30 Do you see u future for waterborne transport in Europe?

Others see it more pragmatic: There will be ho other possi-
bility than to use the wdaterborne mode more fregyuently,
becuuse of the limited cupucities of roud hetworks und re-
sulting congestion, which cause substantial additiondl
costs. The second reuson is that most of the experts usked
dre scepticdl, that the rdilways will be soon efficient
enouyh o provide the udditionul cupducities hneeded. Also
the fact wus pointed out, that the Europeun yeoyraphy to
U certuin extent dictutes the use of wuterborne transport
us u hecessity.

When usked for u concrete prediction of the future devel-
opMment, this positive impression continues, 80% predict aun
increuse of the share of wuterborne transport in the Euro-
peun moddal split. 7 experts (14%) predict that the volume
will increuse, but the share will stay the sume. Only 3 of the
yuestioned experts (6%) predict u decreuse. This views ure
the sume uamony dll the 4 actor groups.

Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
Increuse 6 7 13 15 41
% Incredse 75% 78% 76% 88% 80%
Decreuse 1 0 1 1 3
% Decreuse 13% 0% 6% 6% 6%
Stay the sume 1 2 3 1 7
% Stay sume 13% 22% 18% 6% 14%

Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=51

Table 31 How will the share of waterborne transport develop in
the future?

This results cun ruise hew hopes for the development of the
wuterborne mode. The official studies, for example one un-
dertuken for the EU by the NEA only predict that the share
of wuterborne transport will stay the sume (NEA, 19954).
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3.1.3 Time und vdlue of the fransported goods us factors
for the moddul choice

In this section the author tries to unulyse the importance of
fime und vulue of yoods for the modul choice. Time, be-
cuuse it is often seen us the muin “disudvuntuge” of wu-
terborne transport und value, ds it cun restrict the poten-
tial market for waterborne transport services to only a lim-
ited segment. Time und vdlue of trunsported goods dlso
have u direct connection: the higher the value is the more
important time becomes, us vulue represents tied up cupi-
tal und cuuses udditionul costs in interests, which increuses
in connection with the time.

Time dlso plays un importunt udditionul cost fuctor regurd-
ing louding units in intermodul fransport, us u slower mode
dllows only u lower humber of journeys, d higher humber of
louding units is needed und substuntidlly higher costs arise.
This cun leud to un avoidunce of wauterborne transport by
inter modul operutors.

Asking if the vdlue of goods is important for the moddadl choice
there was an interesting phenomena noticedble. A Mdajority
(88%) of the shippers, which actudlly muke the moddl
choice, said that value is important for the modul choice.
Also ports und operutors, which ure directly involved in the
fransport process were in the mMajority awdare of this fact. How-
ever, the mujority, 6 aguinst 2 of the experts from govern-
mMents und orgunisations, providing the policy, the framework
for the tfrunsportution, did not ugree with this stutement.

This could be viewed us un deficit of practicul knowledye by
policymaukers, regurding how decisions ure mude within the
fransport sector. If so this would undermine the need for un in-
creused communhicution und better under stunding umony
the different uctors, to be uble to uchieve optimal results.

Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
Yes 2 7 15 12 36
% Yes 25% 78% 88% 71% 71%
No 6 2 2 5 15
% No 75% 22% 12% 29% 29%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=51

Table 32 Is value of the transported goods of importance for the
moddal choice ?




The reuson for the importance of value is hot only the tied
Up cupital and its costs, but dlso another: If one hus high
vulue goods, the share of fransport costs is U very low one,
und u slight decreuse doesn’t muke u biy difference, that
is why there is a higher tendency towdards the more expen-
sive modes, which dre dlso often viewed ds more secure
due to less handling heeded. On the other hand with low
vdlue goods, transport costs represent a big share of totdl
costs and its level is decisive, for the product profit,

The vdlue of yoods cun sometimes ulso be used us un indicu-
tor for the quuntity of goods trunsported, us low value gyoods
are offen trunsported in biy volumes, e.y. raw muteridls,
building mauteridl or agricultural products, dll fypicul goods
fransported on wdater. But actudlly the wdaterborne mode
would be well suituble for high value goods, tuking the risk
and security intfo auccount. The accident stutistics show that
wdterborne fransport is much sufer than road transportation
and the risk through the multiple handling has been dlso re-
duced drusticdlly by the incredused use of contdiners, Nowu-
days waterborne transport is suitable for dll kind of goods.

The results o the yuestion if time is important for the moddl
choice were more cleur. The mujority of dll 4 actor groups
(88%) suid thut fime is un importunt factor. But this doesn’t
necessdry meun that the time has to be minimised. Muny
experts expressed their regrets, that still too mMuch emphusis
is put on how fust a Mode is. This should be chaunyged to how
predictuble und reliuble the transport fime of un mode is.

Due to hew orgunisationdl concepts like just in fime, the on
fime delivery is sometimes more importunt than the fustest
delivery. Goods fransported on the wdaterway could be
viewed us flouting stock, which dllows to reduce the hum-
ber of uctuudl stocks kept, us it arrives when it is heeded.
Further more, some experts expressed the view, that the
planning process of the transport needs by the shippers
are too short hotice, und little advanced planing would dl-
low more time between the order und delivery.

These chunye in utftitude from the fustest fo the most pre-
dictuble and relidble transit time, could proof to be a pos-
sibility for the waterborne mode to compete even in the
factor time. However, one should not forget, that reliability
is a big wedkness of waterborne transport, especidlly on in-
land waterways. This is caused by its dependence on the
wedther, If g roud is hot pussuble the truck edusily finds d
detour, for a inlund wuaterway vessel this is not possible.
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Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
Yes 7 8 14 16 45
% Yes 88% 89% 82% 4% 88%
No 1 1 3 1 6
% No 13% 17% 18% 6% 12%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=51

Table 33 Is time un importunt factor for the modul choice?

Another wedk point regarding the predictability of water-
borne transport are the ports. Their services are sfill difficult o
culculate, this could be improved by more efficient port or-
ygunisution, und un increused communicution between ports
und operutors with the help of modern communicution tech-
noloyy. If the operator transmits dlreudy dll the duta heeded
before the ship drrives viu EDI, the port caun dlready finish dll
the necessury formuilities upon arrival of the vessel.

3. 1.4 Current transport costs a competitive disadvantage
for waterborne fransport?

Another problem toduy’s transport policy is confronted
with, is the cudll for u fair und efficient pricing, which in-
cludes the full sociul und environmentul costs. More detdils
on the concept of interndlising the externul cost of trans-
portution, were dlreudy given ubove in chupter 1.3.2. .

An interesting yuestion reygyurding wdauterborne transport,
which is suid to have un compurdtive advantage towards
the lundborne modes, becuuse it is more environmentul
friendly and less infrustructure (especidlly short seu ship-
ping) und Muintenunce is heeded, is if the experts think
that the lack of such u pricing structure leads to a clear dis-
tortion of the competitive situdation of waterborne fransport.

Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
Yes 5 2 7 13 27
% Yes 63% 22% 41% 76% 53%
No 3 7 10 4 24
% No 38% 78% 59% 24% 47%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=51

Table 34 Do you think current fransport costs, which do hot
reflect the full sociul und environmental costs, huve leud 1o u
cleur distortion of the competitive situution of wuterborne
fransportation?




To this aunswer no cleur puttern waus visible In totul 27 ex-
perts ugreed thut this leads to u distorfion of the competi-
tive situation, 24 suid it does hot. Most of those who uygreed
suid that including the external costs in the prices would
leud to un udvuntuyge of waterborne transport, only one
said it would leud to a disadvantage for shipping on inland
wdaterways as these dre heavily subsidised by the state,

Reyurding ygroups of uctors, Government und Operutors
tended to ugree more, while the mujority of Ports and
Shippers tended to disugree. For disugreement no cleur
explunautions were yiven. This muybe could be expluined
by the fact that governments, who currently have to come
up for the costs cuused by externdlities, und operutors
who dre in direct competition with the other (how too
cheup) Modes, ure confronted with this problems directly,
und u yreuter uwareness exists, whereus shippers und
ports are not so directly confronted und the awaureness is
not yet so high.

3. 1.5 Key problems for the acceptance of waterborhe
transport

One of the key purts of this study waus to find out, were the
different uctors see the key problems for the ucceptunce
of wdterborne transport. To evaluate this, dll questioned
experts were yiven d list of 16 pre-listed problems und the
possibility to add more, then they had to rank these prob-
lems in the order of their importance. To mMuke it comparu-
ble, euch runk wus ussociuted with o number points’
which decreused over-proportiondl to the rank and the
sum of each actors group wus divided by the humber of
actors, to receive the average points given by expert and
dllow d direct compurison between actor group.

Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
1. Time 6,88 4,22 9,12 8,35 7.65
% of totdl points 10% 6% 13% 13% 1%
2. Pre-und
onh-curriuge
costs 6,75 844 782 6,82 743
% of totdl points 10% 11% 11% 11% 1%
3. Flexibility 6,50 3,89 8.88 7.12 7.04
% of totdl points 9% 5% 13% 11% 10%

7 the most importunt wus 20Pts, 2nd 15Pts, 3rd 12Pts, 4th 10Pfs,....,7th 4Pts,8th
3Pts, 9th 2Pts ...
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Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total

4, Mentdlity and

uttitude of

shippers

towards

waterborne

modes (Imuye) 11,50 6,22 341 8,53 6,88

% of totdl points 16% 8% 5% 14% 10%
5. Port hundliny

costs 6,25 4,33 8,12 5,59 6,31

% of totdl points 9% 6% 12% 9% 9%
6. Luck of infer-

connectivity ut

the ports (e.u.

lack of railway

cohnections) 1,50 8,11 841 3,00 547

% of total points 2% 11% 12% 5% 8%
7. Mentdlity and

uttitude of

operators 4,88 10,56 341 2.24 451

% of fotdl points 7% 14% 5% 4% 7%
8. Avdilubility 3,63 3,22 4,59 3,24 3,75

% of fotdl points 5% 4% 7% 5% 5%
9. Structure of the

shippiny

industry 6,75 1,11 1,82 494 351

% of totdl points 10% 1% 3% 8% 5%
10. Discrimination

vs. land

fransportation

regarding

tuxution und

other leyislution 0,75 544 2.29 288 2,80

% of totul points 1% 7% 3% 5% 4%
11. Customs

procedures 1,38 756 141 153 253

% of totdl points 2% 10% 2% 2% 4%
12. Port workiny

hours 2,00 233 1.71 2,35 2,08

% of fotdl points 3% 3% 2% 4% 3%
13. Administrative

burriers 4,63 1,33 0,00 153 147

% of totdl points 7% 2% 0% 2% 2%
14. Too expensive

and

inudeyuute

pilot services 0,63 1,78 141 0,76 1,14

% of totdl points 1% 2% 2% 1% 2%




Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total

15, Quulity of

equipment

used 000 089 1,59 200 1,35

% of totul points 0% 1% 2% 3% 2%
16. Wuterlevel 2,50 2,22 000 0,88 1,08

% of totl points 4% 3% 0% 1% 2%

Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: =51

Table 35 Key Problems of waterborne fransport ranked in
importunce (uveruyge points yiven by experts)

Time us u problem of wdaterborne fransport has been dl-
reudy described in chapter 3.1. The muijority of experts
asked in this survey sees there the key problem for shipping,
especidlly shippers and operators. However, well-planned
and co-ordinated operations caun overcome this problem if
fransit stock is included in the overdl plunning process. On u
corporate level, lead times are under constant monitoring.

The muin focus is the time during which the goods remain
in warehouses. By looking further, one will find that the
yoods ure efficiently, guickly, und expensively fransported
to the warehouses, which act us distribution centres. There,
the goods muy remuin for weeks or months. Hence, the
speed und efficiency of the transport is in vain(F&L, 1998).

Overdll planning und operations control cun be used to
overcome this unbulanced situation. One way of doiny
this is fo regurd goods in frunsit us if it would be staying in
the warehouse, lets suy us “Flouting Stock”. The time spent
in fransport would then become purt of the leud-fime.
Such plunning should dllow for slower und more economi-
cul trunsport, opehninyg up the possibilities for increused use
of inlund waterways and short sed shipping. Urgent call-off
orders could use the “old” quick transport method, while
the bulk of the orders would drrive in trunsit stock.

The second in this ranking of key problems are Pre- and on-
carriage costs which huve received ulmost the sume num-
ber of points s Time. Pre- and onh-carriage cost to/from
ports cun represent a major share in the total transportation
cost due to minimum tariffs which dare applied in certdin
countries, i.e. locdl leyislation can pendlise efficiency. These
minimum freight tariffs can represent an important share in
the overdll transportation cost, us they ure often time-bused
and inefficient port operdtions slow down the process.
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This generdlly is one of the key problems of intermodul
fransport. Hopefully, now ds leyislution is committing itself
tfowdrds intermodul transport, dlso the nationadl laws are
changed to support this hew trend in transportation. Also
us more und more intermoddaul operators dare entering the
market this situdation hopefully improves, ds they undertake
the pre- and on cuarriage services themselves. Hopefully
dlso ports move from a unimodadl to g multimodadl dp-
prodach in transportation and adjust their services accord-
ing to the hew transport needs.

Slightly behind those two problems is Flexibility, which itself
received 10% of the totdl points. Trucks ure not dependent
upon specific routes und the drivers may adapt to varying
fraffic conditions us they occur. Further, the cupucity sup-
plied cun eusily be adupted to demund. This problem has
dlso dlreudy been targeted more in detdil ubove.

Another key problem which dlso hus received 10% of the
totdl points is the Mentality and attitude of shippers towards
waterborne modes (Image). This is probubly the most un-
necessury und theoreticdlly eusy to solve problem. One of
the targets of this reseurch is to substuntidlly contribute to
solving this problem, by drawing un objective picture of
the current situation in shippiny. This will hopefully ullow
shippers to ussess the potential of waterborne transport
better und improve its acceptunce.

The generdl belief is that shippers have cargo control, us
shown dlso later in this survey, und therefore cun select the
fransport mode in line with their ownh reguirements and
preferences. However, the deygree to which d shipper cun
take influence on the transportation Mode dlso largely de-
fpends on the extent to which g compduny values und in-
cludes transportation in its totdl supply chain,

Politicdl, strategic decisions of concentrating a compuany’s
activities on core functions such us resedrch, mManufacturing
und sules, yenerdlly leud to u chunge in curgo control, i.e.
either the customer arranges transportation (sules ferms: ex
factory or FOB) or the transportation function us u whole is
outsourced. In both cuses, someone else - but no lonyer the
shipper -will decide on the fransportation mode. This wiill
mauke co-ordinution more difficult und the current transport
putterns will, most likely, be maintauined (F&L, 1998).

Another phenomenon with un impuct on the selection of




the fransportation mode and which huas considerdbly
guined in importaunce in the last yeuars, is the generdl re-
duction in working cupitdl. Stock levels are reduced to the
strict minimum at both ends aund dny disturbunce (e.y.
planning errors, Misunderstandings, strikes etc.) in the sup-
ply chuin leuds to urgent deliveries. Considering that much
higher cost would result from dan interruption of the supply
chuin and/or to sdtisfy the customer, the fastest transport
method (even at higher cost) is selected und environmen-
tal considerdations get low priority, if any,

Rationdlisation of corpordate orgunisation structures which
have been very frequent in the pust yedrs have leaud to
absolute minimum staffing of transport depurtments at
factories or heud offices. The heud count in transport de-
partments is frequently determined by d historic number of
orders hundled und is just sufficient to cover the busic
needs within routine functions. Time pressure to cope with
the current workloud, combined with the natural human
reluctunce to chunge, result in unother important ele-
ment, which hinders the possible shiff to dlternutive trans-
portation methods.

Nevertheless, us the problems in these traditional fransport
chdins increuse, und the transport costs will be more under
review, the need for nhew fransport solutions will become
more obvious und pressure to chunge will mount. Then
with the help of better marketing by the shipping industry
itself, this problem could be solved, und wdaterborne trans-
port could become un interesting dlternautive,

As mentfioned dlready in the chuapters before, Port han-
dling costs ure u substuntiul burden on wuterborne fruns-
port. Also the experts have seen this us ohe of the key
problems, ranking it 5™ with 10% of the total points. Espe-
cidlly shippers criticised this fuct.

Port handling cost is excessively high in a humber of seu-
ports in compurison with the services provided. This cun be
upplicuble on the vessel operating side but hus been no-
ficed in contuiner handling. Lack of transparency in the
structure of port dues is frequent und does not encouruyge
the development of short seu operdtions. It should be
noted that when a vessel culls upoh u port to dischurye
only u fraction of its curgo, port dues are frequently culcu-
luted on the busis of the vessel’s totul cargo volume, not
limited to the volume 1o be discharged.
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Port costs may vary significantly with geography. A Norwe-
giun study, mude by the Institute for Transport Economics,
shows u difference in port cost such that the highest level
wus twice that of the lowest.(F&L,1998)

The Lack of interconnectivity at the ports (e.g. lack of rail-
way connections) plays an sufficient role in the opinion of
many experts. This is one of the key problems of wdater-
borhe trunsport, und hus received 9% of the totul points. It
is interesting that Ports und Shippers yive this u very high
priority, while Operators und Governments don’t seem to
SO such u yreut problem.,

As one cun see in this survey, in the followiny chupter, ports
are genherdlly connected to severdl modes. Most ports
have roud und rdil auccess. However, the pure avdilability
of u rdil access is not enough. If the rdilway has ho direct
access to the mole, but the goods huve 1o be louded from
the vessel onto u fruck und brought to the rdil terminal, the
connection is not sufficient, becuuse the cosfts become
much higher und the time fuctor increuses dramaticudlly.

Genherdlly the urgument wus given, that the current port
structure in Europe is still very much focused on unimoddal
wauterborne transport, but the additional heeds which drise
out of infermodul tfransport, ure hot beiny uble to be sutis-
fied by the current infrastructure, equipment und proce-
dures.

The Mentality and attitude of operators wus ranked by the
ports us main problem of waterborne fransport . In totdl it
only reached 7™ place. Some of the arguments given for
this choice, were too individudlistic, no interest in Modern
Mmunagement technigues und very bad marketing. Some
experts went so far to say, that it is just very difficult and tir-
ing to dedl with them. One of the Mmdjor problems is that
this industry has a very low lobbying level and, us u conse-
yuence, public funds mude avuiluble to optimise the infru-
stfructure dare completely insufficient. Regiondl initiatives
find it difficult fo get the necessury support ut the decision
level.

Furthermore, muny shippers ure focusing on keeping the
cost of wuterborne transport (from guay to quuy) to U min-
imum. Consequently, the commercidl strength of the indi-
viduul operutors has become limited. As u result, u signifi-
cunt part of the Europeun fleet for short seu shipping hus




grownh to be yuite old. In some dreus the average fleet is
ubove 35, muking the vessels unfit for modern, intermoddail
fransport. The current state of economic uffdirs with the
operutors dlso indicutes indbility to renew the fleet, unless
new business opportunities emerye from the shippers. The
appurent lack of willinghess to co-operate does hot help
to improve this situation. However, here dlso is to mention
that  high number of the Operutors interviewed in this sur-
vey dre co-operuting with other Operutors.

As far us murketing of services is concerned, the operutors
face specific individual problems (F&L, 1998):

% Barging, Inluhd waterways: In particulur barging und in-
lund waterways do have an old fushioned imuge and
are yenerdlly viewed as the transportation mode for
mauss curgo ohly. Each operator markets his services in-
dividudlly und cun reach a limited humber of potentidl
customers only; i.e. the actudl impact is very limited and
largely depends on the initiative of the individuul opera-
tor. Murketing of services uppeurs ulso to be concen-
frated on forwurders und o few direct customers
(muinly for muss/bulk cargo) but very, very little is done
to reuch muijor shippers directly.

< Short seu: The until recently Nationdl restrictions on Do-
mestic cubotuye traffics, which have just disuppeured
for EU/EEA fluygs, have mude it so far difficult to fully
utilise the cupucities that are actudlly avdiluble. A cer-
tdin improvement cun be now be expected - dlthough
foreign flag cuarriers, even if they would have sufficient
volumes to fill own feeder vessels, will confinue to be
obliged to seek either dlliances with their EU competitors
or use specidlised EU operators. This protection of EU
operators, dlthough it has certainly its Merits, limits com-
petition and results in a lack of interest on the deep-seu
operutor’s side to efficiently operute, sell und develop
services further.

Availability is seen by most of the experts u serious, but not
the most important problem of wdaterborne transport to-
day. It receives 5% of the totul points. The problem has dl-
reaudy been mentioned und expluined in the previous
chapters. Busicdlly it is u competitive disudvauntuge to-
wurds the fruck, which may arrive and leuve ut uny time, is
eusy dccessible und offers door-to-door loyistics, wauter-
borne transport offen cunnot offer.
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The Structure of the shipping industry is dlso seen u un im-
portant, but not one of the most importunt problems und
like Avdildubility, it has received 5% of the totdl points. This
result came d little surprising, dus the author would have
reckoned that especidlly the Shippers would have seen u
bigyger issue in this problem, which is the followiny:

The Europeun industry is very fragmented an consists out of
many little compdnies. This results in the problem, that
euch compuny dlone only offers a very limited service. To
be uttractive, it would be better to have u bigyger orguni-
sution controlling und co-ordinuting the different smuall
compunies. It wus sugyested thut nutionul combined
fransport platforms, like they exist for the railways( Kom-
biverkehr, Okombi...) should be formed. The concentration
tendencies ulso in the shipping industry will dlso help to im-
prove the situation.

Discrimination vs. land transportation regarding taxation
and other legislation hus received 4% of the totul points
und is of different importance in the different countries of
the EU:

In some countries, waterborne curgo is tuxed differently
than land fransportation modes. These udditional fees un-
necessurily increuse the cost of short seu operations. Here
an exumple: Waterborne fransport hus to pay cargo-,
yuuy, und port dues bused on the volume und freguency
of fruffic in order to utilise public ports, while road trans-
porters ure limited to puying roud tux und toll. (F&L, 1998)

Nationdl legislation treats waterborne cargo often very dif-
ferently from the other transport modes. Whereus land
fransportation formalities are becoming mMore and more
simplified, cargo leaving a country by sedu undergoes full
export formdlities aund the related complications. E.g. T3
tax in Spuin. Here dlso un exumple: There is u difference
between ADR und HAZMAT (IMO) reyurding transport of
dunygerous goods. The rules for waterborne transport are
stricter than for roud transport, endbling transport of such
yoods in cities und populuted ureus, (F&L, 1998)

Customs procedures were muinly seen by Ports us un im-
portaunt key problem, but in totul dlso only received 4% of
the points. Busicully the problem is us follows: Trucks mov-
ing from one EU country to unother have to comply with
very simple customs procedures, if they have to cledar cus-




toms ut dll. Ships, however, moving from one EU port to un-
other, have to comply with full customs procedures us if it
cume from un intercontinental port. (F&L, 1998)

The EU Commission has taken the initiative to develop
whut muay be culled u “curygo black box” (CBB). The CBB is
similar fo the voyage recorders used in aeroplanes in that it
records every movement of the ship while at sed, When a
vessel currying u CBB arrives ut u port, the customs author-
ities will inspect the CBB to verify if the vessel redlly arrives
from another EU port und that she has hot made any im-
proper stops on route. If this inspection is sutisfuctory, the
infention is that only simplified customs procedures should
apply. This is u very important initiative on behdlf of the EU
Commission, to muke it eusier for waterborne transport to
compete with trucks on eguaul terms.

Here some of the other problems, which dre only seen to
have secondury importunce, compdured to the ones men-
fioned before:

Port working hours: Differences in Nutional labour
rules/working hours offen leud to consideruble wuiting
times, which the operator hus to include in its schedules
und cost. Here uguin, the operationudl efficiency is beiny
fpenudlised.

Example: In Nordic ports, there are practically ho hight- or
weekend shifts, Furthermore, operators are to pay for full
shifts in port, even if the loauding or unlouding operdtions
dure stopped due to weuther condifions (F&L, 1998).

Too expensive and inadequate pilot services: Pilot services
dre offen inudeyuute und overprotected in u humber of
EU countries. The corresponding tuxes are high, set locally
und ure not in line with uctual services provided.

Here un exumple: The luke Suimuu areu und its cunadl sys-
tem provide u very importunt waterway system for Finnish
industry. The totul length of fairways (deeper than 4.2 m) is
778 km. For navigution in the Suimud reyion, pilotuge is
compulsory. The uveruge pilot distance in the region is 280
km, while the uveruge distunce of harbour pilotuge (in
coustul wuters) is upproximately 33 km. The pilotuge fee is
puid per kilometre. From 1988 the pilotuye fee hus been
increased unnudlly. In 1997 it wus more thun doubled
compured to 1988. This hits very hard on the inlund wauter-
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way transportation, where pilotuge fees comprises dp-
proximuately 2/3 of the overdll port disbursements (F&L,
1998).

Waterlevel: Seen by dll operators on inlund waterways und
of inland ports us the key problem for waterborne transport
on inlund waterways, The problem has been dlready dis-
cussed in detdil before, it is only to mention aguain, that the
unreligability of waterborne transport on inland waterways
resulting out of this problem is of such importance that it
keeps muny shippers from using inland waterway navigu-
tion ut ull.

Other problems mentioned were the Quality of equipment
used, Administrative barriers, Marketing skills, Quality of
service, Missing services in combined transport, and Avail-
ability of pre- and on-carriage equipment.

These were the results of the totul survey umong dll the ac-
tor group. It is ulso to baure in mind that the results of the to-
tal are of course stronygly depending onh the size of the
sumple. The author hus the decided us stuted dlreudy in
the chupter on Methodoloyy before, to yive Operutors
und Shippers u significant greater importance than Ports
und Governments, representing their importance within
the whole process of wuterborne fransport.

So the results of the totdl survey are influenced stronger by
the Operutors und Shippers. In the followiny section the
author want to compdare the different viewpoints regard-
ing the key problems of euch actor group which shows sig-
nificant differences.

Shippers Total

1. Time (1.) 9.12 7,65

2. Fexibility (3.) 8.88 7,04
3. Lack of interconnectivity
dt the ports (e.y. lack of

railway connections) (6.) 8.41 547

4, Port handling costs (5.) 8,12 6,31

5. Pre- und on-curriage costs (2.) 7,82 7.43

Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Tuble 36 The top 5 problems of wuterborne transport from the
viewpoint of Shippers (Uveruye points given per expert)




Shippers see time and flexibility us the two most important
problems of waterborne fransport. This corresponds ulmost
with the results of the totul sumple. Interesting is that the
luck of interconnectivity ut the ports comes ulreudy 3
while in the totul sumple it is only ranked 6™, Then shippers
are still concerned about Port handling costs and pre-and
onh cuarriuge costs, which was ranked in the total saumple
2"d but umony Shippers is only the 51 important.

Generdlly it is to suy thut the results correspond with the cri-
teria for modal choice, which are described in detdil in the
next chapter. Also there, yudlity of service, time and cost
as well us flexibility play an important role. The key prob-
lems identified by the Shippers point out were waterborne
fransport cannot meet their criteria for modual choice.

It is dlso interesting thut the self-criticism by the Shippers
wus yuite low us the mentdlity aund uftitude of shippers to-
wdards wdterborne transport wus seen us un very unimpor-
tant problem, totdlly in contradiction to the results of the
other actor group, which see there the main issue. This
could be un incentive for Shippers to rethink their position,
und muybe unulyse if there current mindset tfowards trans-
port modes is still appropriated or might be driven by preju-
dices.

Operators Total
1. Mentdlity und uttitude of
shippers towards wuterborne
Mmodes (Imuge) (4.) 8,53 6.88
2. Time (1.) 8,35 7.65
3. Flexibility (3.) 7,12 7,04
4. Pre- und on-curriuge costs (2.) 6,82 7,43
5. Port handling costs (5.) 5,59 6,31
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sample: n=17

Table 37 The top 5 problems of waterborne fransport from the
viewpoint of Operators (uverayge points given per expert)

Operutors see the muin problem in the uttitude of the Ship-
pers. Otherwise they results more less reflect the results of
the totdl sumple. Although it cun be suid that time un flexi-
bility, the traditional disudvantages of waterborne trans-
port ure u little overestimuted, while problems concerning
the potentidl of infermoddal transport are a little under esti-
muted. The reuson for this, might be, that Operautors, are
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still u little too focused on the unimodul, hot the intermodul
upprouch of their service. They should maybe try to focus
more on Muking waterborne fransport more suituble for in-
tfermodul tfransportation and not compuare it to other

modes.
Government Total
1. Mentulity und uttitude of
shippers towards wuterborne
modes (Imuye) (4.) 11,50 6.88
2. Time (1.) 6.88 7,65
3. Pre- und on-curriuge costs (2.) 6,75 7.43
4. Structure of the shippiny
industry (9.) 6,75 3,51
5. Flexibility (3.) 6,50 7,04
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=8

Tuble 38 The top 5 problems of wuterborne transport from the
viewpoint of Governments und other orgaunisations (average
points given per expert)

The most interesting result of the survey umonyg ygovern-
Mments compured to the totdl sumple, is the high impor-
tfunce which is given to the problem “structure of the ship-
ping industry”. This is probubly due to the fact that they
anulyse the industry us u whole, while the other three uc-
tors only see u smuller sumple of the industry, they are con-
fronted with. That is why fthis problem should be ygiven
aguin more consideration by the other actors.

Ports Total

1. Mentdlity und uttitude

of operutors (7.) 10,566 4,51
2. Pre- und on-curriuge costs (2.) 8,44 7.43
3. Luck of inferconnectivity uat

the ports (e.y. luck of railway

cohnections) (6.) 8,11 5,47
4. Port handling costs (5.) 4,33 6,31
5. Mentulity and uttitude of

shippers towards wuterborne

modes (Image) (4.) 6,22 6.88

Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: =9

Tuble 39 The top 5 problems of wuterborne transport from the

viewpoint of Ports (uveruge points given per expert)
o
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The results of the Ports uctors yroup, wus the most different
ohe compured to the totdl sumple. Only pre-and on cur-
riage costs und the mentdlity of the shippers dare dlso un-
der the top 5 of the sumple. The mentdlity und dttitude of
Operutors waus given un umuazingly high importance with
un uveruye of over 10,5 points by euch expert. Compured
to an averayge of 4,5 points by the totdal sumple. This might
be a result of ddily confrontation with this actors group,
and day to day problems, but which give them dlso a very
good insight intfo the shipping industry. This result dlso has to
be tuken seriously by Operutors und could leud to u little
more self-criticism.

The Ports haud been quite criticul on themselves, identifyiny
the port handling costs und port interconnectivity, which
lie partly in their responsibility as two of the muain problems
of wuterborhe transport today. This awdreness is ulready d
big step in the right direction.

3.1.6 Who could do most to improve the competitive
situdtion of waterborne transport?

Another interesting point of this study, wus to find out who
in the eyes of the different uctors could do most to im-
prove the situation of wuterborne transport in Europe. Mul-
fiple nominutions where possible:

Government | Ports | Shippers | Operators | Total
Operutors 6 6 9 10 31
% 75% 67% 53% 59% 61%
Shippers 1 6 8 9 24
% 13% 67% 47% 53% 47%
Infrastructure
fproviders 6 2 13 7 28
% 75% 22% 76% 41% 55%
Leyislutive
bodies or
other
orgunisations o) 8 6 6 26
% 75% 89% 35% 35% 51%

Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=51

Tuble 40 Who could do most to improve the competitive
situation of wuterborne transport?
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Looking ut the totdl results one cun see thut euch uctors
group wus held eyudlly responsible, operators the
most(61%), but dlso dll other have been nominuted by
around 50% of the experts. However, in analysing the put-
tfern of responses by euch actors group individudlly, inter-
esting differences cun be found: Governments held Ports,
Governments und Operutors equdlly importunt, but ship-
pers where only nominuted by one expert. To the opposite,
Operutors held themselves und the Shippers for more im-
portant and in ports and especidlly governments they saw
only secondury importance, in their comments it was
Mmude cleur, thut Governments und ports have to provide
the important framework for their operations, which has to
be efficient, but the to be competitive, the operutors have
to work most efficient and the shippers have to be willing
to use the waterborne mode.

Interesting is dlso, that the shippers suw Most room for im-
provement in the hands of the ports und other infrustruc-
ture providers. Also they only want government interven-
fion us u secondury meusure, whereus Ports suw un impor-
tunt responsibility with the leyislutive bodies. But most of
the experts dlso stuted that un improvement cun only be
reuched if ull 4 uctors work efficiently together und come
up with well co-ordinated meusures.

The author dlso usked the experts of what medsures would
be heeded to improve the current situation. Most of the
experts of dll four actor yroup usked for u joined initiatives,
which involve dll four actors. More detdils on what should
be done by euch actor group is showed in the hext chap-
ters.

Waterborne transport from the viewpoint of the Shippers

In this part the author was looking for important facts on
the shipper side, which can be of importance to under-
stand its part in the fransport chain (see dlso yuestionnuire
for shippers in the Annex). A better understanding of the
shippers purt und its heeds cun be of importunce for dll
the three other uctor yroups, especidlly for the operutors,
as it dllows them to provide the shipper with a better trans-
port service more suituble for the shippers need. This sec-
fion should be u smull contribution to this better under-
stunding.




3.2.1 The structure of the sumple

For the group of the shippers 17 compunies were chosen
from different industries and different parts of Europe, dl-
though most of the act globdlly or at leust Europe wide.
The industries range us far as from steel, wood und puper
as well us building material and chemicul industries to
electronics, automotive, food und consumer gyoods. All of
the compunies ure big players in Europe und uccount for
u substuntidl part of the Europeun curgo.

Of course u speciul emphusis wus mude on industries,
which have high volume of trunsported goods und on
those who o a substuntiul purt dre using ulreudy wauter-
borne transport (upprox. 2/3 of the sumple), like the for ex-
umple the chemical industry. However dlso compunies
producing gyoods hot “typicdlly” transported on the water
like electronics, food und consumer products dare included
in the sumple.

The exact list of the compunies included in the sumple cun
be found in the Annex.

3.2.2 Overview of the transport services shippers dre using
unhd whuat criteria are used for the moddul choice

The godl of this section wuas to find out how the transport
services shippers dre using dre structured:

< Whut modes do the compunies currently use?
% Whut ure their criteriu for modual selection?

< Does the demund for transport services have seusondl
fluctuations?

< And what transport units dre shippers currently using
aund whuat are their preferences?

The anualysis showed that dll asked shippers are currently
using roud fransport, at ledst in combination with other
modes in combined ftfransport, Regurding waterborne
fransport it wus interesting thut 71% of the questioned ship-
pers dre dlreudy using waterborne fransport, the sume
share us ruilways. This high result for water and rail might
ulso be expluined by the choice of the sumple, us 2/3 of
the sumple are industries typicdlly using waterborne trans-
port due to the type of curgyo needed.
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Nr. %
Roud transport 17 100%
Rauilways 12 71%
Waterborhe transport 12 71%
Airborne transport 3 18%
Pipeline 4 24%
Combined transport: 11 65%
Which modes? Roud & Ruil 8 /3% of combined
Water & Roud 9 82% of combined
Water & Rail 3 18% of combined
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sample: n=17

Table 41 What are the muin meuns of fransport you dre using?

Another result, verifying the statements made in the chap-
ter1.3.1., is the high use of combined trunsport. 2/3 of the
yuestioned shippers use u combinution of different modes
to fulfil their tfransport heeds.

Naturally the combination of roud & rdil has u biy shuare,
muainly intermodal transport, this is due to strony support by
government inifiutives und nationul orgunisutions for com-
bined trunsport, which dare dll part of UIRR like Kom-
biverkehr (Germuny), Cemut (Italy) or Okombi (Austriu) ex-
cept Intercontdiner. They ure helping to increuse the com-
petitive situation of combined transport by roud and ruil us
they dre joined compunies of ruil und roud operutors und
freight forwurders. The mujority of this transport is done by
swdup bodies, in 1997 u share of 71% (Eurostat,1999).

The interesting finding of this survey is, that among shippers
combined transport by wdater and roud hus dun even
slightly bigger share than rail-roud. 8 out of 11 shipper using
combined transport use u combination of water and roud,
Muainly these dre contuinerised goods or bulk cargo. The
survey dlso proofs that road is the most effective mode for
the initial and/or findl ley. A combination of rail and water
is only used by 3 compunies, mMuinly contuiners.

After having ussessed the current situation of the moddul
share, the author wanted to find out whut are the main cri-
teriu for the moddal selection. This is essentiul for beiny uble
to usses the transport needs of shippers und to improve the
competitive situation of waterbornhe transport.




Nr. %
Cost 132 29%
yudlity of service 111 24%
Time 75 16%
Flexibility 59 13%
Avdilability 50 11%
vulue of goods 16 4%
environment friendly 9 2%
door to door 4 1%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 42 What are the main criteria for your selection of a
transport mode (runk in importunce by number of points?)

As the muain criteria Cost was chosen, it received 29% of
the possible points. This would be an important competi-
tive advantage, us waterborne fransport is the cheupest
fransport mode. The problem ds mentfioned dlreudy be-
fore is that waterborne transport often has o be operdated
us combined transport, and that the reldtively high pre-
and on-cuarriuge costs us well as the port handling costs
cunnibdlise this advantage. The main goul probably must
be to reduce this cost und so effectively establish this com-
petitive udvuntuye.

Just ufter cost with 24% of the totul points comes Quality of
service us the second importunt criteria. Here wuterborne
fransportation has still some deficits, but it is no us bud us its
reputdation. Onhe of the main problems is that waterborne
fransport has many uncertuinty factors, like weuther, port
handling fime..., which muke it more unreliuble thun e.g.
roud fransport und so reduce the yudlity of service.

The third important factor is Time with 16% of the points.
This, us mentioned ulso before, is one of the biy disudvan-
tages of waterborne fransport. Also here waterborne trans-
port is better than its imuge, on some routes it cun be even
faster than roud or rdil. Most of the time in waterborne
fransportation gets lost in the ports, an Europeun study (Eu-
ropeun Commission, 1995u) found thut Europeun short seu
vessels spend only 40% of the time suiling und 60% of the
time in ports. Asked in this survey most of the experts

8 the most importunt wus 10Pts., 2nd 7Pts., 3rd 5Pfts., 4th 4Pfts.,5th 3Pts., 6th 2Pts.
and the 7th TPt
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umony operutors und ports ugreed with this findings und
stuted that there is room for improvement. On the other
hand, many shippers dlso stated, that it is getting hot so im-
portant how fast a mode is, but that it arrives in fime. When
wdaterborne transport maunayges to speed up its religbility
than it can be competitive.

These three points uccounted for uimost 70% of the totul
points given. As seconddary, but still reasonable important
ure Flexibility (13%) and Availability (11%). Flexibility is com-
pared to the roud, a bigyer problem for waterborne trans-
portation. Geoyraphicdlly it is limited on waterways and
relies on other Modes to cover the distaunce from the wu-
terway to the customer. Also time wise it has its limitations
regurding flexibility. As wdaterborne fransport is carrying
high volumes of yoods it is often serving not only one but
more customers with the sume vessel, that makes it More
inflexible towards specific needs of u single customer.

Reyurding Availability waterborne transport is much better
than its reputdation. As dlreudy shown in the chupters
ubove there exists U big humber of connections. A study
by the Europeun Freight und Loyistics Leuders Club (F&L,
1998) identified more than 650 short seu shippinyg links und
700 ferry links in Europe. Also the author hus demonstrated
in the Chapters before, that big over cupucities exist, es-
pecidlly on inland waterways.

Other criteriu for modul selection ure value of goods, envi-
ronmental friendliness und door-to-door service. How wu-
terborne tfransport can meet these criteria was dlready
demonstrated above.

Asked to what extend the shippers have influence on the
modul selection, most of them suid they had total control
onh the selection, or were only influenced by the corporute
vision. Some suid thut dlso the customer receiving the
yoods hus un importunt part in the decision.

As ohe cun see in the tuble 43 most of the shippers have
no seusonul differences regurding the demand for trans-
port service, except the holiduy period in summer where
some compunies ure closed und the Christmas holiduys.
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Nr. %
Yes 2 13%
No 13 87%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Tuble 43 Are there seusonul differences regyurding the demaund
for transport service?

Factor which the study was analysing, is which fransport
units the shippers ure currently using und which ones they
would prefer to use. This is especidlly of importunce for in-
tfermoddal trunsportation. The duthor dlso usked operutors
which transport units they are duble and which the prefer to
curry. A compurison of this results should give some indicu-
tions, if waterborne transport operators cun fit the transport
needs of the shippers.

Nr. %
bulk 8 47%
contdiner 12 71%
swup-body 8 47%
tank 4 24%
frailer 8 47%
other 1 6%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sample: n=17

Table 44 What kind of fransport unit do you hormally use?

Nr. %
bulk 5 29%
contuiner 13 76%
swup-body 9 53%
tfank 2 12%
frailer 5 29%
other 3 18%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 45 What kind of fransport unit would you prefer to use?

The result show thut contdiners ure the most utilised und
dlso the preferred trunsport unit, followed by swup-bodies,
frdilers und bulk. There were no cleur differences between
used und preferred fransport units visible, except u trend
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tfowdrds fransport units which dre compdtible for inter-
modul transport: contuiners und swup-bodies. Swup-bod-
ies have the udvantage over contuiners, that they cun be
louded ulso from top or the side, while contdiners only cun
be louded from the front. The disudvantuge of swup-bod-
ies for waterborne fransport is, that they cannot be stored
on top of each other, that is why it is mainly utilised in rdil-
roud transport,

Another important issue that has to be mentioned regyard-
ing fransport units is the standuardisation of its dimensions
not only in Europe, but dlso globdlly. The Americun ISO
norm dund the Europeun DIN norm have different dimen-
sion inside. In the Europeun contuiner two rows of Euro-pdl-
lets fit, in the Americun ones not. Most deep seu contuiners
are ISO norm. Staundardisation is very important to ensure
computibility of dll elements in the intfermodal fransport
chain. It is u prereyuisite for u competitive intermoddal
fransport.

3.2.3 The shippers uttitude towards waterborne fransport

In this section the author wanted to find out to what extent
und how wuterborhe transport wus used by the shippers or
their competitors in the sume type of industries. Further
more he waunted to find out which of the ubove men-
fioned criteriu for moddal selection waterborne transport
cunnhot meet in the eyes of the shippers. For the future the
author dlso fried to find out, when und how, us well us for
whdat type of curgo und on which routes waterborne truns-
port could be of interest for the shippers.

To start with the current usayge of waterborne fransport by
the yuestioned shippers: The 12 shippers (out of 17) who
dre currently using waterborne transport use it mainly for in-
bound fransportation of Materidls used for the production
process, here bulk and liguid dare frequently found forms.
On the other hund dlso intermodul tfrunsportution is used
frequently, mainly contdinerised. This traffic can be in- ds
well us outbound, often it is dlso used for feedering con-
tuiners to the biy deep seu ports for finul destinutions over-
seus. However, the dttitude of most of the shippers is that
wdaterborne fransport is insufficient for outbound destinu-
fions to the customers, us the volumes to euch destinution
dre hot beiny enouygh, some exceptions to this rule could
be found umony especidlly the wood und pauper industry.




Nr. %
Only on demund 2 22%
On u reyulur busis 7 78%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Tuble 46 Do you use wuterborne transport on u regular busis or
only on demund?

Most shippers, who use wdaterborne transport, stuted that
they use it on u regular busis, us ohe cun see in the tuble
46. The routes they use wuterborne transport ure various dll
over Europe, both short seu und on inlund wuterways. No
cleur puttern could be estublished, except that naturdlly
the traffic to the Northern deep seu ports is higher.

The important criteria for modual choice, which waterborne
fransport doesn’t meet were:

- quulity of service

- time

- flexibility
but ulso - cost

3.2.4 Whut could Shippers do to improve the situation of
wdaterborne transport?

Time is seen us the key problem of waterborhe transport,
but if one looks dt it in detdil it is hot us bud us it seems.
Shippers could do d lot to improve this situation, ds mMost
experts, even Shippers, ugreed:

Of course trunsit fime for inlund wauterways und short seu
shipments is longer than for trucking (see udvantayges to-
wards roud transportution chapter 2.2.6.). However, well-
plunned und co-ordinuted operutions cun overcome this
problem if transit stock is included in the overdll plunning
process. On u corporute level, leud times dure under con-
stant monitoring. The muin focus is the fime during which
the goods remuin in wurehouses. By looking further, one
will find that the goods are efficiently, yuickly, und expen-
sively trunsported to the warehouses, which uct us distribu-
fion centres. There, the gyoods muy remuin for weeks or
months. Hence, the speed und efficiency of the fransport
is in vain, (F&L, 1998)

Overdll planning und operations control cun be used to
overcome this unbulanced situation. One way of doiny
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this is to regurd goods in transit us if it was staying in the
wdrehouse. The time spent in transport would then be-
come purt of the leud-time. Such plunning should dllow for
slower und more economicul transport, openhing up the
possibilities for increused use of inland waterways and
short seu shippiny. Urgent cull-off orders could use the
“old” quick transport method, while the bulk of the orders
would drrive in fransit stock.

Generdlly it wus suid thut Shippers should be more open
und flexible towurds wuterborne transport und yet rid of
their personul senfiments dgainst using shipping. They
guestion the currently in use fransport systems, and con-
sider dll avdiluble modes. This could be done by continues
tendering between the different modes und danalysing the
frue potentidal of cargo uble to shift onto other modes. Op-
erators suid that if they would culculate more the would
see that waterborne fransport is an economicdlly feusible
und interesting ulternative.

Shippers sugyested, that one way the of starting un active
purficipution in chuncing the process und structure of
fransportution today, could be in starting pilot projects for
ohe or two lunhes using wuterborne transport. They could
support terminul und shipping operators in the first yeurs by
gudrunteeing minimum volumes.

Another way Shippers could help is by using their high lob-
bying power to but stronyger pressure on governments to
improve the situdation of waterborne transport und under-
take the hecessary investments.

Waterborne transport from the viewpoint of the Operators

This section should provide additiondl information on the
Operutor’s purt of wuterborne transport. This might help to-
yether with the previous puarts of the study to reduce some
prejudices which exist fowdrds wdaterborne fransport,
mainly from the shipper’s side.

3.3.1 The structure of the sumple

The sumple of operator consists of 17 important Europedn
fransport operators, Mainly shipping compdunies, both in-
land and short seu, us well us freight forwarders who sell
wauterborne transport spuce to shippers, but ulso compu-
nies who dre big players in intermodul combined fransport.




4 of these ure currently hot using waterborne fransport but
consider it in combinution with unother mode. The uuthor
thought that it was important o include them to be dble
to ussess the cupucity of waterborne fransport in an inter-
moddal transport chain.

Generdlly the author tried to reflect with the sumple the cur-
rent situation on the Europedn fransport market regarding
wdterborne fransport, which is currently g mix of specidlised
pure shipping compdnies, but dlso compdnies which oper-
ute in various modes. This tendency is yetting stronyer due
the mentioned concentration tfendencies und s d result
we find big transport compunies, which do not offer any-
more u specific mode, but u specidlised fransport system.

The full list of Operators included in the sumple cun be
found in the Annex.

3.3.2 Overview on the fransport services offered by the
Operdutors

When looking ut the customer portfolio, it wus inferesting
to find that the clients regurding size ure equdlly spreud,
between big multinationadls, big nationul compunies und
smull und mMedium enterprises. One Might have expected
u dominunce of the biy compunies due to the high vol-
umes involved.

Nr. %
Big multinationuls companies 13 33%
Big nationul compunies 13 33%
Smuall and medium enterprises 13 33%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 47 Who dare your muin clients?

Also in type of industry the dominunce of the traditiondl
types using wuterborne transport is shrinking, us contuineri-
sation dllows ulmost dll type of commodities beiny trans-
ported on the wdater. Their services most of the operutors
offer on u reyulur busis having scheduled services on vuri-
ous destinutfion. Depending on the destinution the it varies
from dduily services to once u week.

The advantuye of regular services is that it is eusier to serve
severdl customers together, und it dllows better planning
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for both shippers aund operators, but it dlso poses con-
straints on the operutors to have d large enough customer
buse for euch destinution to be uble uchieve u continues
flow of curgo to ensure cupucity ufilisation. The service
onhly on demund is mainly only serving one customer.

Nr. %
On u reyulur busis 10 77%
Only on demund 3 23%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 48 Do you offer u regular service oh this routes or just on
demund of your client?

The operators muinly noticed seusonul differences in de-
maund for their transport services, especidlly in the “tradi-
fionul” goods trunsported on the wdater, like building mate-
rils, agricultural products huve strony seusonul diffe-
rences, from the viewpoint of the operutor. The discre-
puncy of the results umony the shippers und operutors
might be inferpreted us un inconsistency of the shippers
sumple, dlthough dlmost dll industries hamed by the ope-
rators, were included in the sumple. So the differences
could dlso be expluined by differences umony compunies
within the industries.

Nr. %
Yes 8 57%
No 6 43%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 49 Are there seusonul differences regurding the demand
for your service?

Also in the yuestions to the Operutors the current situation
und possibilities regarding fransport units was an issue. In
the current intermodal wuterborne transport there is u cleur
dominunce of contuiners, swup bodies have compured o
the Shippers u consideruble low share. Swap bodies ure
mMainly used by operators who operute in severdl modes.
This is expluinuble, us swup bodies ure better suituble for
roud-rdil infermodual fransportation, but they dre diso used
in the combinution with the wauterborne mode.

Amony the “pure” shipping operators, bulk still has g con-
siderable high share especidlly concerning volume. The




second most used fransport unit amony the yuestioned
Operutors is the trailer. This unit is fransported in uccompu-
nied transport together with the truck and its driver, or it
cun be just the trdiler dlone, which then is picked up by u
fruck at the port of destination.

Most of the fleet of the operators interviewed is dble to
curry Contuiners (82%) und truilers (82%) us well us swup
bodies (71%). Being uwaure thut this survey is hot represen-
tative, still as many “big players” dare involved, this can be
viewed us u trend that the demand und supply regurding
the transport unit is very compdtible. Transport units are of
big importance, us they represent the busic system used
for infermoddal transport, which has to be compdtible
throughout the whole infermodul tfransport chain.,

Nr. %
bulk % 53%
contuiner 13 76%
swdup-body 7 41%
tank % 53%
frailer 10 59%
other 7 41%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: h=17

Table 50 What kind of fransport unit do you hormally fransport?

Nr. %
Bulk 9 53%
contuiner 14 82%
swup-body 12 71%
tank 10 59%
frailer 14 82%
other 8 47%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sample: n=17

Table 51 What kind of fransport unit is your fleet able to carry?

Another offen mentioned prejudice is that waterborne
fransport is u very old fushioned mode, with old fushioned
eyuipment und munagement. A purt of this prejudice is
dlso the lack of integration in the EDI system (Europeun
Commission, 1995u), a dutu exchunge system frequently
used in the fransport sector. Modern communicution tech-
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noloyy plays un important part within an integrated inter-
mModul trunsport system, us these systems need to be effi-
cient dun increused und Mmore effective communicution
aumony Jll four uctors involved is heeded. These technol-
oyy have to be, like the transport equipment, compdtible.

This is the reduson why the author in this survey dlso wanted
to explore if the communicution tools of the Operutors ure
onh u up-to-date standard or if the prejudice Mentioned be-
fore is frue. The results which one cun see in tuble 52 proof
impressively thut these prejudice cunnot be true, ut leust
for the operators interviewed. Of course dll Operators are
using fux, but dlso 16 out of 17 use the Internet und 14 out
of 17 ure using EDI, even high tech system like sutellite
fracking systems, Infranet and sutellite telephones are used.

Nr. %
EDI 14 82%
Internet 16 94%
Fux 17 100%
Telex 7 41%
Mobile GSM telephone 13 76%
Satellite telephone 5 29%
Intranet 2 12%
Sutellite fracking system 2 12%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 52 What meuns of communicution do you use?

This proofs that dll Operators yuestioned cun meet dll re-
yuirements for un efficient interaction umony the ductors
by far. Of course one hus to bare in mind that the inter-
viewed Operutors aure mainly very successful top players
within the Europeun transport sector, und that the overdll
structure of the industry consisting of many smuall indepen-
dent operutors for sure in some cuses leuves room for im-
provement concerning the communicution and munuye-
mMent fechniyues.

3.3.3 Operutors und competition

Another important part of the survey amonyg Operators,
wdus who they see us their main competitors, and how they
dedl| with it. A fransition in the competitive situation is typi-
cul for the hew trend towdards multimodal transportation,




where there is d heed to move from u competition of trans-
port modes to u competition of transport systems. The
strony competition between modes especidlly inlund wu-
terways and rdil hus leud to some of toduay’s key problems.
As rdilways had no too strony inferest to be connhected effi-
ciently with the other modes Js it would have led to d frans-
fer of cargo from rdil to waterways, that is why today’s inter-
conhnectivity of many ports is not ds sufficient s heeded.

Also the fragmented structure of the shippinyg industry with
many small shipping operators competing is a hindering
factor for a further development of waterborhe transport.
Muny single operutors don’t posses the resources to offer u
full und frequent service, us shippers would demund to be
able to use waterborne transport. That is why it will be es-
sential that former competitive operators will form strate-
gic dlliunces und offer dlso joint services on certuin routes,
which then could become interesting for shippers.

Most of the “pure” shipping operutors us well us 53% of dll
operutors usked see other shipping operutors us their main
competitors but dlso roud transport is seen us importaunt com-
petition with 47% of the usked operutors naming it us muin
competitor. Ruilways only are seen by 4 of 17 operutors, us
mauin competitors. These are Muinly operators of inlund wu-
tferway navigation. Most of the other operators hamed dlso
the lack of efficiency, oo much stute influence, und rivdlry
between various nationdl rdilway compunies in Europe us
reusons why rdilways dre not their main competitors.

Nr. %
Roud transports 8 47%
Railways 4 24%
Other shippiny operators 9 53%
other 0 0%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 53 Who do You see ds your muin competitors?

Looking ut the before mentioned importunce of co-operu-
tion between modes, us well us between shippiny operu-
tors, the results of the survey dare very promising us 3/4 of
the yuestioned Operutors suy they ure currently co-ope-
rating with other operators, almost dll of them offer Joint
services in one way or unother. Only one operutor is udjust-
ing its schedules with other operators.
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Nr. %

No 4 25%
Yes 12 75%
if yes:

Joint services 11 92%
Adjusting schedules 1 8%
Lobbyiny 2 17%
Other 1 8%

Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 54 Do You co-operate with other operators?

Another importunt and desperately heeded form of co-
operdution is joint lobbyinyg of the shippinyg industry both to-
wdards the governments und leyislative bodies us well us
tfowdrds the shippers. Throughout the whole process of this
study the author encountered dlways the compldins that
the Europeun shipping industry, doesnh’t have the impor-
tant lobbying power like other industries, and this could be
onhe of the reusons for the reldtive low dand slow invest-
ments in wuterborne infrustructure shown in chupter 2.5.4
But dlso u lot of lobbying would be heeded towurds the
Shippers to boost the imuye of wauterborne frunsport und
help to yet ride of widespreud neyutive prejudice . Look-
ing ut the results of the survey regyurding lobbying umony
operutors the lack of such activities is confirmed. Only 2 of
17 Operutors ure enguyged in joint lobbying.

3.3.4 Views of operdtors on current issues in Europedn
wdterborhe transport dffecting its competitiveness

An EU survey found that in short seu shipping the vessels
spend 60% of the fime in ports und only 40% suiling. The du-
thor usked the Operutors purticiputing in the survey for
their comments, und found out that o cleur muyjority
(~75%) uyreed with this stutement. They expluined it by the
fact that short seu shippiny generdlly is done over u com-
purduble short distunce compured to deep seu shippinyg
und with u high frequency, but they dlso udmitted thut
there is sfill substuntial room for improvement, on which we
will concentrate in the followinyg chupter on Ports.

In the literature on waterborne transport by the EU one cun
find that the lack of stutistical is seen by the EU to be d hin-
dering factor for the competitiveness of waterborne trans-




port. Asking the operautors if they ugree with this stutement,
most of them 14 out of 17 suid they don’t agree. First of dll
there is enouyh stutistical data avdilable, and secondly
they suid dlso a plus in stutistical data would heed more ef-
fort to extract necessury information which would not be
worth the udditionul informaution won.

Nr. %
Yes 2 12%
No 14 88%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 55 Does the luck of statistical economic data on shipping
hinder your competitive position?

An importunt issue for the competitive situation of inlund
wdterways is the scrapping progrumme of the Europeun
Union, which is in detdil described in chupter 2.4.5 . Five of
the 7 who unswered the yuestion suid thut it wus success-
ful. Two who dre primarily rdil operators suid it was not us it
is hampering competitiveness by state subvention of the
waterborne transport. This u cleuar indicution of the strony
competition aumony those two modes.

Nr. %
Yes 5 71%
No 2 29%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 56 Wus the scrapping policy of the EU successful?

Another disputed topic in Europedun policy is the abolishing
of Tux Free shoppiny within the Europeun Union which ac-
counts for a substuntial part of the revenues of ferry operu-
tors, especidlly in Scundinaviu und Greut Brituin, The dau-
thor usked the yuestioned operutors if they think that this
will threaten the competitive position of ferry operators.

Nr. %
Yes 11 73%
No 4 27%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sample: n=17

Tuble 57 Does the ubolishing of Tux Free shoppiny within the EU
thredten the competitive position of ferry operators?
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73% of those who unswered suid that it will. Four Operators
which represent 27% of the Operators who unswered this
guestion suid, that it will hot and that is positive for the
whole short seu shippiny industry, as the competitive situu-
fion amony them becomes more even. As so far only ferry
operutors benefited from this sales, which where dlso trans-
porting pussengers, other short sed shippinyg operators did-
Nt have this opportunities, which gave the a competitive
disudvuntuge, which will be dbolished on July 1st 1999 .

Nr. %
Yes 11 73%
No 4 27%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=17

Table 58 Do you think this will result in a rise of ferry prices?

The sume umount of operutors ho unswered that this law
will thredten the competitive position of ferries ulso foresuw
drise in ferry prices. This result hus to be compured with the
unswers representutives of yovernments, who were usked
the sume question und cume to difference results. (see
chapter 3.5.2)

The way how ferry operators will dedl with the problem is
different in the reyions. For ferries over the British channel
there dre no dlternative solufions and they dlso cannot
rdise the prices us the now face stiff competition by the
Chunnel . On the other hund some ferry operutors be-
tween Sweden dund Finlund have found edusier solution.
They just make a port cdll in a Baltic state or Russia on the
way to Finland so they dare no lonyer infra-Europedn routes
and so forth are dllowed to have tux free shopping on
board.

3.3.5 Whut could operators do to improve the situdtion of
waterborhe fransport?

Generdlly it waus suid that Operators have to co-operute
more with others Operators, especidlly with multimoddl
Operutors, but ulso ports und terminul operutors. Only to-
gether they cun improve the puckuge of wdaterborne
fransport service the customer usks for.

Many experts criticised that the Operators of wuterborne
fransport are still too mMuch focused on u unhimodal dp-




prouch in their service. To chunge that to g multimodudl
ohe, they have to undertuke u ygreut deul of stundurdisu-
tion, und increuse the inferconnectivity with other modes.
The service dlso hus to become more flexible und the cost-
advuntage hus to be increused, in order to be dble to
switch cargo onto the waterborne mode.

Operutors should ulso become more customer focused,
and not offer just a standard transport service, but a ser-
vice heeded by ifs customers. This goul could be reached
by better guulity control, Door to door service, improved
fregquency und regularity in service us well s improve tran-
sit fimes. These were the things many Shippers usked for to
be improved by Operutors to better sutisfy their fransportu-
tion heeds.

Hund in hand with this more customer focused upprouch,
the Operators should dlso improve their Marketing and
other modern munugement skills. This is urgently needed in
order to be uble to understund the customer heeds und to
be duble to provide them with u fransport service puckaye
fitting their quality stundurds. This ulso would muke it eusier
tfo communicute und sell the udvuntuges of wuterborne
fransport better towards Shippers but dlso Governments.
Subseyuently, maybe together with the help of the Ship-
pers, the lobbying power towards governments could be
increused.

Waterborne transport from the viewpoint of the Ports &
Infrastructure Providers

Ports und Terminals are the crucidl points in the infermodul
fransport chain ds they represent the interfaces between
the vdrious modes, but dlso between the wdaterborne
mode and the final destination of the cargo, the customer.
Wdaterborne transport without ports would be impossible. Its
speed and costs are decisive for the competitiveness of an
intermoddal tfransport service.

3.4.1 The structure of the sumple

The sumple tried to include the most important ports or
port termindls in the different regions, which are totally dif-
ferent in structure. It dlso tried to include representutives of
inland waterway ports. All ports account together for a an-
nudl volume of 650 million tons which is u substuntiul part of
the totdl port furnover within the EU.
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Of course the two bigyest ports in Europe Rotterdum und
Antwerp ure included us well us the North Sed region ports
Humbury und Bremen. In the Mediterraneun Barcelonu is
included us well us the Adriatic port Trieste. Copenhuagen is
included for the Nordic reygion. Duisbury is the bigygest in-
land port and Vienna is included to represent the Danu-
bian ports. Of course there would be some more ports to
add to be dble to creute d representdtive saumple, but au-
thor only had limited resources, und some ports refused to
parficipate in this survey.

3.4.2 Overview oh the services offered by the ports

The first point the author tried to unadlyse was how well the
yuestioned ports were connected to other modes. The im-
portunce of this connections for wuterborne trunsport, espe-
cidlly regarding infermodul fransport, was dlready mentioned
dbove. Furthermore were the interconnectivity in ports vote
us ohe of the key problems for waterborne fransport,

Nr. %
Roud 9 100%
Ruil 9 100%
Inland shipping 6 67%
Deep seu shippiny 7 78%
Airborhe transport 7 78%
Pipeline 6 67%
Short seu shippiny 7 78%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: h=9

Tuble 59 Whut modes ure connected?

The results of the survey draw a somewhat different picture as
dll ports are connected to rail and road us well as dll seaports
have dlso deep sed shipping us well ds short sed shipping. 7
of the 9 ports have un dirborne connection und 6 out of @ ure
connected to pipelines. So the integration of the yuestioned
ports into the TEN's can be viewed us very sufficient.

However, one hus to be careful to draw conclusions on the
overdll port system from this sumple, ds they represent
some of the bigygest, best und most efficient ports in Eu-
rope, whereus probubly the vast muajority of Europeun
ports is finy and maybe hot so well integruted. Most of the
port experts told the author that the ports ure better than




their reputdtion us one cun see in this sumple u well con-
nected network of ports exists in the EU.

Also the times of services of the sumple, 8 out of 9 offer u
24 hour service 7 duys u week, cun be uppurently seen us
exceptiondl, The operating times of the Port of Viennu
Monduay to Thursday 7.30-16.30 und Friday 7.30-13.30 might
be reflecting more the situdation in the many small ports
across Europe.

Nr. %
No 7 88%
Yes 1 12%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=9

Tuble 60 Are there seusonul differences regyurding the demund
for your service?

Most of the questioned port operutors - 7 out of 9 - suy that
they see ho seusonul differences regyurding the demund
for their service. This corresponds more to the result of the
survey umony the shippers und less to the results of the sur-
vey umohny operutors on the sume yuestion. The possible
reasons for this were dlreudy stated in the sections ubove.

Nr. %
State/community 5 63%
Private 3 38%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=9

Table 61 Who is the owher of your orgunisation?

2/3 of the yuestioned ports or terminuls are owned by the
state or the community, only 3 ure privately run. As we cun
see in the unswers in the following government section
there ure no pluns to privatise ports or terminuls in the
yuestioned countries. The situution is very different from
euch country: in some, most of the ports ure privutised,
und in others, dll are stute owned. In the country specific
section one cun find additional detdil on this mautter,

3.4.3 What could Ports and other infrastructure fproviders
do to improve the situdtion of waterborhe fransport?

Also from Ports, a switch from a unhimoddal to a multimoddal
ypprouch wus reyuested. To ussure this, investments in in-
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tfermodul connhections und compdtibility as well as inter-
conhnectivity of the equipment uand modes is heeded. The
ports are believed to have a vitdl role in the development
of intermoddal transport, us they represent the multimoddal
knots connecting the different modes. To ensure that these
conhnections work effectively, R&D on intermodul platforms
is heeded, which is believed o be in the responsibility of
the Ports in co-operution with the Governments.,

But the even more urgent cdll, was for an improvement of
cost efficiency of the port infrustructure und fuster han-
dling. This is seen by muny experts the most important
problem in muking waterborne fransport competitive, us
dll other competitive factors of the waterborne mode, like
fime, qudlity of service, flexibility and reliability as well a the
most important cost, dre strongly influenced if nhot even
determined by the efficiency of Ports.

Like Operutors, ulso ports ure often seen to luck the cus-
tomer orientution und Modern Munuygement technhigues
to ussure the guulity of service heeded. This und udditional
investments in the equipment is seen to bee criticul to
comply with the needs of u new integruted upprouch in
wuterborne trunsport. Labour issues, like night and week-
end work dre seen us unother importunt factor to be uble
to sutisfy the customers heeds in waterborhe fransport und
port services. They not only should be mude avdiluble in a
high humiber of ports, but dlso ut u reusonuble price. Ex-
fremely high additionadl fees would muake the whole thing
uyuin unuftructive. The best would be to offer it ut the
sume price us during weekdays,

Waterborne transport from the viewpoint of Governments &
Institutions

Governments play un importunt role in wuterborne fruns-
port, not only providing the legal and policy framework,
but often pdarticipating dlso ds players in the “game”.
They control a substantidal part of the port infrastructure ds
well us the inland waterways in Europe, und they act dlso
as operutors, within the shipping industry(mainly inland
wdaterways ) but dlso in competitive modes mainly rdil-
ways, Furthermore, yovernments ure dlso shippers who
demund transport services. In the followiny section the
author is concentrating only on the legul and policy us-
pects und role of yovernments und other leyislutive or-
gunisution.




3.5.1 The structure of the sumple

For this sumple the author wus targeting on the Europeun
level the Europeun Commission DGVII und the ECTM. On
national level he tried to contact dll hationdl representu-
fives of the EU working group on waterways and short seu
shipping us well us the different national transport Min-
istries. It is to mention here that there waus disuppointingly
very limited wilingness to participute in this survey, except
those who purticiputed in the study, who were very posi-
five and helpful exceptions. The author is aware of the fuct
that the sumple of this actors yroup is very inconsistent, but
thinks this is compensuted us the views of the governments
dre reflected in mauny studies included in this study.

The uestioned institutions where both ministries, us well us
public institutions which in redlity dre responsible for
prepuring the policies regurding wdaterborne transport ds
they have the expertise, but have no direct leyislutive
power.

3.5.2 Governmehts und other leyisldative organisations and
wdterborne fransport

Andlysing how important waterborne transport is within
their policies there wdas a cledr picture drawn: Except in
those aygencies, which dre only dedling with waterborne
fransport, it is given only marginal importance and for sure
less importance than other modes, but most of the govern-
ment agencies yuestioned, say that they plan medsures to
promote the image of waterbornhe transport (75%).

Nr. %
No 2 25%
Yes 6 75%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=8

Tuble 62 Do you plun meusures to promote the imuye of
wdterborne transport?

Reyurding the yuestion of abolishing Tux Free shopping in
the EU here u mdjority (2/3) see nho threut to the competi-
tive situation of ferry operators, in total opposite to the re-
sults of the survey umony Operutors. Even cleurer was the
answer, und the contrust, fo the question, if they think that
this will result in u rise in ferry prices. 7 out of 8 suid they
don’t think this will result in < rise in ferry prices.
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Nr. %
Yes 3 38%
No 5 63%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=8

Table 63 Does the ubolishing of Tax Free shoppinyg within the EU
thredten the competitive position of ferry operutors?

Nr. %
Yes 13%
No 7 88%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: h=8

Table 64 Do you think this will result in a rise of ferry prices?

Only on the Europeun level there ure initiutives plunned to
improve the transparency of port tariffs, on hationdl level
port tariffs are no issue.

Nr. %
No 7 88%
Yes 13%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sumple: n=8

Table 65 Do you plun meusures to improve the fransparency of
port tariffs?

The mujority of governments ulso ugrees thut the scrup-
ping policy wus successful, the French representutive suid
that in the rest of the EU especidlly in the Netherlunds it
wus, but in France it wus nof.

Nr. %
Yes 5 71%
No 2 29%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek saumple: h=8

Table 66 Wus the scrupping policy of the EU successful ?

Most of the uestioned government representatives suid
no further privutisation in the sector of wauterborne trans-
port wus pluned, except in the Dutch short seu shipping
sector, but ho concrete remarks were mude. The reusons




differ from country to country. In some counftries the whole
sector is ulreaudy privatised, in others the status quo wants
to be preserved.

Nr. %
No 7 88%
Yes 1 13%
Source: Survey by Andreus Kubek sample: n=8

Table 67 Are there pluns for privatisation in the sector of
wuterborne transport?

3.5.3 Whut could governments und other orguhisations do
to improve the situation of waterborhe fransport?

Also here we find the culls for u better framework suitable
for infermodul transport. The Governments could provide
this by investing more in infermodual fransport, dlso finunc-
ing R&D for the optimal solution und eqyuipment. All this
Mmeusures huve to be coordinuted ut leust ut un Euro-
peun level or even better globully. Here the Governments
dre usked to provide binding stundardisation for inter-
modul eyuipment und systems, in co-operution with the
other auctors, to muke un effective intermoddal transport
possible.

Furthermore the Governments ure usked to act more in
their responsibilities regarding the infrastructure. It is essen-
tidl that the waterways are maintuined properly and im-
proved to uvoid boftlenecks which are currently wide-
spreaud on Europe’s inlund wdaterways. There were dlso
culls for ussistance in financing new port and operators
eyuipment to help them to Mmeet the standards heeded in
modern intermodual transport, This could be vid subsidise or
by cheup louns to the industry. The reduction of the fiscul
burden on waterborne transport would dlso be very useful
in improving the competitiveness of this mode.

Leyislutive meusures are ulso usked for, especidlly reduc-
iny the bureuucrutic burden on the industry, by providing
better und more flexible solutions regurding customs cleur-
ance us well us night and weekend labour. There were
dlso substauntial culls for more privatisation in the sector to
ensure fuir competition. Cuncelling the ban of tux-free
shoppiny wus dlso un issue for ferry operutors, but lookiny
at the current developments this is very unredilistic.
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In addition there were muny detdiled requests of locdl im-
portunce, like u better development of the Dunube for
shipping or subsidise icebreukers in Finland. At this place
onhe should not forget the responsibilities of Governments in
their role us Shippers, Operators und Ports, this would give
them an additional chance to start pilot projects to proof
that waterborne transport cun be d fedsible alterndtive,




The Europeun transport sector is currently underyoiny
many important chaunges. Amony the most important are
the trend towdrds interndlising the externdal costs, which
should increuse the cost truth of transport prices, und the
frend from singlemodul to multimoddal fransport. These
tfrends dre dlso reflected by hew structures within compu-
nies. The industry is currently withessing a wave of mergers
and acyuisitions and the development of true multimoddil
fransport compdanies, which offer multimoddal fransport ser-
vices. Competition is shifting from existing between various
modes towards competition amony entire transport sys-
tems.

The reusons for this development include the dramatic in-
creuse in transport volume und the resulting congestion of
the current transport infrastructure und fundumentadl
forces such us new sociul vulues, like environmentul con-
scioushess; hew business sfructures; und hew Mmundye-
ment technigues. Generdlly, the need for efficient trans-
port und loyistic systems is increusing in importance within
most compunies, us the competition becomes tougher
und the profit margins tighter.

Wuaterborne transport could potentidlly play an importunt
role in this new transport system. It was just in this century
that waterborne fransport lost its importance in compuari-
son to other meuns of trunsport. In the lust few decudes,
roud transport has absorbed most of the additiondl trans-
port volume und hus become the dominant mode of
tfransport within the EU. Waterborne fransportation, medn-
while, has become a “stepchild” of Europeun transport
policy und its public interest hus diminished. Only recently,
when the rdilways could not live up to the expected level
of performance us un dlternative to road fransport, ship-
ping hus become involved in hew infermodul fransport
concepts, which before were only focused on rdil-roud
combinautions.

The public has widely forgotten that waterborne transport
still accounts for u substantial part of the freight transporta-
fion within the EU. The combindtion of short seu shippiny
and inland waterways mode still fransports more curgo
than roud transport. This research fries to point out the im-
portunce of this “forgotten” transport mode dund yive u
short, objective overview of the current situation. It consists
out of two muin purts. The first part is giving un overview on
facts und figures regurding wuterborne transport in the EU,
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the second puart presents the results of an empirical survey
undertuken by the author, which illustrates the different
views umony the four actor groups involved.

The muin reusons for waterborne transport in Europe dre
the followiny:

- The geographical configuration of Europe, which pro-
vides naturdl infrastructure favourable to the water-
borne mode.

- The excellent enhergy and enhvironmentadl perfor-
maunce, which creutes u competitive udvuntuge to-
wards other modes, us externul costs ure lower.

- The compuruble low costs, which, however, ure hum-
pered by the high friction costs if used in combined
fransport.

- The high cupdacities compured to other modes.

- The imMmense room for expdansion with the need for
only low investments.

- The positive effects it has on the development of other
sectors und remote reyions.

Busicully, waterborne transport within the EU cun be di-
vided into short seu shipping und inlund wuterway havigu-
fion. Short sed shipping cun be subdivided into two yen-
erdl cuteyories depending on whether or not un indepen-
dent louding unit is used. Short seu shippinyg using loudiny
units is further subdivided info two cuteyories differenti-
uted by the louding techhigue, RO/RO or LO/LO. There
are significant differences within euch cateyory

A study co-finunced by the Europeun Commission identi-
fied eight important corridors for short seu shipping und
showed that on some corridors short seu shipping dlreudy
has u share of up to 93 percent (Portugul -UK). The study
dlso tried to dunadlyse the potentidl of shifting additional
curgo to short seu shipping und drrived ut the followinyg
conclusions:

- Trade cun be shiffed from land modes to short seu
shipping. This, however, will only be possible if short sedu
shipping improves the efficiency of its operdations and
is infegrated into Multimodual transport chains.

- The carygo transfer potentidl is sufficient to justify sub-




stantidl hew investments in short sed shipping within
the next few yeurs.

- The curyo tfransfer potentidl is such that, if redlised in
practice, could substuntidlly reduce the ygrowth of
lund truffic on conyested corridors.

- The use of inlund waterway ports by short seu vessels
could provide efficient hew transport services be-
tween certdin mujor Europeun industrial centres.

Generdlly, short seu shipping dlreudy hus un important
share in Europeun fransport. Also, intermoddal wdaterborne
fransport via short sed shipping dlready has a substantial
share of the cargo flow, mainly contdiner shipping and fer-
ries. The industry, however, is still foo oriented on unimoddl
fransportation. Substantial investments and reorganisation
is needed to ensure efficient intermodal service und inte-
grution into the intfermodul chain. The dbolishing of cubo-
tage restriction is un importunt positive development for
further growth of short sed shipping.

Inland waterway havigation is much more dependent on
infrastructure than short seu shippinyg, which in some cuses
is far from beiny sufficient to creute un efficient und fully
competitive trunsport service. The most hotuble problem is
the insufficient minimum depth of some purts of the inlund
wduterway hetwork. An important example is the Dunube.
In contrust to the Rhine, the Dunube remuins un underde-
veloped wuterwuy,

Service on inlund wuterways in Europe hus to be divided
between the tense northern waterway system, including
the Rhihe, dund unhderdeveloped wuterways, like the
Dunube, which have great potentidl after the opening of
Eastern Europe. This service division caunnot be fully ex-
ploited today due to various reasons. The construction of
the Rhine-Mdain-Danube cundl has opened hew possibili-
ties by linking the highly developed waterway hetwork and
large seuports of the north with the compdardble underde-
veloped Dunube, thus credting a waterway conhnection
thaut stretches throughout Central Europe to the Bluck Seu,

The EU has implemented an inlund vessel scraping scheme
to remove the structural imbalunce between supply and
demund in the inlund wdaterway transport sector that
threatened the survival of the Europeun inland shippinyg in-
dustry due to u dupinyg price war, The uim of this program
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wus to reduce the cupucity of the Europeun inlund fleet,
by puying scraping premiums uand making it unattractive
to bring hew cupucities into service without reducinyg exist-
ing ones. The scheme is viewed us beiny successful by
many dlthough it has not significantly reduced the cupuc-
ity, rather it has changed the structure by reducing the
number of ships, but increused the humber of modern
ships with higher capuacities.

Reyurding intermodul tfransportution, inlund wuterways
fuce the sume problems us short seu shipping, which is
dlso true for the ports, us oo much focus is placed on u
uhimodul upprouch. An important issue fo enuble intfeyru-
fion in the modal chdin is the stundurdisation of equip-
ment, which must be pursued on a Europeun level, but
even better on u globdl level.

The Europeun port network busicdlly cun be divided into
four reygions: the Mediterruneun, the Afluntic, the North
Seu, und the Bultic. The North Seu ports ure significuntly
larger than other reygion, us they dare the most important
ohes in Europe. The efficiency of ports us meusured in time,
cost, und yudlity of service remuins generdlly insufficient
und uccounts for a substantial share of the friction costs in
Europe’s waterborne infermodal traffic. In comparison to
other modes, infrastructural investments in wdadterborne
fransport have been dramaticully discriminuted aguainst,
which partly is dlso responsible for the current situation.

It is also important to look ut the member states individually
when discussing wauterborne trunsport in the EU, us the situ-
ution in euch stute is different und the problems it fuces
may be of u locul nature. Nevertheless, without an Euro-
peun solution, these locul problems cunnot be efficiently
uddressed. Wuterborne transport is truly a Europeun issue,
not u nutiondl one.

An importunt step fowaurd such d solution is understunding
the views of euch und clarifying existing misunderstunding,
which is one of the muin gouls of this study. In d survey, un-
dertuken by the author in the course of this reseurch,
umony 51 leuding experts in the transport sector, these dif-
ferent views were sometimes cleurly locuted. The sumple
of this survey wus split up umony 4 different actor groups:

% Shippers: Industries which dre demunding the fransport
service und who dre deciding how their goods dre
fransported.




< Operators: The compunies who produce the transport
service.

% Governments und other policy influencinyg institutions:
These dre the orygunisations influencing the transport
policies of hationul und intfernationdl governments. They
provide the necessary legal frumework as well aus a sub-
stantidl part of the necessury investments into the infra-
structure.

< Ports and infrastructure providers: They operate the in-
frastructure hecessary for waterborne transport,

The yuestions usked were divided into two puarts: A generdl
part which was the same for the dll experts and a second
purt with specific yuestions for euch uctor group.

Generdlly, most of the experts view the future of wuter-
borne fransport positively. A clear majority (80 percent)
sees u significunt increuse of waterborne transport in the
future. The myjority dlso thinks the current avdilability of ser-
vices would dllow such un increuse. Busicdlly, dll four us-
sigh the sume level of importance to improving the current
situation, with Operutors und Ports ussighing d  slightly
higher level of importunce.

The key problems of waterborne trunsport dre defined us
time, high pre-and on-carriage costs und flexibility, the
mentality and attitude of Shippers towards waterborne
transport modes, and port handling costs. Other importunt
problems, us identified by the survey results, ure the lack of
interconnectivity at ports, the mentdlity and uttitude of
Operutors, und the avdildbility and the structure of the
shipping industry.

Answers differed significantly across the different actor
groups. Survey results generdlly indicuted thut Operators
und Governments view the muin problem us the mentulity
und uttitude of Shippers while the Shippers do not see this
as dn issue. Ports, on the other hand, see the largest prob-
lem us the mentdality and attitude of Operators.

When responding to the yuestion of whether current trans-
port costs, excluding external costs, lead to d distortion of
the competitive situdtion, the opinions differed widely with
53 percent responding ‘yes’ und 47 percent ‘'no’. Govern-
ments und Operutors responded more fuvourubly to this
position, than Ports und Shippers.
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Currently, over 2/3 of the Shippers interviewed dlready use
wauterborne transport, most of them diso in combinution
with other modes. The main criteria for their modal choice
ure cost and quality of service, followed by fime und flexi-
bility. These elements, however, were not viewed us beiny
met by waterbornhe transport.

Ofther studies concluding thut shipping Operutors ure not
well eyuipped with modern communicuation technology
und thut they ure hot co-operuting with other Operutors,
could not be verified in this survey. Also, bud port connec-
fions were often mentioned, but it could not be proved in
this saumple. Indication that waterborne transport is hot s
important in the fransport policies wus found.

Improving the situation of wuterborne transport could be
uddresses through the followiny findings: Shippers should
review their dftitudes towards wdaterborne transport und
chunge their concepts in valuing transit fime of u mode.
They dlso could help boost wuterborne transport by yet-
fing involved in pilot projects und helpiny Operutors und
Ports, by gudrunteeing them d minimum volume over u
starting period.

Operdutors are still seen us lucking customer focus und ori-
entation towards intermodul transport. The service puck-
uge they offer should be reviewed to more closely fit the
customers’ heeds, including more than only the pure wau-
terbornhe transport service from A to B.

Ports are dlso seen ds lacking the intermodal approach to
fransport and customer orientation. Furthermore, there is
an urgent heed for Ports to improve the cost and time effi-
ciency, two muin competitive factors.

Governments heed to improve the framework for inter-
moddal fransport by financing R&D for optimal intermoddl
platforms aund pushing eyuipment standardisation. In addi-
fion, Governments must improve the flexibility of legudl
frameworks, regurding lubour issues und customs proce-
dures us well us tuxution,

All things considered, the future of wuterborne transport
looks fromising und u Europeun fransport concept will
have to include short seu shippiny und inlund wuterways.
Short und medium term, the author sees, the potentidl in
short seu shipping becuause it is less dependent on govern-




ment intervention and investments.

In the lony term, once u redul commitment toward the im-
provement of the Europeun wdterway system hus been
reached, inlund waterway havigation will become a fedsi-
ble dlterndtive in areus besides in the north and on the
Rhine. This, together with the true liberdlisation, not only
within the EU, of the inlund waterways, will provide greater
potential and could lead to a redl competitive advantage
over the rdilways. Liberdlisation is formally dlready beiny
undertaken, but it is far from implementation redlity and
will require much more time.

A solution for wuterborne transport in Europe cun only be
found if dll four actors work co-operdtively und beyin to
understund euch other’s differences. Only like this cun the
spiral of not having enouyh customers und not offering u
competitive service be overcome und turned dround. If
the Shippers switch more carygo to the waterborne modes,
their service cun become beftter, due to better equipment,
cost efficiency, und higher frequencies. Operators, how-
ever, must offer u level of ucceptuble service to the Ship-
pers. Governments could help finunce new equipment
und technoloygies und uct us pioneers in their role us Ship-
pers und Operutors. Ports und Operutors could improve
their service levels if more curyo is switched to wuterborne
modes. From such u development, dll four uctors would
profit, and the problems of environmentadl pollution aund
cohyestion would improve.,

Overdll, there is a heed und demund for efficient water-
borne transport modes und there is dlso a substantidl
amount of services avdiluble to meet this heed. With the
commitment of dll four actors, the potential could eusily
be increused with only compuarubly low investments. The
whole structure hus to be udupted efficiently to the new
needs, which u multimoddal tfransport system addresses..

An efficient infermodual system has to be us well suitable for
wdterborne transport us including wdaterborne transport
und then we could see u much more positive develop-
ment of wuterborne fransport than expected.
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CEC: Centrul und Eustern Europeun Countries

CEC-10: The ten potentiul candidutes for un eustern en-
largement of the EU: Bulguariu, Czechoslovakia,
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia,
Polund, Romuniu, Sloveniu, Slovak Republic.

Chunnel: Channhel-Tunnhel linking France und Greuat Britain
by radil.

EDI: Electronic Data Inferchange

EMCT: Europeun Conference of Mihisters of Transport

F&L: Europeun Freight und Loyistic Leuders Club

IWW: Inlund wauterways

LO/LO: Lift On/Lift Off: The fucility for a roud vehicle to be
driven or und off u ship or, us in the cuse of rolliny
roud, u fruin,

RO/RO: Roll On/Roll Off: Loudiny und unhloudiny of ITU us-
iny lifting eyuipment

$SS: Short seu shippiny

TEN: Trans Europedun Networks

TEQ: Tons equivalent

TEU: Twenty-foot Equivalent Unit (6.10 m). A stundard unit
for counting contuiners of various lengths and for de-
scribing the cupucities of contuiner ships or ferminails.
One stundurd 40 ISO Series 1 contuiner equals 2 TEUs.

TKM: Tonnhes kilomeftres
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Annex 1 : List of interviewed experts

Organisation Name Type Country
BMWYV Oberste

Schiffahrtsbehérde Dr. Siedl G Austriu
Industiellevereiniguny Muay. Beutrix Pieber G Austriu
Wirtschuftskammer Dr. Peter Tschirner G Austriu
Europeun Commission DGVII G Belgium
Voies Navigubles

de France Jeun-Ruymond Le Moine G France
Dutsch Promotion for

Inlund Shipping H. Van Laap G Netherlunds
Information Bureuu

Shortseu Shippiny S.Van 't Verluat G Netherlands
Ministery of transport NL A.C. van Holk G Netherlunds
LKW Walter Dr. Horst Kubek O  Austriu
Schenker-BLT Viennu Helfried Schilder O Austriu
DFDS Trunsport Tim Dulskov O Denmark
Silja Line Cargo Heikki Pesolu O Finnlund
SNCF Armund Toubol O Frunce

DB Curgo Dr. Friedrich O Germuny
Deutfsche Binhenreederei  Michuel Buchtmann O Germany
Hoyer A. Rudlowsky O Germuny
Rhenania Intermoddal Dr. W. Schumacher O Germuny
DANZAS Franz von Pluntu O Itdly

lghazio Messinu&C SPA Ignazio Messina O ltdly

Royul Nedlloyd N.V. Hub Van Gorb O Netherlands
Verbruyye terminals Dick vun der Endt O Netherlunds
Andreus Ugland & Sons AS  Andreus Ugland O Norway
Contenemar Rosu Esteller O Spdin
Navicon Federico Barreras O  Spuin
Intercontainer-Interfrigo K. Ziereisen O Switzerlund
Wiener Hufen May. Edinger P Austriu

Port of Antwerp Susun Vun Lommel P Belygium
Port of Copenhugen Gert Ngrguard P Denmark
BLG Bremen Dr. Bernt Mester P Germuny
Hafen Hambury Dr. Pochlatko P Germuny
P.A.D. Port Agency Duisburyg B. Schmitz/K.Smitcule P Germuny
Trieste Port Authority Oskar Bullo P lfaly

ECT Rotterdum R. Stenvert P Netherlunds




Organisation Name Type Country
Port of Buarcelonu Marthu Martin P Spdin
Lafarge Perlmooser Dkfm. Franz Schmid S Austria
VOEST Maunfred Sollmun S Austriu
EXXON Chemicul Europe  René vun Luecken S Belgium
Procter&Gumble Riccardo Vitale S Belgium
JIT-Trans Petri Mustowu S Finnlund
StoruEnso Antti Vehvilinen S Finnlund
Norsk Hydro Bernd Terschlren S Germuny
Sony Europe Juun Fernundez S Germuny
Volkswagen Transport Wdlter Gurbude S Germuny
Polimeri Europu F. Custuynetti S ltaly

DSM Frank Otten S Netherlunds
Philips international Henriette Fredress S Netherlunds
Unilever Eric J.H. Willemse S Netherlunds
Kvauerner Jan Tore Pedersen S Norway
Volvo K.A. Andersson S Sweden
Dow Europe S.A. R. Giebers S Switzerlund
Lever Petri Jarvinen S UK

G....Government
O....Operutor
S....Shipper
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Annex 2: Questionnaires
Shipper

I. How do you see the situation of waterborhe transport how?

2. Do you think the current avdilability of services would dllow
an incredse of cargo fransported on waterways?

(] Yes
[J No
Why?

3. Do you see d future for waterborne transport in Europe?
L] Yes
J No
if yes, whut does it look like?

4. How would you judyge the potentiul of waterborne transport
ih Europe? Do You think its share will

[] increuse
[J decreuse
L] stay the sume?
Why?

5. Is vdlue of the fransported goods is of importance for the
moddul choice ?

L] Yes
J No
Why/why hot?

6. Is time an important factor for the moddal choice ?
L] Yes
J No
Why/why nhot?




7.

In what way does time and vulue of yoods effect the choice
for waterborhe transport?

Current transport costs (especidlly for roud transport) do hot
reflect the full socidl and environmentadl costs. Do you think
this has lead to a clear distortion of the competitive situdtion
of waterbornhe fransportation?

(] Yes

[J No

Where do you see the key problems regaurding the uccep-

tance of waterborne transport in Europe? Pledse put in order
of importance from 1 to 10 (1st important, 2nd .... 10th )

(] Port policies

[J Port working hours
[J Port hundling costs
(] Customs procedures

[] Discriminution vs. lund transportution regurding tuxution
and other leyislation

[J Lack of interconnectivity at the ports (e.y. lack of railway
connections)

(] Time

[J Mentdlity and uttitude of shippers towurds waterborne
modes (Imaye)

[] Structure of the shippiny industry

[J Mentdlity and uttitude of operators

[J Pre- und on-curriuge costs

[J Too expehsive und inudeyuate pilot services
[J Quulity of eguipment used

[J Flexibility

[ Avdilubility

[ ] Administrutive burriers

]

Please explain why You chose the 3 most important frob-
lems?
1" most importunt:

2" most importunt:
39 most important:
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13.

How could they be solved?

. Who could do most to improve the competitive situdation of

wdaterbornhe fransport ?

[] Operators

[] Shippers

U] Infrastructure providers (Ports, terminals...)
[] Leyislutive bodies or other orgunisations
[J Others:

. What has do be done to improve the competitive situation of

wdterborhe fransport ?

. What are the mainh medhs of fransport you dre using?

J Roud transport

[J Railways

(] Waterborne transport
[] Airborne transport

[J Pipeline

[J Combined trunsport: Which modes: [] Roud &Ruil
(] Water & Rou
] Wuter & Ruil

To what extend do you use wdterborhe fransport? How
about your competitors?

. Do you use wdterborne fransport oh d regular busis or ohly

oh demund?
[J On a regular busis, Upprox. times every weeks
[J Only on demund

. Why and wheh would wdaterborne fransport be dtfractive to

you?
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Whut type of curgo would you be interested in fransporting
oh wdaterways?

On whuat routes are you using wdterborne fransport and
where could it be anh inferesting dlternative?

What are the mdain criteria for your selection of u fransport
mode (runk in importance)

[] cost

L] time

[J vdlue of yoods

[J gudlity of service

L] flexibility

L avdilubility

L] others:

to what extend have you influence on this selection?

Which of these criteria waterborhe tfransport canhot meet?

Are there seusondl differences regdrding the demand for
fransport service?

[ Yes, the muin seusons ure:
(J No

What kind of transport uhit do you hormdilly use?
U bulk

[] contuiner

[J swup-body

L] tunk

L] tfruiler

[ other:
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22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

What kind of transport uhit would you prefer to use?
[ bulk

[] contuiner

O swup-body

[ tank

L] fruiler

L] other:

What should be done to improve the situdation?
e by the operutors :

e by the governments (+EU):

e by port-operutors und other infrustructure providers:

What could be done by shippers like You fo improve the
competitiveness of the wdaterborne fransportation with other
modes?

How do you see the future of your transportation heeds und
what dre your plans und goudls for the future?

Some personhal comments to wdaterborhe transportation in
the EU:
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Operator

1. How do you see the situdation of waterborhe fransport how?

2. Do you think the current avdilubility of services would dllow
an ihcredse of cargo tfransported on waterwdays?

(] Yes
(J No
Why?

3. Do you see u future for waterborne fransport in Europe?
L] Yes
[J No
if yes, what does it look like?

4. How would you judyge the potentidl of waterbornhe fransport
in Europe? Do You think its share will

[] increuse
[J decreuse
[J stay the sume?
Why?

5. Is vdlue of the fransported goods is of importance for the
modul choice?

(] Yes
[J No
Why/why hot?

6. Is time an important factor for the moddal choice ?
L] Yes
[J No
Why/why hot?
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In what way does time und value of goods effect the choice
for waterborhe fransport?

Current transport costs (especidlly for roud fransport) do hot
reflect the full social and environmentadl costs. Do you think
this has lead to a clear distortion of the competitive situdtion
of waterborne fransportation?

(] No
(] Yes

Where do you see the key problems regurding the accefp-
tance of waterborhe transport in Europe? Pledse put in order
of importance from 1 to 10 (1st important, 2nd ... 10th )

[] Port policies

[J Port working hours
[J Port handling costs
[J Customs procedures
]

Discrimination vs. lund transportation regarding tuxation
and other leyislation

O

Lack of interconnectivity ut the ports (e.y. luck of railway
connections)

(] Time

] Mentdlity and attitude of shippers towurds waterborne
modes (Imuye)

[J Structure of the shippinyg industry

[J Mentdlity and uttitude of operators

[J Pre- und on-curriuge costs

[] Too expehsive und inudeyuute pilot services
[J Quulity of eguipment used

[ Flexibility

O Avdilubility

[] Administrative burriers

[

Please explain why You chose the 3 most important frob-
lems?
1" most importunt:

2"d most important:
39 most important:
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12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

How could they be solved?

Who could do most to improve the competitive situdtion of
wdterborhe fransport ?

[] Operutors

[J Shippers

(] Infrastructure providers (Ports, terminals...)
[] Leyislutive bodies or other orgunisations
L] Others:

What has do be done to improve the competitive situdation of
wdterbornhe fransport ?

How do you see your position in the market?

To whut extent is your business incredusing und why?

What kind of cargo are you mdinly transporting?

What type of cargo would you be interested in transporting,
where do you see the potential?

Who are your mdin clients?

Type of industry/products:

Size: [J Big multinutionuls compunies
[] Biy nutionul compunies
(] Smull und medium enterprises

What dre the main routes you dre operating?

¥
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18. Why do your clients use wdterborhne mecdnhns of fransport for
these routes?

19. Do you offer a regular service oh this routes or just oh de-
mand of your client?

[J On a regular busis, dpprox. times every weeks
[J Only on demund

20. Are there seusonhul differences regyarding the demaund for
your service?

[] Yes, the muin seusons are:
] No

21. Who do You see us your muin competitors?
[J Roud transports
[J Ruilways
[] Other shippiny operutors
[] other:

22. Do You co-operdute with other operdators?
[J No
L] Yes: [ Joint services
Adjusting schedules
Lobbyiny
Other:

23, What kind of transport unit do you hormdilly fransport?
U bulk
[J contuiner
[J swup-body
0 tunk
L] tfrailer
[J other:
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24,

25.

26,

27.

28.

29.

What kind of transport unit is your fleet able to cdarry?
L] bulk

[] contuiner

J swup-body

L] tunk

(] tfruiler

L] other:

For Inland shipping operdators: Was the scrapping policy of
the EU successful ?

L] Yes
[J No
What would you have changed?

Does the lack of statisticul economic datu on shipping hinder
your competitive position?

(] Yes How:
] No

Does the ubolishing of Tux Free shopping within the EU
threuten the competitive position of ferry operutors?

(] Yes
(J No

Do you think this will result in < rise of ferry prices?
L] Yes
[J No

What is your comment fo the result of a EU-study, that ships
operduting within the EU spend 40% of the time sdilihg and
60% ih the ports?

¥
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30. What meuhs of commuhicdation do you use?
(] EDI
U Internet
(] Fax
L] Telex
[] Mobile GSM telephone
[] Sutellite telephone
L] Other:

31. What should be dohe to improve the situation?
e by the shippers:

e by the governments (+EU):

e by port-operators und other infrustructure providers:

32. Whut could be dohe by operdtors like You to improve the
competitiveness of the wdaterborne fransportation with other
modes?

33. How do you see the future for your business and what dre
your plans?

34. Some persohdl comments to wdterborne fransportdtion in
the EU:

180 o
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Port-operators and other Infrastructure providers

1. How do you see the situdation of waterborhe fransport how?

2. Do you think the current avdilubility of services would dllow
an ihcredse of cargo tfransported on waterwdays?

(] Yes
(J No
Why?

3. Do you see u future for waterborne fransport in Europe ?
L] Yes
[J No
if yes, what does it look like?

4. How would you judyge the potentidl of waterbornhe fransport
in Europe? Do You think its share will

[] increuse
[J decreuse
[J stay the sume?
Why?

5. Is vdlue of the fransported goods is of importance for the
modul choice ?

(] Yes
[J No
Why/why hot?

6. Is time an important factor for the moddal choice ?
L] Yes
[J No
Why/why hot?

> 18]
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In what way does time und value of goods effect the choice
for waterborhe fransport?

Current transport costs (especidlly for road tfransport) do hot
reflect the full socidal und enhvironmental costs. Do you think
this hus leud to a clear distortion of the competitive situdtion
of waterbornhe fransportation?

] No
(] Yes

Where do you see the key problems regurding the accep-
tance of waterborhe transport in Europe? Pledse put in order
of importance from 1 to 10 (1st important, 2nd .... 10th )

Port policies

Port working hours
Port handling costs
Customs procedures

Discriminution vs. lund fransportation reyarding taxation
und ofher leyislution

Lack of interconnectivity at the ports (e.y. lack of railway
conhnections)

Time
Mentdlity and datfitude of shippers towards wuaterborne
modes (Imuye)

Structure of the shippiny industry

Mentdlity und uttitude of operutors

Pre- and on-carriage costs

[J Too expensive und inudequute pilot services
] Quuility of eguipment used

L Flexibility

L] Avdilubility

[J Administrative burriers

UJ

o000 oo 0O 0oggoo

Please explain why You chose the 3 most important frob-
lems?
1 most importunt:

2"d most important:
39 most importunt:

How could they be solved?
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17,
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13.

14.

15.

16.

Who could do most to improve the competitive situation of
wdterborhe transport ?

[J Operutors

[] Shippers

(] Infrastructure providers (Ports, terminals...)
[] Legdislutive bodies or other orgunisations
L] Others:

What has do be donhe fo improve the competitive situation of
wdterborhe fransport?

What destinations are served from your port?

What quantity of cargo handled by you anhudilly?
tons

How are you integrated in a Europeun Transport Network (In-
terconnectivity with other fransport modes)?

What modes are conhected?
[J Roud

(] Rail

[J Inlund shippiny

[J High shippinyg

] Airborne fransport

(] Pipeline

When do you offer your services?

[J Only weekduys

[J Weekduays und Saturday

[J 7 duys u week
[JFrom_____to____o'clock&from____to_____o’clock
[J 24 hours

17. How lohy does the hundling tuke?

days hours
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18. What is your comment to the result of a EU-study, that ships
operdting within the EU spend 40% of the fime sdiling and
60% in the ports?

19. Are there seusonudl differences regurding the demaund for
your service?

[J Yes, the muin seusons ure:
[J No

20. Who is the owher of your orgdhisation?
[] Stute/community
[] Private, who?:

21. Who do You see us your muin competitors?

22. How do you see the future transport systems and what hew
demunds will arise regarding your services?

23. Whut should be donhe tfo improve the situation?
e by the operutors:

e by the governments (+EU):

e by shippers:

24, What are your plans and goudls for the future?

25. Some persohul comments to wdaterborne transportation in
the EU:
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Government & Institutions

1. How do you see the situdation of waterborhe fransport how?

2. Do you think the current avdilubility of services would dllow
an ihcredse of cargo tfransported on waterwdays?

(] Yes
(J No
Why?

3. Do you see u future for waterborne fransport in Europe ?
L] Yes
[J No
if yes, what does it look like?

4. How would you judyge the potentidl of waterbornhe fransport
in Europe? Do You think its share will

[] increuse
[J decreuse
[J stay the sume?
Why?

5. Is vdlue of the fransported goods is of importance for the
modul choice?

(] Yes
[J No
Why/why hot?

6. Is time an important factor for the moddal choice?
L] Yes
[J No
Why/why hot?

¥
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In what way does time und value of goods effect the choice
for waterborhe fransport?

Current transport costs (especidlly for roud fransport) do hot
reflect the full social and environmentadl costs. Do you think
this has lead to a clear distortion of the competitive situdtion
of waterborne fransportation?

(] No
(] Yes

Where do you see the key problems regurding the accefp-
tance of waterborhe transport in Europe? Pledse put in order
of importance from 1 to 10 (1st important, 2nd ... 10th )

[] Port policies

[J Port working hours
[J Port handling costs
[J Customs procedures
]

Discrimination vs. lund transportation regarding tuxation
and other leyislation

O

Lack of interconnectivity ut the ports (e.y. luck of railway
connections)

(] Time

] Mentdlity and attitude of shippers towurds waterborne
modes (Imuye)

[J Structure of the shippinyg industry

[J Mentdlity and uttitude of operators

[J Pre- und on-curriuge costs

[] Too expehsive und inudeyuute pilot services
[J Quulity of eguipment used

[ Flexibility

O Avdilubility

[] Administrative burriers

[

Please explain why You chose the 3 most important frob-
lems?
1" most importunt:

2"d most important:
39 most important:
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How could they be solved?

Who could do most to improve the competitive situdtion of
wdterborhe fransport ?

[] Operutors

[J Shippers

(] Infrastructure providers (Ports, terminals...)
[] Leyislutive bodies or other orgunisations
L] Others:

What has do be done to improve the competitive situdation of
wdterbornhe fransport ?

How important is waterborne fransport in your policies?
L] top priority

L] important, but hot the most important part

[J not so importunt us than other modes

[J not very important, only maryginul medusures

J not purt of our policies

To what extent dre these initiatives on a hational or un Euro-
peun level?
Title /topic
_____ % hutionadl level
% EUlevel
Do you plan medusures to promote the image of waterborhe
fransport?
[J No
L] Yes
If Yes, which ohes?
Does the ubolishing of Tux Free shopping within the EU
threaten the competitive position of ferry operators?
L] Yes
[J No

¥
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16. Do you think this will result in < rise of ferry frices?
L] Yes
J No

17. Do you plan measures to improve the transpdrency of port
tariffs?

[J No
(] Yes
If Yes, which ohes?

18. Wais the scrapping policy of the EU successful?
L] Yes
[J No

19. What would you do different?

20. What investments are planed for the hear future?

21. How are they fihahced?
% EU
% Nutional

22. Are there plans for privatisation in the sector of waterborhe

fransport?

J No

(] Yes

If Yes, which ones? [ Terminals
L] Ports
Shippiny lines
Others:
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23. What should be done to improve the situdation?
e by the operutors:

e by shippers:

e by port-operutors und other infraustructure providers:

24, What dre your plans and godils for the future regarding wa-
terbornhe fransfort?

25, Some personal comments to wdaterborne transportation in
the EU:
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Finland *
Finncarriers Oy Ab
RO.Box 197
FIN-00181 Helsinki
Phone-

Fax

E-mail
. wwwiinncarriers.fi

()

L™
FINNCARRIERS

- First-class liner ser\orice

We'll give you an individually tailored

and comprehensive sea transport service

With us, your goods are in expert hands.

We're a responsible ¢carrier - and our transport

servieces are safe and go casy on the

envifonment..Giving added value-to your
“business. Taking your-goods everyw hu

Right on bLhL(lllIL

Centract traffic
to Morth America

Scheduled prafie
to the Bay of Biscay
and the Meditarranean

Bilbio

+358 (0)10.343 50
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Ready to serve you
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Germany

Poseidon Schiffahrt AG
=  POPBox 1934

+ D-23507 Liibeck -

Phone ~+49,10j45) 1507:0 *
+358 (0)107343"5200 Fax
E+mail
www. poseidon-ag.de

+49 (0)451 72811~
info@poseidon-ag.de

Belgium

Finncarriers NV,

Land van VWaaslaan, K‘nl l2 13
B-9130 Kallo.(Bayeren)
Phone™ “+32 (0)3570 9530
Fax +37 (0)3570 9550
E-mail

info@finncarriers.be™." « E-mail

Morway .
Finncarriers AS
RO.Box 2434-Solli
N-0201 Oslo
Phene (
Fax +47 (0)2248 3015
mail @finnearriers.no

+47 (0)2248 3010 _

Great Britain

. (Finanglia Ferries Ltd.”

8 Heron: Quay, Docklands
GB-Londen El4 4)B

Phone +44.(0)207 5197300
Fax +44 (0)207 5360255
E-mail . london@ finanglia.com

“wiwfinanglia.cont




We are the best Way to
your Customers...

P&O

...because we link modes of transport. Rhenania Intermodal Transports stands for plan-
ning and implementation of environmentally friendly and economic transport chains
with the emphasis in Europe on transportation by inland waterways and rail.

« Rhenania Intermodal

Our transport system includes container services, ro-ro services and international rail
and road transportation.

High performance terminals at the interfaces between water, rail and road make the
system just perfect.

Rhenania Intermodal Transport GmbH
Antwerpener Strae 24 - D-68219 Mannheim - Phone +49-(0)621-8048-0 - Fax +49-(0)621-048449 - rhenania@rhenania.com - www.rhenania.com




