BEFI444E11 A 15 A SAESEWRET  BEAI514E 2 A5 EEAIS1E 1 A0 RIT HEH2 T (HA 1 EH208 RIT)

PORTS -
HARBORS

February, 1976 Vol. 21, No. 2

IAPH‘ Conference Houston April 1977

The Pubhsher The lntefﬁ ; onal Assooatlon of Ports and Harbo

Kotohira-Kaikan Bldg. - 1, - Kotohira-cho, Minato-ku,
Tokyo 108, Japan



TN /e B

VAL JARLA{EIA]

N/ BN

Of all marine navigation, one of the most

tricky is safely berthing the ship. With

Bridgestone Marine Fenders, safer berth-

ing is assured while the costs for construc-

tion and maintenance are reasonably low.

R Bridgestone Marine Fenders can meet any
: o T challenge!

Absorbs  Maximum Energy of 730
ton-meter — for Huge Tankers and
Ore Carriers

Cell C3000H
Fender —C630H

Super M SM1000H New Type Fender for Medium
Fender —SM250H | Size of Vessels

A
Super Arch | SALOOOH For Medium Size of Vessels

Fender —SA150H
Cylindrical | 2000X1000
VFender —150X75 For General Cargoes

Turtle 100HX0.5M, 1,0M
Fender 130H X0.5M

For Fishing Port

BRIDGESTONE.

NO. | - | Chome, Kyobashi, Chuo-ku, Tokyo, Japan.
TELEPHONE: 567-01 1 |

TELEX: J22217, J23207, J23227
CABLE: BSTIRE TOKYO
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This PACECO Economy Portainer is now in operation
for the Seaway Port Authority of Duluth, Minn., the
first containerized port on the Great Lakes.

e half the cost N
e full container capability
e moves general cargo faster.

For ports that thought they couldn’t afford spe- ing: a back reach of varying lengths, outreach
cialized container-handling equipment, this new of 72 ft. or 84 ft., standard or rotating trolley, and
low-cost container crane is specially designed other features to meet your specific needs.

to achieve maximum production with minimum The Economy Portainer’s versatility assures more
capital investment and lower operating and constant production; greater utilization; and
maintenance costs. provides a higher return on your investment in
The Portainer’s controlled, straight-line operation manpower and facilities.

speeds handling of general cargo, palletized And you get the same PACECO quality and
cargo, and 20 ft. to 40 ft. containers. It has a 30 experience that has gone into the design and
Ton capacity and can be self powered or shore construction of more than 200 container cranes
powered. It also offers a choice of options, includ- at major ports around the world.

A

PAGE co The Only Manufacturer Offering A Complete Line Of Container Handling AW

Systems And Equipment With World-Wide Sales And Service.
Contact PACECO or the office nearest you. Headquarters Office —PACECO, Dept.24-B , Alameda, CA 94501 « (415) 522-6100, Telex

335-399. New York Representative—ROBERT MOORE CORP., 350 Main St., Port Washington, N.Y. 11050 « PACECO European -
Sales Office —PACECO INTERNATIONAL LIMITED, London. PACECO Licensees: Australia—VICKERS HOSKINS PTY, LIMITED,
Bassendean; Canada—DOMINION BRIDGE COMPANY LIMITED, Montreal; France— ATELIERS ET CHANTIERS DE BRETAGNE,
Paris. India—BRAITHWAITE & CO., LIMITED, Calcutta. Italy —REGGIANE O.M.I. S.p.A., Reggio Emilia. Japan —MITSUI SHIPBUILD-
ING & ENGINEERING CO., LTD., Tokyo. South Africa—DORMAN LONG VANDERBIJL CgFiPORATION LIMITED, Johannesburg.
Spain —FRUEHAUF S.A., Madrid. United Kingdom —VICKERS ENGINEERING GROUP LIMITED, South Marston, Swindon, Wiltshire.
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ﬁ the fastest

and most efficient way
i to ship many products.

L/ / nd if standard containers
Y aren’t suitable,
] we make special ones.
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world as the most
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efficient way of shipping
many kinds of products. NYK
is Japan’s containerization
specialist. We've even
developed containers for
such difficult-to-containerize
products as chickens,
livestock, soy sauce, malt,
and bulldozer. And our
modern containerships, like
the 35,000 dwt Kamakura
Maru Ill, can accomodate
below deck such un-
containerizable products as
helicopters in complete
safety and all ready to take
off after unloading. Six of our
main routes are now
containerized.

Another noteworthy
advantage of containers is
that once emptied of their
cargo, they can be used to
carry other products on the
return voyage at considerable
savings.

NYK's success in the
transport business is based
on our long-standing policy
of upgrading our fleet,
network, and services to meet
the changing needs of our
customers. if you have a
tough shipping problem,
give us a call.
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NIPPON YUSEN KAISHA

M Head Office: Tokyo, Japan
ll London Branch Oftice: Beaufort House, 15 St. Botolph Street, London, EC3A 7NR., England Tel: (01)283-2099
B New York Branch Office: Suite 5031, One World Trade Center, New York, N.Y, 10048, U.S.A. Tel: (212) 466-2800




want to move smoothlyinto
europeanmarkets?
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Because it is the best-equipped port on
the Continent. No matter how your products or
spares or raw materials get to Europe, Rotter-
dam can receive them, store them and pass
them on efficiently and economically.

Rotterdam has LASH, BACAT and Seabee
accommodations, roll-on/roll-off docks, berths
for VLCC’s and super bulk carriers, berths for
coasters, container marshalling yards, quay-
side warehousing. And all the lifting, shifting,
pumping, stacking equipment needed.

And direct access by road, rail, inland
waterway and air to Europe’s most heavily
populated and industrialized areas.

And knowledgeable Rotterdammers who
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know how to turn a great port and its location to
your advantage.

If your business is with Europe, you'll find it
goes better via Rotterdam/Europoort.

For more data, contact:
Havenbedrijf der Gemeente Rotterdam
(Rotterdam Municipal Port Management)
Rotterdsim - P.0). Box 5211
Poortgetiouw - 27 Stieltjesstraat
Telephone (G0} 849133 - Telex 23077




DAITO KOGYO —

Yoshihiro Ogawa
President

ge) DAITO KOGYO CO., LTD.

GENERAL CONTRACTOR

Engineering & Consultants

Head Office: 1-38-6, Kameido, Koto-ku, Tokyo, Japan Telex: J23730
Cable Address: “KENSETSUDAITO TOKYO’ Tel.: Tokyo 685-2111
Overseas Branches: Brunei: P.O. Box 2309, Bandar Seri Begawan
Malaysia: P.O. Box 424, Kota Kinabalu Sabah, East Malaysia
Indonesia: Jakarta Office, No. 8, Jalan Lembang, Jakarta
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Our aim has been and will
continue to be: To give your
ships and your freight the
benefits of the most efficient,
most modern Marine Termi- and conveyor moving
nals in the world. operations. cargo
These terminals are We invite you tojointheinno- shouldn’t
designed to accom- vators who handled more than you con- s
modate all the 700,000 containers  sider a Port Authority
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handling tech-
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Call or write

THE PORT AUTHORITY OF N/ & N

Marine Terminals Department
Room 71E, One World Trade Center, New York, N.Y. 10048 - (212) 466-7982
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IAPH Head Office Announcements:

Page 7 ~ 19

IMCO Tackles Environmental Problems

Mr. Smith Appeals to Members
for Collaboration

IMCO Report

Coming out of the latest IMCO meeting of Marine
Environment Protection Committee, Mr. A.J. Smith, IAPH
liison man, appealed to all members of the Association for
support by writing to him which topic they are particularly
interested in of the 5 he listed up so that he could make his
service precise and effective.

The working groups of the IMCO Committee, according
to him, seem determined to break into an all-out tackling to
the subject simultaneously, going over the physical limit
one man can cover alone.

Let’s listen to what Mr. Smith says in the report to
follow. (MK)

The 4th session of the Marine Environment Protection
Committee took place from 20th to 24th October, 1975.

Such is the detailed technical content of the Agenda that
the Committee believes that it can best be processed by a
number of ad hoc working groups meeting simultaneously.
It will be appreciated however that effective representation
of IAPH becomes that much more difficult. It would be
helpful therefore, if IAPH members having a particular
interest and technical expertise in any of the topics
considered by this Committee (listed below) were to advise
me of that fact. Every endeavour will then be made to
provide the necessary written material to make their
contribution and that of IAPH generally, the more ef-
fective.

Among the topics considered by the working groups
were segregated ballast in existing tankers; technical assist-
ance in the field of marine pollution; provision of reception
facilities in ports; oily water separators and oil discharge
control and monitoring equipment; procedures and arrange-
ments for the discharge of noxious liquid substances;
standards and test methods for operational requirements
for sewage treatment plants for ships.

Brief reports on matters which I consider to be of
specific interest to [APH members are dealt with under the
following headings: —

(i) Status of Pollution Conventions
At the time of the meeting, a further eleven
acceptances of the 1969 Amendments to the 1954 Oil
Pollution Convention were required to bring them into

force. So great is the importance attached to this
matter as an anti-pollution measure by the Committee
that it has requested the Assembly of IMCO to
encourage urgent action by the Governments con-
cerned.
(i) Reception Facilities at the Ports
The Working Group has concluded that its main task
is to provide general guidelines to assist Governments in
providing reception facilities as soon as possible for oily

waste, sewage and garbage as required by the 1973

Marine Pollution Convention. Work was begun in

preparation of Draft Guidelines and will be contifiued

during the intersessional period.
Several problem areas require additional information
from Member States namely:—

(a) the special ballasting requirements for ships enter-
ing cold weather areas;

(b) the amount of oily solids which has to be removed
from cargo tanks on oil tankers.

(c) the quantities of contaminated ballast water result-
ing from the ballasting of bunker tanks;

(d) the amount of oily bilge water which ports would
need to accept from ships, especially in ports
serving coastwise trade;

(e) the facilities required at dry bulk loading terminals
and oil discharge ports for combination carriers,
which ICS agreed to study;

(f) the technological problems associated with the
treatment of the oily water mixtures received from
ships and the ultimate disposal of the residue and
effluent from the reception facility, and such
effluent standards from reception facilities which
are within national programmes.

If IAPH members wish to comment on these matters, it
would be helpful to do so directly to their respective
Governments with a copy to the IAPH Secretariat for
collation purposes.

It should be made quite clear that the view of the
Committee, and IMCO generally is that even if the 1973
Convention did not enter into force by the effective date,
Ist January 1977, all Governments should take all necessary
measures to ensure that the prescribed facilities are pro-
vided not later than that date.

(iii) Technical Cooperation in the field of Marine Pollution
A special Forum was set up by the Committee
wherein there could be an exchange of views between
those seeking advice and those with experience and
expertise to give advice on the prevention and control

of marine pollution.
Problems were identified such as factors having a
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bearing on the reliability of navigation and the preven-
tion of pollution by accidental discharge and it was
noted that these in some respects are being examined in
detail by other bodies. The Forum decided however, to
direct its attention primarily to problems associated
with combatting and controlling oil spills.

Ways and means were discussed by the Forum to
assist the Committee in recommending action in both
pollution control and pollution prevention.

Whilst the exchange of views in the Forum was
considered to be valuable, those taking part were
agreed that if practical solutions were to be achieved in
countries without contingency arrangements it would
be necessary to identify problems for which guidelines
should be developed on a priority basis. It was agreed
that information should be submitted, in advance of
the next session of the Committee by those indicated
in brackets on the following problem areas:

(a) the action which countries would take with exist-
ing resources to-deal with a major oil spill off their
coasts (all Members);

(b) A methodology of a spill response organisation
(the United Kingdom);

(¢) A résumé of equipment capability (the United
States);

(d) A résumé of dispersant availability, their use and
limitations (the United Kingdom and Sweden);

(¢e) A compendium of work by other Committees
related to pollution prevention (Secretariat);

(f) Submission of case studies and lessons learnt (all
Members);

(g) Identification of regional cooperation agreements,
existing and projected (Secretariat); and

(h) Training requirements (all Members)

(iv) Technical Symposjum on Prevention of Pollution from

Ships.

There is every indication that the Symposium which
is to be held in Acapulco, Mexico from 22 to 31 March
1976 will greatly assist the thinking and work of
Governments, local authorities, ports, institutions,
industries and individuals in the field of pollution
prevention and their attendance will be welcomed.

(v) Sub-Committee on Bulk Chemicals

The terms of reference and work programme of a
new Sub-Committee on Bulk Chemicals was agreed and
its first meeting will take place from 17-21 May 1976.

The next meeting of the Committee will take place in
London from 24 to 28 May 1976 and the principal items
which will be included on its Agenda are technical
assistance in the field of marine pollution; segregated ballast
system on existing tankers; provision of reception facilities
for oily wastes, sewage and garbage; oily water separators
and oil discharge control and monitoring equipment;
sewage treatment plants for ships; consideration of the
procedures for the control of ships; and improved methods
of enforcement of convention requirements with particular
reference to arrangements for inspection at loading and
repair ports.

Container’s Statistical Survey
Going Well

The questionnaire circulated among the members in
October on Container statistics are now being returned to
the Head Office in a steady flow, furnishing the Association
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with latest information, for which Secretary General Dr.
Sato expresses his gratitude to the members through this
journal.

The returns received here so far, however, include two
types of cases requiring further adjustment to the survey
technique. They are,

a) the replies on their own form different from what
was circulated, due to difference in statistical compilation.

b) the replies in the negative, due to their being indirect
operators and possessing no ready information on hand.

These problems should be solved at the Special Com-
mittee Meeting to be held in Curacao this coming April.

Those returned with information are collated here, at
they come in, with the cooperation of Mr. Yamazoe, a
member of the Special Committee on Containerization and
Barge Carriers for later announcement. (MK)

Iran Contributes for IAPH Fund

Immediately after the announcement of the IAPH
Bursary for Port Training in the November issue of this
journal, the Secretary General received a check for
US$1,000 from the Ports & Shipping Organization of Iran
as a donation to the Port Development Technical Fund, out
of which the bursaries for selected trainees of developing
countries in developed ports are supposed to be paid.

Mz. John Lunch, Chairman of the Special Committee on
International Port Development, and Dr. Sato, Secretary
General, respectively wrote to Mr. Parviz Saffari, Managing
Director of Ports & Shipping Organization of Iran, ex-
pressing their sincerest thanks for the prompt and much
encouraging action taken toward the new program of the
Special Committee.

The donation is construed here as the first step which
might be followed by many others in support of this new
program much looked forward to. (TKD)

New Zealand Harbours to

Celebrate 43rd Conference

Mr. R.E. Dawson, Chief Executive Officer of Harbours
Association of New Zealand in his letter to Head Office
informed that the 43rd Conference of the Association will
be held at Timaru, New Zealand, during the period 16—19
March 1976. The Association’s President, Mr. R.W. Carr of
Auckland Harbour Board extended to members of IAPH a
cordial invitation to attend the Conference.

According to the information, the Conference will start
from March 17, March 16 being kept for pre-conference
Executive meetings, and terminate on March 19 followed
by choices of alternatives in post-conference functions of
port inspection, golf or fishing trip and or a trip to Mount
Cook.

This Conference also is the annual conference of New
Zealand Harbour Boards Industrial Union of Employers and
features such topics like a Forum on the subject “Flexibili-
ty in Shipping Operations—How can New Zealand’s Require-
ment to Supply Diversified Markets be met?”. It is
specifically noted that representatives of operators of
container ships, multi-purpose ships and conventional ships
as well as producer Boards participating.

Those who IAPH members willing to attend the Confer-
ence are requested to write to: The Secretary, The
Harbours Association of New Zealand, P.O. Box 1765,
Wellington, New Zealand. (rin)



Comments on Memorandum for IAPH
Directors from Dunkirk and Karachi

In response to the “Head Office Announcement” of
September, many comments reached this Secretariat from
IAPH Directors on the Memorandum for the IAPH Direc-
tors in View of the 28th Session of the Legal Committee of
IMCO’’ submitted by Mr. A.J. Smith.

Most noteworthy among them were the following two
from France and Pakistan.

All the comments arrived here from our Directors were
considered in the recommendation presented by the Secre-
tary General of IAPH to the Secretary General of IMCO
with regard to the Revision of the 1975 Convention on the
Limitation of Mobility of Owners of Sea-Going Vessels and
handed over in person to the addressee by Mr. A.J. Smith
on November 10, 1975. The recommendation aforemen-
tioned was published in the previous January issue on page
9. (MK)

1. Comments from France (By Mr. R. Boeuf, General
Manager, Port of Dunkirk Authority)

Dear Dr. SATO,

I have the pleasure of sending you the position held by
the Port of Dunkirk Authority as regards the questions
asked in the “Memorandum for the Directors of the
ILAPH. in view of the XXVIIIth Session of the legal
Committee of the IMCO” published in the September 75
Issue of Ports and Harbors.

I-The categories of vessels affected by the convention

It is not the Ports’ interest to see an extension of the field
of this convention to other vessels than sea-going vessels.

Yet, it seems hardly possible to exclude hydrofoils and
hovercrafts which are comparable to sea-going vessels.

As for pleasure crafts, some of which are so big that they
might cause severe damage, they could benefit from the
convention if the minimum amount of the limitation fund
was very considerably raised.

Furthermore, inland waterway boats which are not allowed
to sail at sea, must be excluded from the field of this
convention.

II-Claims subject to limitation

Ports are obviously interested in keeping the number of
claims subject to limitation at the lowest possible level.

Therefore:

1°) Expenses incurred by the person liable, for averting or
minimizing damage should not be accepted. In fact it seems
that the ship-owner must take action in order to preserve
his own property and do his best to avert and minimize
damage his ships are liable to cause. Remunerating such an
obligation seems immoral.

2°) Claims for delays in transporting should also be
rejected since they arise from contract and constitute
indirect consequences of an accident occuring to the ship.
3°) Were not the compensations for passengers and their
luggage going to be taken from a distinct “per capita”
fund?

Yet since too many different funds are likely to be objected
to too strongly by ship-owners and their insurers, a unique
fund could be raised to function as follows:

— priority up to two thirds as regards personal injuries

IFSMA granted Consultative
Status by IMCO

Commander B.D.H. Thomson, General Secretary of
International Federation of Shipmasters’ Associations
(IFSMA, London) informed in his letter of November 25,
1975 to IAPH, that IFSMA was granted Consultative Status
at the Inter-governmental Maritime Consultative Organiza-
tion by the IMCO Assembly at the beginning of November
1975.

He commented that this was a considerable step forward
for IFSMA, increasing the part it could take in international
co-operation for safety at sea. (rin)

IFSMA has new General Secretary

Commander B.D.H. Thomson has now taken up his
appointment as General Secretary of IFSMA. The office has
been vacant since the death of former General Secretary
Capt. W.B. Vickers. (rin)

Visitors

o Mr. Horst-E. Friedrichs, Member of the Board of
Hamburg Messe und Congress GmbH, together with Mr. W.
Michels, Tokyo Representative of the Free and Hanseatic
City of Hamburg and his assistants, visited the Head Office

on December S5th,
Secretary-General.

He presented a 15 minutes movie presentation of
Hamburg Messe, the City’s conference facility, along with
short presentation on the over-all picture of Hamburg and
its surroundings. Hamburg is, as reported in the December
issue of this journal, one of 3 candidate ports for 11th
Conference site in 1979. (rin)

® M:r. Hugh Stanton, Managing Director of Intec Press
Ltd., UK., publisher of the “International Dredging & Port
Construction” magazine, accompanied by Foreign Editor
Mr. Collin Brisland, visited the IAPH Head Office on
December 19, 1975, and were met by Dr. Sato, Secretary
General and Mr. Kinouchi, Deputy Secretary General.

Two gentlemen appearing at the Head Office on the
following day signed in the application respectively to be
Associate Members. Mr. Stanton applied additional two
units of Class E members for his other colleagues back
home, which he said would make a sensible Christmas
present to his friends.

Mr. Stanton and Mr. Brisland were on the campaign tour
of South East Asia and Japan for a Convention under the
name SEATEC 76 which they are organizing in Singapore
October 20-22, 1976 with the theme: “The dredging and
construction of ports for developing countries”. (TKD)

1975 and was met by Dr. Sato,
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(passengers and third party),

— in case this part of fund would run short, the balance of
personal claims would amount to the same as property
claims,

— if no personal damage is claimed or if personal damage
does not amount to two thirds of the fund, the whole
fund or its balance would be completely devoted to
settling property claims.

[II—Conduct forfeitting the right to limit

Ports cannot admit the principle that the right to limit only
breaks down with an “intentional fault which is committed
with full knowledge of the probable consequences”. This
restriction would thus be such that the shipowner would
never practically loose this right.

On the contrary the idea of shipowner’s personal fault must
be kept and extended to his agents or representatives on
board or ashore.

Furthermore ports cannot follow the reasoning of the
insurers who demand that the right to limitation is
unbreakable. As a matter of fact the right to limitation is an
exorbitant faculty of the common law and it is to be
limited to the minimum.

IV—Calculations of limitations of liability

IV. 1-Ports must not accept the reasoning of insurers

following which the revaluation for the limitation of
liability would not go above double the sums mentioned in
the 1957 Convention.
Ports must keep to Resolution number 6 the [.LAP.H.
Conference adopted in Singapore in March 1975, i-e.:
“waiting for the entire responsibility of the vessel to be
acknowledged, the limitations of the Brussels Convention
must at least be multiplied by five”.

IV. 2—That the sums of limitations should be indexed
on the special drawing rights, does not seem to represent an
ideal solution, at least at present.

As a matter of fact the general evolution of currencies and
therefore of the S.D.R. is towards devaluation. Moreover,
the US Dollar is too preponderant in the basket of
currencies chosen to establish the S.D.R.

Finally the reference to the Poincaré Franc seems till now
to be the best provided it should be brought up-to-date at
regular intervals.

IV. 3—See paragraph 11-3°

IV. 4—This seems an interesting suggestion which would

suitably rule the instance of passenger vessels such as
ferryboats, hovercrafts and hydrofoils which have a small
tonnage and which nevertheless may cause severe property
and personal damage.
The fund of limitation of liability calculated on the basis of
gross tonnage (as defined in the 1969 London Convention)
could be increased by a sum proportional to the number of
passengers the vessel can carry.

V-Subordination of the right of limitation of liability
to the establishment of a limitation fund

The principle should be admitted that in the case of an
accident, the right to limitation of liability could only be
granted to the owner of a sea-going vessel provided he has
truly established the fund of limitation according to the
ruling law of the concerned country.

VI—Compulsory insurance

Here again Ports must keep to resolution number 6 adopted
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New Zealand Government
Sympathetic with IAPH On the
Resolutions Passed at Singapore

With the permission of Mr. R.E. Dawson, Executive
Officer of the Harbours Association of New Zealand, this
Head Office introduces to the readers, as follow, an
interesting memorandum sent to him from Hon. Sir Basil
Arthur, Bart, M.P., Minister of Transport of New Zealand,
on the IAPH Resolutions No. 6 through No. 9.

The frank response Mr. Dawson received from the
Minister is significant in itself as a news reflecting the views
held by the government toward the problems IAPH is
trying to solve. But significant as much is the fact that the

(Continued on next page bottom)

by the I.A.P.H. Conference in Singapore in March 1975 and
insist that the right to limit liability is conditioned by the
production of a certificate of insurance or other financial
security.

Yours truly.

R. BOEUF
General Manager.

2. Comments from Pakistan (By Mr. M. D’Lima, Secretary,
Karachi Port Trust) '

Sub:—XXVIITH SESSION OF THE IM.C.O. LEGAL
COMMITTEE.

Dear Sir,

I am directed to invite reference to your letter, dated the
28th July, 1975, on the above subject and to forward
herewith my comments as desired of Ports & Harbors:,

REMOVAL OF WRECKS:

It is the general tendency among the shipowners to
abandon the wrecks, in and around the Ports, to the
world at large, leaving it to the ports to arrange removal
by using means and resources available with them or
alternatively engaging some outside agency for removal
of the wrecks involving tremendous cost in foreign
exchange. Due to very limited resources most of the
Ports of the developing countries cannot afford either of
the two above alternatives.

It is, therefore, suggested that an International Agency,
having adequate funds at its disposal, should be set up to
assist the ports in removing the wrecks abandoned by
the Shipowners so that the obstructions/impediments in
the smooth flow of shipping traffic are cleared in
shortest possible time.

OIL POLLUTION:

The Agency may also examine the extent of oil
pollution taking place in the harbours of the ports in the
developing countries and the damage that is being
caused on this account to the hulls of the crafts and
installations and provide necessary assistance in the
shape of suitable crafts and equipment to deal effective-
ly with this nuisance.

Yours faithfully,
(signed) M. D’Lima



Port congestion surcharges: Policy issues

Mr. A.N. Taylor, Assistant to Mr. John Lunch, Director-
General, the Port of London Authority and the IAPH
Liaison Officer with UNCTAD, reported to the Head Office
on the progress of the port congestion issue now being
discussed by international bodies including UNCTAD. In
his letter of December 3, 1975, he stressed the needs to
draw IAPH members’ attention to the problems of port
congestion, and advised to carry in this issue an information
which deals with why congestion and port congestion
surcharges were levied but from the point of view of ports.
This significant paper was prepared by the UNCTAD
secretariat and was presented to the seventh session of
Committee on Shipping of Trade and Development Board
of UNCTAD which was convened in Geneva on November
10, 1975 (TD/B/C.4/130). Mr. Taylor emphatically pointed
out that the paper made very important recommendations
with regard to consultation which neccesitating generate

the need for consultation between shipping conferences,
port authorities and others for the elimination of port
congestion problems. (rin)
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successful approach to the government by him suggests a
similar contact in other countries may lead to the same
success in creating a new channel of communication
between ports and their central administrations for future
programs.

Here, we have the full text of the memorandum above
mentioned. (MK)

Memorandum
Date: October 9, 1975

I have now had a report from the Secretary for Transport
on the four Resolutions from the International Association
of Ports and Harbors March 1975 Conference which you
referred to me on 21 August.

The Harbours Association’s comments on these resolutions
have been noted and the following remarks should assist the
Association in understanding Government’s present think-
ing on these matters.

Dear Mr. Dawson,

Resolution No. 6—Resolution Relating to Legal Protection
of Ports and Navigable Waterways:

While I could not sanction the principle of unlimited
liability as proposed by the Resolution I have some
sympathy with the motives behind its formulation. I must
concede that New Zealand has failed to keep the statutory
liability limits at a realistic level and since taking office I
have become increasingly aware of the need for revision.
The limits set down in Section 460 of the Shipping and
Seamen Act 1952 are based on the 1924 International
Convention Relating to Limitation of Liability and al-
though efforts were made in 1963 to implement the 1957
Brussels Convention the Government of the day did not
pursue the matter following objections from an interested
party. For this reason I have taken steps to have the matter
reviewed, the first step being the circulation of the 1963
Amendment with a view to its introduction in 1976. At this
point of time the question of the limitation limits gives me
some cause for concern. The question is to be considered
next year by IMCO. If the Amendment based on the 1957
Convention is enacted it will be only an interim measure

pending the outcome of next year’s IMCO meeting. In any
event I would appreciate your comments on the draft
which 1 have asked the Secretary for Transport to send you
a copy of.

As stated above I do not favour a regime of unlimited
liability with or without the proviso relating to the
availability of insurance. Such a proposal would need to be
debated in full in an international forum and I have doubts
as to whether it would gain international acceptance.

The question of carriage of evidence of financial responsi-
bility will no doubt be considered at the 1976 IMCO
Convention and at this stage I am unable to comment on it
other than to say that such a provision has precedent in the
Marine Pollution Act 1974,

Resolution No. 7—Resolution Endorsing the Simplification

of Documentation for Cargo:

I am pleased to learn of the Harbours Association’s support
for this resolution although I never doubted it would be
forthcoming. Success in this area would clearly be to the
advantage of all those involved in the transport of goods
and I am sure that the Association will co-operate fully
with the officers undertaking this project. Arrangement has
been made for regular reports on the progress of SIDAP to
be made to the Transport Advisory Council.

Resolution No. 8—Marking of Vessels with Bulbous Bows:

In addition to the IMCO recommendation for identification
marks for bulbous bows and bow propulsion units, Govern-
ment supports a further recommendation for a profile
symbol which should be illuminated at night.

Resolution No. 9--Regime of Foreign Vessels in Ports:

I understand that an International Convention is to be held
on this subject within the next two years and I have asked
the Secretary for Transport to send you copies of all the
IMCO documents relating to this matter that have been
received by the Ministry.

Yours sincerely,
(signed) BASIL ARTHUR
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(i) Port congestion has become a serious problem in
maritime transport and the congestion surcharges imposed
by liner conferences are a significant part of the freight cost
borne by many developing countries. Resolution 6 (III)
adopted by the Committee on Shipping at its third session
specifically noted the connexion between research designed
to improve the productivity of ports and the relief of port
congestion “with the consequent avoidance or removal of
freight surcharges.” v The work programme adopted by the
Committee includes a section on the study of conference
practices and this section concludes with words expressing
the desirability of the UNCTAD secretariat dealing with
some questions “in more specialized studies”.

(ii) The content of the report is based on a detailed study
of the application of congestion surcharges which is
described in full in another report by the UNCTAD
secretariat.» In carrying out this study the secretariat has
received information from governments, shippers’ repre-
sentatives, shipping lines, conferences and port authorities
all over the world. Special help was received from these
bodies in Iran, Kenya, Trinidad and Tobago and the United
Republic of Tanzania, in which countries detailed case
studies were conducted. The secretariat acknowledges with
gratitude the valuable help which made completion of this
study possible.

(iii) The information for this study was gathered before
July 1974; since then port congestion has become a much
more serious phenomenon.s . During 1975 the waiting
times of ships in a number of ports have vastly exceeded
those obtaining before and during the period in which this
study was conducted.

1) See Official Records of the Trade and Development Board,
Ninth Session, Supplement No. 3 (TD/B/C.4/55).

2) “Port congestion surcharges” (TD/B/C.4/130/Supp.1).

3) See “Port congestion” (TD/B/C.4/142), and paragraph 15 of
this report.
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Chapter 1
THE CONCEPT
A. What is port congestion?

1. Port congestion arises when more ships or cargo arrive at
a port for discharging and loading than the port’s resources
can cope with efficiently. It results in ships having to wait
before being able to proceed to a berth, or in ships having
to spend more time than normal being discharged and
loaded. In many cases of port congestion, both-the above
effects can be observed.

2. Because the overall pattern of traffic at a port is
irregular, it could not be guaranteed that ships would
always be able to proceed to a berth on arrival unless the
port provided facilities very much in excess of those
required most of the time. Berth utilization would be low
and this would prove an uneconomic proposition for the
port authority. This logic is generally recognized by both
port authorities and shipowners and the latter recognize
that even in the most efficient ports there will be times
when ships will have to wait, possibly a few days, before
being able to proceed to a berth. Thus a situation where an
occasional ship has to wait a day or two would not be
labelled port congestion. ’

3. Port congestion is normally thought of as ship conges-
tion, a situation where there are more ships in the port than
can be discharged or loaded simultaneously and there are
always ships waiting for a berth. However, there can also be
cargo congestion—a situation where the storage areas of the
port are so cluttered with cargo that there is no longer any
space to deposit more import or export cargo. This leads to
reduced cargo handling productivity, which increases the
length of time ships spend being discharged or loaded. Such
a phenomenon can occur in ports where ships rarely have to
wait to get on to a berth but it is just as serious as ship
congestion. There is little to choose economically between
a situation where a ship is able to berth immediately but
takes 14 days to discharge its cargo and one where a ship
has to wait seven days for a berth but discharges its cargo in
a further seven days.

B. How does port congestion arise?

4. Congestion in a port results from an inadequacy of port
capacity relative to the traffic demands. This is generally
caused in the first place by a traffic rise or a fall in port
capacity, but there can be many underlying factors. Not all
such factors are under the control of the port management
and action to avert congestion might need to be taken by
other parties.

5. The main parties with power to influence port conges-

tion are:

(a) The port, including all organizations operating wholly
within the port, such as stevedores and customs
inspectors;

(b) The shipowners, or other organizations responsible for
shipping services and ship requirements in port;

(c) Shippers, who send and receive cargo through the port;

(d) The government.

6. Some of the more important influences on port conges-

tion are listed below, segregated according to controlling

party.

(a) The port

(i) Inadequate planning of resource requirements, leading

to short supply of facilities, such as berths, sheds, mobile

equipment and labour.



(ii) Poor productivity in the use of facilities, due to lack of
control, co-ordination or maintenance.

(b) Shipowners

(i) Overtonnaging—calling at the port too frequently, for
low tonnages which can be handled less efficiently than
large tonnages.

(i) Poor stowage, requiring much sorting during discharge
or permitting only one or two hatches to be worked
simultaneously.

(iii) Inadequate vessels causing low gang productivity or
frequent stoppages—for instance not having automatic
hatch covers in a climate liable to brief, heavy storms.

(iv) Insufficient use of overtime and other working
methods which may call for higher expenditure but bring
about better berth utilization.

(v) Late presentation of information which hinders effi-
cient planning of port operations.

(c¢) Shippers

(i) Late presentation and collection of cargo, leading to
poor co-ordination of loading and cluttered storage areas.
(ii) Stipulation of handling methods which limit produc-
tivity, such as direct discharge to rail wagon even if this is
time consuming.

(iii) Inappropriate packaging and insisting on sorting to
marks and any form of presentation of cargo which leads to
low productivity.

(d) Government

(i) Insufficient priority to port organization in national
planning.

(ii) Sharp variations in trade policies.

(iii)) Inadequate co-ordination of the national transport
network such that cargo cannot be removed from and
delivered to the port at a fast enough rate.

(iv) Stipulation of procedures which prevent speedy remov-
al of import cargo or timely delivery of export cargo at the
port.

C. What is a congestion surcharge?

7. Port congestion, in either of its forms, leads to ships
having to spend more time in port than necessary. This
additional ships’ time represents an additional cost to the
shipowner. A port congestion surcharge is a specific charge
on cargo carried to or from the port, with which a shipping
line endeavours to recoup from the shippers the additional
costs it has borne due to congestion. It is analagous to
demurrage payments provided for in charter parties.

8. If the shipping line is a member of a conference, the
levying of a congestion surcharge is always a conference
decision. When a conference decides that a port is suffi-
ciently congested to warrant a surcharge, it is announced
that a surcharge will be levied on all cargo to or from the
port, sometimes both, at a stated level. The surcharge is
paid by the shipper and is usually expressed as a percentage
of basic freight but is occasionally a fixed rate per ton.

D. What is the objective of a surcharge?

9. In applying a congestion surcharge, a shipping line may

have more than one objective. The principal objective is to

recoup additional costs resulting from congestion in a port.

Three results may be expected to follow from the use of a

congestion surcharge rather than a general rate increase:

(a) Shipping lines receive prompt compensation for addi-

tional costs incurred due to congestion;

(b) Attention is drawn to the congestion situation and

~ other parties are given an incentive to create an

improvement;
(c) The localized costs of congestion in one port do not
affect the freight rates at other ports in the range.

Chapter I1
PRESENT PRACTICES
A. How widespread are congestion surcharges?

10. Congestion surcharges have occurred for many years
but their incidence has been growing steadily. The average
number of congestion surcharges announced # per year in
the 1950’s was 10, in the 1960’s 25 and in the early 1970’s
100; in 1974 there were 300 announcements.
11. There has always been a disproportionate distribution
of congestion surcharges worldwide. Between 1950 and
1970, 75 per cent of all congestion surcharges were in two
world zones, namely, the Caribbean, Central and South
America, and the Eastern Mediterranean, Red Sea and
Persian Gulf-with a roughly equal split between them.
More than half the remainder were in Africa, leaving Asia,
Europe and North America with relatively few. Since 1970
the regional concentration has become even more pro-
nounced and two thirds of all congestion surcharges have
been in the Eastern Mediterranean, Red Sea and Persian
Gulf ports.
12. Because the revenue from a surcharge depends on
many factors—such as the level and period of surcharge, the
quantity of cargo affected and the normal level of freight
rates—it is more difficult to identify the financial signifi-
cance of surcharges than to count the frequencies. How-
ever, for the year of 1974 alone the secretariat has
estimated that revenue from congestion surcharges
amounted to $200 million», of which perhaps $120
million related to ports in the Eastern Mediterranean, Red
Sea and Persian Gulf.

4) As published in Journal de la Marine Marchande and Journal
pour le Transport International.

5) Since congestion surcharges are applied only in the liner
trades, this is not the total cost of port congestion.

B. When is a surcharge introduced and adjusted?

13. There are no rules, guidelines or customs with regard to
when a surcharge is introduced; each decision is taken
independently by the conference involved. Certainly the
extent of ship delay experienced in the port is a key factor
but this may be considered in more than one way. The
more important measures of port performance from the
point of view of the conferences are average time ships wait
for a berth and average time ships spend in port, waiting
and working, for a given tonnage of cargo to be worked.
The first of these is more commonly quoted as its
significance is not dependent on the tonnage of cargo
worked. When either measure rises to an unacceptable level
a surcharge may be introduced. However, even in a single
port different conferences do not implement congestion
surcharges at the same time and under the same conditions.
Thus it is not possible to predict when a surcharge will be
introduced on the basis of port performance alone.

14. No more precise guide can be given regarding when
surcharges may be introduced than that they are generally
only introduced when ship waiting time rises to a signifi-
cantly higher level than it has been in the recent past.
Published information for the first half of 1974 suggests
that average waiting time just before a congestion surcharge
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was introduced was 7 days per ship, but varying between
ports from 2 to 13 days.® The reliability of this data
cannot be checked, but it is clear that large variations exist
between the conditions under which different congestion
surcharges have been imposed. Eleven cases of congestion
surcharges imposed between 1971 and 1973 were examined
in detail by the UNCTAD secretariat. The average waiting
time when surcharges were introduced was 4 days per ship,
with a range from 1 to 7 days in the different cases.

15. On 1 July 1974, the sources used showed that 40 ports
were subject to congestion surcharges. Waiting times were
reported » for a number of these ports, and the overall
average was 5.4 days per ship. In the 11 cases examined in
detail by the secretariat, the average waiting times over the
entire surcharge period ranged from 1 to 6 days per ship.
These figures, covering a few selected surcharges over their
whole duration and a cross section of surcharges at one
moment of time, suggest that waiting times of 10 days or
less are typical of conditions in a surcharged port.®

16. For many conferences, the initial introduction of a
congestion surcharge is not a routine step. There are several
reasons for this. Variations in port performance take place
continuously and recognition of significant changes in
performance that would warrant a surcharge involves
judgement and conference members may have divergent
opinions which need to be reconciled. The introduction of
a surcharge gives rise to questions of shipper and govern-
ment opposition and possibly loss of cargo to competitive
* services, which need to be assessed. Further, in some trades
national legislation may require special steps to be taken.
Once a surcharge has been imposed, the procedure for an
increase appears to be more routine and increases of
surcharge often follow quickly one upon another as delays
to ships increase.

17. When there are reductions in delays, reductions in
surcharges do not usually follow so quickly. Reduction or
cancellation of surcharges are often only made following
requests or protests from shippers or port authorities after
conditions have improved for some time. Sometimes also
withdrawal of a congestion surcharge takes the form of
suspension rather than a cancellation, the significance of
which is that it can be reintroduced at any time just as an
increase would be introduced, rather than as a new
surcharge.

6) Ship waiting times given in BIMCO Weekly Circular just
before surcharges were implemented.

7) Waiting times reported in BIMCO Weekly Circular of June or
July 1974.

8) During 1975 conditions have changed dramatically. Whereas
in previous years there was rarely more than one port with reported
waiting times in excess of 20 days, during the first six months of
1975 there were at least 10 ports subject to such reports.

C. How are congestion surcharges announced?

18. The decision to introduce or change a congestion
surcharge is made by the conference members. Once the
decision has been made it is normal practice for the
conference to announce this to shippers by circular or press
notice. However, in some cases shippers may not learn of
the surcharge until after its introduction. Further, the
conference secretariat may inform the port directly by
cable or may ask the local agent to keep the port informed.
However, the port authority is not always informed
directly, so details of a surcharge may only come to the
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attention of the port executive through the press or in
casual personal contacts.

19. There is no obligation on conferences to give advance
warning of congestion surcharges, but many conferences
say that 14-20 days should elapse between notice of a
surcharge and its application. This is consistent with the
Guidelines on Port Congestion drawn up in 1965 by the
Committee of European National Shipowners’ Association
and the European Shippers’ Council. The significance of a
warning period is limited since the warnings may not be
received by all interested parties; the Guidelines do not say
who should be told. The short notice period contrasts with
a period of 60-90 days which normally elapses between the
announcement and application of a general freight
increase.®

D. How is surcharge revenue related to costs?

20. The most important element of congestion costs for
the shipping lines is extra ship time in port, although the
costs may manifest themselves through disrupted schedules
or a need to charter additional tonnage. Different shipping
lines have different experience of waiting at a port so the
costs of congestion vary from shipping line to shipping line.
Since the cargo carried also varies between different lines,
the revenue from a surcharge also varies between lines.
21. A number of congestion surcharge situations were
examined by the UNCTAD: secretariat and detailed esti-
mates were made of the surcharge revenue received by the
conferences and the costs of additional ships’ time in port
as a result of congestion.w The estimates indicate that
when a surcharge is introduced, its level is generally not
excessive with regard to costs which have already been
incurred and those which might be anticipated. As conges-
tion declines, however, the surcharges tend to remain in
force at a level appropriate for an earlier period and a
surplus of revenue over costs develops. The way in which
this can happen is shown graphically in figure 1.
22. Figure 1 refers to a very simple situation in which
congestion increases and decreases uniformly. Congestion is
shown as starting to increase from time P and reaching its
peak at time Q. This is shown by the solid rising line. At
time Q, when congestion is at its height, the conference
concerned, following what appears to be normal practice,
imposes a surcharge from which the revenue just equals the
costs due to congestion. Thereafter, in this simple situation,
the surcharge continues at its original level, indicated by the
dotted line, but the congestion declines. The rate of decline
is shown as the same as the rate increase, so that by time R
the congestion has disappeared. During the period PQ the
conference obviously incurred unrecouped additional costs,
equal to the area of the triangle PQS. During the period QR
the conference covers its additional costs and recoups the
losses from the period PQ (the area of the triangle SRT
equals the area of the triangle PQS). Thereafter for as long
as the surcharge continues in force, the conference enjoys a
surplus of revenue over costs. In less simple cases, where
there are irregular variations in congestion and changes of
surcharge, the cost-revenue relationship would not be so
direct; nevertheless the principal features would be the
same. »

9) See: The Liner Conference System,
publication sales No. E.70.11.D.9.

10) Details of these cases can be found in a supporting
document (TD/B/C.4/130/Supp.1).
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Figure 1
ILLUSTRATIVE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ADDITIONAL COSTS
AND REVENUE OVER A CONGESTION PERIOD

COSTS OR REVENUE PER UNIT OF TIME

23. Of 11 cases of congestion surcharges examined in great
detail, the secretariat found that in 8 the surcharge revenue
exceeded the additional costs. The ratios of revenue to
costs were 1.1, 1.4, 1.6, 1.6, 1.9, 2.0, 3.3, and 4.0.In 3
cases revenues did not exceed additional costs, the ratios
being 0.5 and 0.5 and 0.8. The very range of these figures
demonstrates that no precise relationship exists between
the surcharge level and congestion costs. While not all
shipping lines benefit financially from congestion, it does
appear that surcharge receipts are generally appreciably
higher than the extra costs involved. It is largely due to the
fact that surcharges are lifted too slowly that the revenue
derived from them exceeds the costs involved.

24. The highest ratio of revenue to costs found was 4.0;
this seems to indicate that this congestion surcharge was
quite profitable for the lines concerned. In fact the two
highest ratios were both recorded for the same conference,
but at different ports. The main factor accounting for the
exceptionally high ratios is that the surcharges were left in
force for very much longer than any other surcharges at the
same ports. Indeed, although the conference concerned had
given assurances that the surcharges would be lifted
automatically as soon as possible, they were only lifted
after strong protests had been made—initially by shippers.
A few months after both these surcharges were lifted,
different charges were introduced on all traffic to both
ports. These charges were levied in addition to the standard
freight charges and yielded a revenue of the same order of
magnitude as the congestion surcharges. The conferences
explained that the additional charges were necessary
because the costs of serving the ports were not being
covered. It seems likely that in these cases the congestion
surcharges were supplying revenue required by the confer-
ence lines for reasons other than congestion.

25. The conclusion that conferences tend to over-recoup
the additional costs incurred through congestion may relate
only to a situation in which congestion is not extreme, for
example where waiting times are less than 21 days. If
congestion reaches extreme levels, especially with waiting
times of 60 days or more, it is very doubtful indeed
whether the conclusion still applies.

E. Does a surcharge achieve its objectives?

26. Three principal results might be expected to follow the
application of a congestion surcharge; these were listed in
section D of chapter 1. Each is considered in turn below.

1. Prompt compensation to the shipping lines for
additional costs

27. It does seem generally that adequate compensation
(indeed more than adequate in many cases) is provided for
the additional costs incurred by conference members as a
whole. However, in view of considerable differences be-
tween the performance of different lines, especially the
tonnages carried to and from particular ports, it could be
that some individual lines receive less compensation than
the conference as a whole while other lines achieve more.
However, this need not be true when congestion is extreme.
28. Since congestion surcharges are introduced at short
notice the compensation is generated more quickly than
could be expected from a general freight increase.

2. Drawing attention to the congestion and creating an
incentive for improvement

29. Local press comment often follows the imposition of a
surcharge. Where this comment appears it gives publicity to
the situation, but its effect is limited because:

(2) Any publicity concerns the introduction of the

surcharge and not directly the congestion, so it is

short-lived;

(b) Comment, especially in developing countries, tends

to focus on the conference decision, to the extent that

details of the congestion may be ignored.
For these reasons, public attention is drawn to the
congestion only to a limited extent.
30. An incentive for improvement is sometimes created but
is rarely a strong one. It is shippers who pay the surcharge
but they cannot be influenced to reduce congestion
independently. Port authorities can be influenced but the
lack of formal notification and the fact that surcharges
provide no financial incentive to port authorities to act
reduces the potential incentive effect of surcharges.
31. Governments do seem to be concerned, once informed,
by the imposition of congestion surcharges. In the short
term, the government can intervene to improve the flow of
cargo in and out of the port, by such measures as providing
additional transport means and ordering that unclaimed
cargo should be confiscated, and can directly encourage the
port management to improve port performance, and so
resolve congestion. In the long run, the government can
ensure high priority for investment and legislation which
influence port efficiency. It is not possible to say, however,
whether these results are actually achieved by the incentive
effect of surcharges.

3. Avoiding localised costs of congestion affecting freight
rates at other ports

32. The spreading of congestion costs over shippers using
other ports is generally avoided where congestion sur-
charges are levied. However, to the extent that surcharge
revenue is excessive, the evolution of general freight rates
must be affected unless shipping lines take the surplus
surcharge revenue as increased profits. The fact that
congestion surcharges are introduced at various levels of
ship waiting implies that sometimes localised costs are
covered to a greater extent than at other times by basic
freight rates. Thus the existence of a congestion surcharge
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mechanism offers no guarantee to shippers at a port that
they will not be affected by congestion costs arising at
other ports.

Chapter III

CRITIQUE OF THE CONGESTION SURCHARGE
MECHANISM

A. Why congestion surcharges?

33. If congestion arose and congestion surcharges could
not be applied, the immediate consequence would be that
shipping lines would be forced to absorb increased costs.
Subsequently, lines could:

(a) Tolerate this, w or

(b) Increase overall freight rates to cover the additional

costs.
For lines to be able to tolerate the increased costs without
taking action to reduce costs or raise revenue would imply
that overall freight levels were providing more than a
minimum acceptable revenue. In fact, this state of affairs
may exist already at ports where there is frequent ship
waiting but congestion surcharges are not imposed. At some
increased level of congestion the minimum acceptable
revenue would have to be higher and if a surcharge could
not be applied a general freight rate increase would be
enforced.
34. Since congestion is said to exist only when the first
option is not acceptable to shipping lines, surcharges are
applied as a whole or partial alternative to resolving the
congestion or raising general freight rates.

11) While tolerating the existing level of extra costs, they might
take action to reduce congestion, either indepently or in concert
with the other parties concerned in port operations.

B. Advantages of surcharges

35. (a) In the face of an exceptional situation, a surcharge,
being temporary in nature, allows trading to continue
without fundamental adjustments which could prove
unnecessary in the long term. It is easily withdrawn.

(b) The charge levied because of increased costs due to
congestion is concentrated on traffic through the congested
ports. Thus shippers through other ports do not have to
bear the costs which are unrelated to their own trade.

(c) The congestion situation may become more widely
appreciated so greater attention may be given to its
solution.

(d) National trade is subjected to a direct financial
penalty which is frequently of concern at governmental
level and provides an incentive for the introduction of
measures to reduce congestion.

(e) The shipowner is able to obtain compensation for
extra costs at very short notice.

C. Disadvantages of surcharges

36. (a) There can be no direct link between surcharge
revenue and congestion costs for individual ships. Thus
some lines may profit from congestion and others lose
while a surcharge is in force.

(b) A surcharge from which the revenue more than
covers the full costs of congestion to the shipowner
removes any incentive for the shipowner to take construc-
tive measures to reduce congestion.

(¢) A congestion surcharge may have little or no impact
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on the port, which is subjected to no financial penalty
unless traffic is lost. Even this need not necessarily cause
concern to a port management whose problems would be
diminished with less traffic. In practice the cessation of a
traffic as a result of surcharges would be almost impossible
to perceive and diversion of traffic to neighbouring ports
cannot occur easily in developing countries, where sur-
charges are most often applied. Diversion is largely pre-
vented by lack of alternative ports within a single country,
difficulties of documentation for crossing national bound-
aries and generally restricted overland transport facilities.

(d) Surcharges are imposed after a deterioration of
performance and can provide incentives only for a redress-
ment of this performance. There is no incentive for further
improvements arid no incentive for improvements at ports
where long term performance is worse than at neighbouring
ports.

(e) Shippers may have to pay out higher freight costs at
very short notice, without being able to recover these costs
in terms of higher prices.

D. Factors which may influence the introduction of
a surcharge

37. As indicated earlier, the level of ship delays at which
congestion surcharges are imposed varies enormously. There
are several factors which may influence the decision to
introduce a surcharge at a particular time, including the
immediate cause of congestion, action of other conferences,
and the need for additional revenue.

38. Limited delays with definite causes, such as a strike of
short duration or exceptionally bad weather, usually do not
give rise to a surcharge. The likelihood that congestion will
continue into the future has an important bearing on
expected total costs for the shipping lines and should be an
important consideration in determining whether a surcharge
will be introduced. For this reason, local reports to
conference headquarters may influence the conference
decision. The port authority ought to know from where
such reports emanate and ensure that pertinent facts are
included in the reports.

39. It is noticeable that different conferences frequently
impose the same level of surcharge, expressed as a percent-
age of basic freight rates, in the same congestion situation.
But different conferences serve different trades routes, on
which freight rates, quantity and nature of cargo, and
perhaps type of ship, would all be different, so their
revenue from a fixed surcharge, and probably their costs,
would be different. Considering this, it is unlikely that
similar surcharges would be imposed so often as a result of
independent decisions. This suggests that the chosen level is
influenced by a notion of acceptability.

40. Not all conferences impose surcharges at times of
congestion. There is an implication in this that the need for
additional revenue may be greater for some conferences
than others. This could be because some conferences have a
lower ratio of freight revenue to costs than other confer-
ences, perhaps as a result of the competitive situation in the
trade concerned, or as a matter of policy, or due to chance
movements in other costs and revenue. In the competitive
situation a surcharge may not risk the loss of traffic which a
general freight increase would do. In the case of cost and
revenue changes, whatever the reason, the fact that conges-
tion surcharges can be imposed at much shorter notice than
general freight increases may have a significant bearing on
the decision to impose them.



E. Importance of avoiding congestion

41. Levels of congestion surcharge vary from 5 to 200 per
cent of normal freight rates, but are rarely less than 10 per
cent. The average level of surcharge applied in 1974 was
about 25 per cent, roughly equivalent to $15 per ton of
cargo affected. The costs of congestion to shippers are not
limited to these surcharges, delays to cargo as a result of
delayed or cancelled sailings are also costly and loss or
damage of merchandise can increase if storage areas and
quays are congested. So the average extra costs to shippers
arising in a typical congestion surcharge situation are above
$15 per ton of cargo surcharged.

42. Changes which will reduce congestion can generally be
made at the port, even though some causes of congestion
are outside port control. Congestion surcharges are applied
most commonly at ports of developing countries so it is on
these countries that the costs of port improvements would
fall. However, in these countries there is a strong tendency
for maritime transport costs to be borne by national
shippers @ so that the surcharges on these ports are
normally borne by the national trade and savings made
through avoiding surcharges would accrue to national
interests.

43. The elimination of congestion once it has developed is
very much more difficult than avoiding it in the first place.
Congestion generally occurs when port facilities, especially
berths, are highly utilized in the long-term. Slight perturba-
tions in operations or increases in traffic can then have a
serious impact. If port capacity can be expanded so that on
average there is modest spare capacity, for example 20 per
cent, average waiting times should fall dramatically and the
chances of congestion developing virtually disappear.

44. The cost of achieving a modest expansion of port
capacity need not be great. Typical costs for the transit of
break bulk general cargo through a port in a developing
country, including all capital costs, range from $5 to §15.
An increase in port capacity, obtained by an equal and
proportionate physical expansion of all port facilities, need
not increase these costs by more than the corresponding
percentage. A 20 per cent increase in capacity should not,
therefore, increase costs by more than $3 per ton. It could
thus be expected that in many ports an additional cost of
less than $3 per ton would avoid the possibility of
surcharges amounting to $15 per ton.

45. In practice, operational changes can be adopted to
create additional port capacity in the relatively short term
and at much less cost than total port expansion. 1 There
are many possible changes to expedite working, which have
a certain cost or inconvenience but whose costs endure only
as long as the measures are enforced. Any port liable to
congestion could draw up a list of temporary measures of
this type to be introduced whenever there was a prospect of
congestion. Possible measures might be: ordering ships
working two or less hatches to work at moorings only;
banning direct discharge from ship to truck; introducing
24-hour customs inspection.

12) See, for example, the argument in Freight Markets and the
Level and Structure of Freight Rates, (United Nations publication,
Sales No. E69.11.D.13).

13) Methods of increasing port capacity are discussed in: Berth
Throughput—Systematic Methods of Improving General Cargo
Operations (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.74.1L.D.1).

F. The importance of consultation

46. A port authority needs to be informed directly of the
imposition of a surcharge—otherwise no reaction will be
forthcoming at the port. If the existence of a surcharge
becomes known at the port only indirectly it may easily be
ignored but if the problems caused by congestion have been
discussed between those affected and the port authority,
they cannot go unheeded.

47. It is important for two reasons that there should be
consultation between the port authority and the parties
affected by congestion. First—since the port authority is
not financially affected by a congestion surcharge—to
encourage action by the port. Secondly, to determine the
potential of each party other than the port authority to
contribute to the reduction of congestion, which requires
understanding between the port and that party.

48. Shippers are not generally concerned with the day-to-
day operational efficiency of ports or ships. The shippers
hear about port conditions only when congestion has
developed; they cannot be expected to initiate discussions
about deteriorating conditions. In many trades, importers
and exporters are not organized together and may even be
situated abroad without mutual contact or knowledge of
the port. In such circumstances, even after the pronounce-
ment of congestion, neither consultations nor pressure are
likely to be initiated by the shippers. The shipowner,
however, has first hand experience of ships having to wait
and is best able to engage in consultations at the port, even
when congestion does not exist but can be foreseen. With
consultations in progress the port authority can learn what
level of port performance is considered tolerable by the
shipping lines and what level necessitates additional charges.
This level itself is unknown at most ports, which is a cause
of considerable ill-feeling on the part of port managers.
When congestion has never been precisely defined, the
imposition of a surcharge often appears arbitrary and this
discourages constructive response.

49. Where surcharges are imposed by conferences without
prior consultation with port and shipper interests, they will
have much less effect in eliminating congestion than when a
congestion situation is foreseen and timely consultations,
perhaps held under the threat of a surcharge, are held. The
threat of a surcharge may be helpful to the port authority
in providing solid argument for special government assist-
ance if necessary. The consultations will permit identifica-
tion of the contributions that all parties can make to reduce
congestion.

50. Consultations about surcharges are dealt with in the
United Nations Convention on a Code of Conduct for Liner
Conferences. v However, the position of port authorities
in the consultations is not specified. The relevant clauses
can be summarized as follows:

(a) There should be consultations between conferences

and shippers’ representatives, if so requested, on the

imposition and changing of surcharges. Other parties

affected should be entitled to participate;

(b) Prior to consultation, conferences should present

data justifying the surcharge;

(c) At the moment of imposition, conditions for an

increase, reduction or cancellation should be indicated.
It is shortcomings in precisely these areas that at present
cause so much concern in the ports and even jeopardize
constructive action.
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G. The need for information

51. Conferences say surcharges are imposed because of
congestion in the port, but congestion is not defined in
specific terms. Whether the surcharge is adequate depends
on the costs incurred and revenue received by individual
lines—data which could be available only to conference
members. Often port management cannot even say whether
a surcharge might be justified, because the basis for the cost
calculation is unknown and reliable data about port
performance on a conference basis is not kept.

52. The port manager needs to know what constitutes
satisfactory performance; he needs to be able to measure
service to ships on this basis and continually calculate the
performance of vessels of different conferences. This is vital
information for protecting the shippers from unwarranted
surcharges, but is also valuable for general control of port
efficiency since it is desirable to recognize the problems of
particular trades and resolve them in co-operation with the
lines concerned.

53. To monitor congestion, the minimum information
which should be recorded at the port for each visiting ship
is: conference; route being followed; type and size of ship;
waiting time and service time; tonnage of cargo loaded and
discharged. » Since the data may be used in communica-
tions with outside organizations, including the conferences,
care must be taken that a widely meaningful definition is
adopted for each item and that the data are recorded
accurately.

54. More generally, surcharges need to be assessed in
relation to their size and the adequacy of existing shipping
services. This requires knowledge of tonnages carried and
revenue generated by conference vessel visits to the port; it
requires study of such factors as the frequency of confer-
ence vessel visits in relation to shippers’ requirements and
the adequacy of tonnage available. These matters are
beyond the scope of the port manager, but have an
important bearing on congestion surcharges and related
consultations.

14) See: United Nations Conference of Plenipotentiaries on a
Code of Conduct for Liner Conferences. Final Act and Annexes.
(TD/CODE/13, Vol. 1I, United Nations publication, Sales No.
E.75.11.D.12) articles 11 and 16 of the Convention.

15) This information is also required for other purposes. See for
example the UNCTAD secretariat reports Port Statistics (United
Nations publication, Sales No. E.72.I1.D.1) and “Port Performance
Indicators” (TD/B/C.4/131 and Supp.1).

H. Slow removal of congestion surcharges

55. A basic reason why the revenue which shipowners
derive from congestion surcharges usually exceeds the
additional costs involved is that the surcharges remain in
force longer than necessary. This can happen simply
because no party other than the conference members is
fully aware of the prevailing situation: shippers may know
that a surcharge is being paid but not that congestion has
passed; port management knows that congestion has passed
but may not know that a surcharge is still in force. The
conference which imposed the surcharge, however, has
access to all relevant information. There is nothing to
prevent the conference from reducing the surcharge in
accordance with improvements at the port and cancelling it
when congestion has finally disappeared, as is required in
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the Convention on a Code of Conduct for Liner Confer-
ences. 16

56. So long as conferences do not reduce and cancel
surcharges promptly, it is important that some national
body takes the responsibility of continuously recording the
existing surcharges and the level of congestion in the port.
The objective would be to demand a reduction of the
surcharge as soon as evidence exists that ship turn-round
has improved. In the absence of a shippers’ organization,
the responsible body could be the port authority; it could
equally be the Shippers’ Investigation Unit discussed
further on in paragraph 59.

57. The knowledge that surcharges are often removed only
reluctantly contributes to a lack of trust by port manage-
ment in the good faith of conferences. This in turn
discourages initiative to resolve congestion because the link
between congestion and surcharges is thrown into doubt.
Thus quick removal of congestion surcharges in response to
port improvements would encourage port authorities to
respond positively to congestion surcharges.

16) See article 16 of the Convention.

I. Are decisions to surcharge taken objectively?

58. When conference members decide to enforce a conges-
tion surcharge, full details of the supporting argument are
never published. The question therefore exists as to
whether any detailed supporting case is ever prepared. If it
is not, it is doubtful whether the conference decision can be
objective. Several arguments suggest this may be the case:-
(a) Since few, if any, shippers’ organizations would have
adequate information with which to refute a conference
claim, there is no reason for the conference to prepare
detailed support for the claim.
(b) Conference members each have a different expe-
rience of waiting and of revenue collection from port
visits. Thus each member will have different surcharge
needs to cover costs. Conference members may not wish
to reveal their costs and revenue to one another and
whilst a surcharge level agreed upon by conference
members would be a compromise between different
requirements, there is no reason why this should
represent a balance of costs and revenue.
(c) Shipowners say that the cost of congestion has many
elements, some of which are quite unquantifiable. In this
case the lines may refrain from trying to calculate any
costs. In any case, fears of retaliation or competition in
the trade may diminish the importance to lines of
accurately balancing costs and revenue expectations.
(d) Different conferences serving a port will frequently
impose identical surcharges. Since their cost and revenue
expectations must differ enormously, given the different
ships used and routes served, the extent to which costs
are covered will vary greatly.
If the decisions are not taken objectively can hardly be
surprising that congestion surcharges are frequently labelled
arbitrary and fail to generate the urgent action which
congestion requires.
59. It would help to prevent arbitrary conference decisions
if an organization took responsibility for protecting the
national interest with regard to port congestion and
surcharges. The responsible organization would best be a
shipping investigation unit as described in another report by
the UNCTAD secretariat. m In this case, all aspects of
shipping services with a bearing on congestion could also be



analysed and brought up in negotiations with the different
parties involved.

17) See: “Protection of Shipper Interests” (TD/B/C.4/127 and
Supp.1 and Supp.3).

J. Despatch discounts

60. As mentioned earlier, one of the objectives of conges-
tion surcharges is that costs associated with congestion in
one port should not affect freight rates to and from other
ports in the range. Thus congestion surcharges are a
step—albeit a small one—away from the general practice of
averaging of freight rates over a range of ports and towards
a freight rate structure which reflects differences in costs
between different ports.

61. The major disadvantage of the averaging of rates is that
it provides no incentive for a port to be really efficient and
to turn round ships as expeditiously as possible, since the
benefits from so doing would either rest with shipowners
or, in the event that this delayed a freight rate increase, be
shared with all other ports in the range. Unless some of the
benefits from port improvements can be seen to accrue to
the country investing in such improvements, governments
are likely to be reluctant to make scarce funds available for
this purpose.

62. Surcharges can act—although in practice such action is
rarely efficient—as a spur to curing port congestion.
However, liner conferences offer no inducement for a port
to turn ships around at a rate faster than that which will
just avoid a congestion surcharge; there is absolutely no
incentive at present for a port to be really efficient.

63. One way in which this situation could be remedied
would be to end the averaging of rates. An alternative,
which would avoid the complications of having freight rate
tariffs constructed on a port-to-port basis, would be for
shipping companies to offer discounts or bonuses for quick
turn-round. This would enable governments to include
savings in ship turn-round times as benefits to them in
considering port investment plans. This idea is not new and
it is normal in charter parties for charterers to be offered
despatch money as an incentive for quick turn-round of
ships in ports. However, it is virtually unheard of in liner
shipping. If some or all of the discount were fed to the port
authority, it would also provide a direct incentive for the
port authority to increase efficiency.

64. Port congestion is one of the most serious problems
affecting the efficiency of maritime transport and has never
been so great as it is today. ® The extension of the
principle of despatch money to liner shipping could well
prove the most significant single action which any party
could take to improve the overall efficiency of port
operation. Further, the whole practice of congestion
surcharges would be rendered more palatable, while the
surcharges themselves would be more effective as a result of
opening up the possibility for discounts for quick despatch.

18) See: “Port Congestion”, a report by the UNCTAD
secretariat (TD/B/C.4/142).

Chapter IV
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

65. Congestion surcharges are a rather blunt instrument for
resolving the problems posed by congestion in ports.
Nevertheless, in the absence of a liner freight rate structure
which reflects differences in costs between different ports,

they are a small step in the direction of more rational
freight charges.
66. Given that the use of congestion surcharges has
sufficient utility to justify the retention of the practice, the
following recommendations would be likely to improve
their effectiveness and prevent abuses:-
(a) The port authority should be informed what, in the
opinion of the liner conference, constitutes congestion
warranting a surcharge;
(b) Once this level of congestion is being approached,
liner conferences should demonstrate this by presenting
data to port authorities, and shippers’ organizations
where they exist, and should indicate that the situation
might soon warrant the imposition of a surcharge. At
this time, consultations should be held between confer-
ence representatives, shippers, the port authority and the
Government, if it wishes to participate, to determine the
contribution which each party could make to the
alleviation of the congestion and thus to the avoidance
of the need for a surcharge;
(¢) If the situation does not improve, the congestion
surcharge which is imposed should be no higher than
necessary to cover the extra costs of ships’ time in port
due to congestion;
(d) On imposing the surcharge, conditions for its in-
crease, reduction or cancellation should be indicated;
(e) The surcharge should be reduced as quickly as
improvements warrant and removed as soon as condi-
tions return to normal; and
(f) In the event that congestion becomes chronic, the
surcharge should remain in force rather than being
subsequently incorporated in a general freight rate
increase.
67. The question of despatch discounts in liner trades
could not be fully covered in this report. The Committee
may consider that the idea is one which merits further
study by the secretariat.
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B.T.D.B. Feature Article

Cardiff breakthrough in Far East trade

By Gerald Farmer
British Transport Docks Board

London, 17 November, 1975:—When the Far Eastern
Freight Conference made known its decision earlier this
year that no surcharges at all would apply to cargoes from a
large area of the Far East imported into the UK through the
port of Cardiff, this was fairly regarded by officials of the
British Transport Docks Board in South Wales as a just
recognition of the port’s performance since it began
handling substantial amounts of Far East traffic two years
ago. It was also seen as an important breakthrough in their
efforts to establish Cardiff as a leading contender for the
non-containerised sector of the Far East trade.

Even with a major operation like Trio Lines’ 17-vessel
container service based at Southampton, there still remains
a substantial conventional trade with the Far East as the
prize for the port which can give the required standdrd of

Malaysian International Shipping oporaions Buna ya , one of the vessels

service, and already this has meant well over 100,000
tonnes of new business a year for the Welsh port.

At present Cardiff is served by two ships a month of the
Malaysian International Shipping Corporation, sailing from
the Straits ports, East Malaysia, Bangkok, Hong Kong, and
Japan, and including a Panama service with a 28-day transit
time direct to Cardiff from Japan. There is also a monthly
service operated by the Retla Steamship Company. Both
companies have been accommodated at the large deep-
water Queen Alexandra Dock, where labour and berths can
normally be made available without delay.

MISC vessels such as the Bunga Raya (14,687 tons
deadweight), Bunga Teratai, Bunga Tanjong, and others of
comparable size, bring mixed cargoes of timber, plywood
and general goods—usually of about 2,500 tonnes in all.
Berthing on the north side of the dock, either at an open
berth for timber discharge or alongside a shed for the piece
goods, they provide employment for about 50 men over a

operating the regular inwards service to Cardiff. (Docks Board Public Relations, 17

November 1975)
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Malaysian tin being discharged at Cardiff from the ‘Bunga
Teratai’. (Docks Board Public Relations, 17 November
1975)

period of 3-4 days, which is the typical turnround time.

Security Precautions

The general cargo tends to be low on weight, and high
on volume, and correspondingly labour-intensive. Consign-
ments cover a wide range, and include natural rubber,
footwear, cotton goods, canned goods, dowels (for furni-
ture, etc.), and such items as binoculars, and toys—which
require special lock-up facilities. Another important com-
modity is tin for which the Docks Board have provided
exceptionally tight security arrangements and installed
sophisticated electronic systems to back up the docks
police.

This month the Docks Board brings into operation a new
£300,000 transit shed which will make available a further
60,000 square feet of covered accommodation and release
some of the pressure on shed space during the port’s busy
citrus fruit season.

Established Lead

Cardiff is now also handling substantial quantities of the
Far East traffic brought to the UK by the Retla Steamship
Company and has clearly established a lead over other UK
ports in terms of total transit costs to final inland
destination.

The monthly Retla service brings both forest products
and steel coils for discharge at Cardiff. The Docks Board
has provided a regular berth for the hardwood imports by
extending the forest products terminal area on the south
side of Queen Alexandra Dock at a cost of about £80,000;
and carries out a highly mechanised operation of discharg-

ing the packaged timber and sorting it into the hundreds of
individual bills of lading which go to make up an average
4/6,000-tonne cargo.

Asked the significance of the FEFC decision regarding
MISC cargoes to the port’s customers, Mr. Ray Wareham,
Cardiff’s docks manager explained that it could give a 15 or
even 25 per cent freight cost advantage compared with
other ports where the FEFC had been forced to impose a
surcharge.

“Naturally, we are delighted that the shipper in Malaysia
selling his goods CIF will have an added incentive to route
them through Cardiff, and that the FOB buyer in the UK
will have a financial benefit,” he said.

Why had Cardiff been selected? Mr. Wareham felt certain
that the ready availability of a berth and labour was a major
factor. “We have a very efficient labour force who have
proved their ability to turn ships round without delay, and
this means that shipowners are not faced with the queues
and frustrations they may meet elsewhere.

“Once the cargo is discharged, then it is delivery that
becomes the prime consideration, and here again we have
our good points,” Mr. Wareham continued. “Inland com-
munications are of obvious importance. We are within easy
reach of the motorway network; the docks are close to the
Cardiff Freightliner terminal; and we have a good in-dock
railway system. A transport consortium which includes
British Road Services, Freightliners Ltd., Glyn John Trans-
port Ltd., and Quay Pak Ltd., has been formed to deliver
traffics the length and breadth of the UK,” he said.

What of the future? Clearly the port hopes for a further
build-up in its Far East trade as a result of its recognition
by the FEFC and the new facilities which have been
provided by the British Transport Docks Board. An obvious
possibility in the long term would be an outward service.

——— Correction ——

In reference to the article titled “The Port of Le
Havre; Crossroads of Europe” in this journal, January
1976, page 13, the note in parentheses preceding the
text should have read as follows: (Mr. Bastard has since
been promoted to the position of Directeur des Ports
Maritimes et des Vois Navigables, Ministere de
I’Equipement.)
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The new ore harbour of Narvik

by Paul Soros, President
Soros Associates
Consulting Engineers
New York, N. Y.

U.S. A

HISTORY

The iron ore port of Narvik in Northern Norway
operated by LUOSSAVAARA-KIIRUNAVAARA AB
(LKAB) is located in the upper reaches of the Ofot Fiord,
and although North of the Artic Circle is ice-free all year.
Iron ore from Kiruna, Sweden was first shipped out of
Narvik in 1903, and quays built in 1907 were in continuous
use until the war in 1940. (See Fig. 1)

After the war, a major expansion was undertaken by
LKAB which consisted of finger pier reconstruction and
plant modernization to increase annual throughput ton-
nages and shiploading rates. The existing two berth finger
pier and four travelling shiploaders provide an annual
shiploading capacity of slightly over twenty million metric

MODEL OF NEW NARVFIK PORT

tons. (See Fig. 2)

A long range expansion programme is now implemented
by LKAB to raise the annual ore and pellet output from the
Kiruna area. After extensive operation research studies by
LKAB established the feasibility of transporting these
capacities across the existing Kiruna-Narvik railroad link, it
was evident that a major expansion of the entire port
facilities at Narvik would be necessary.

Soros Associates, Consulting Engineers of New York,
were entrusted with the task of studying the expansion
requirements of the existing stockpiling, reclaiming, sampl-
ing, screening and shiploading facilities. On completion of
these studies, and working in close cooperation with the
LKAB Narvik and Stockholm Project Groups, Soros As-
sociates were then given the consultant responsibility for
the development of the entire programme called “Project
Kala”.

POLICY OBJECTIVES

The criteria for the expansion programme were:
1. Accommodate increased throughput.
2. Accommodate large bulk carriers.

Model of Narvik expansion engineered by Soros Associates will add a new Linear
Loader berth for 350,000 DWT vessels, ore yard and screening plant. Overall
capacity will be 30,000 TPH with utmost flexibility. Different products can be
stockpiled and at the same time 3 vessels can be loaded simultaneously with
different products originating from 3 storage areas.
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Figure No. 1
Iron ore from Kiruna, Sweden is shipped through the ice
free port of Narvik.

3. Uninterrupted shipments during construction.

4. Staged programme of investment.

. Advanced standards of performance, reliability and
flexibility.

. Minimum operating and maintenance cost.

. Minimum capital cost.

. Prevention of cost over-runs.

. Minimum construction time.

THE MASTER PLAN APPROACH

The problems associated with the development of an
operational installation were compounded at Narvik by the
complexity of the installation, the limitations of space, and
the necessity to continue with the uninterrupted shipping
of ore during each phase of construction.

To overcome these problems, designs corresponding to
the ultimate Master Plan were first developed, after which,
based on forecasts of future requirements of the ports, the
interim stages of construction could be selected.

Another important feature of this approach is the
flexibility available to the top management of LKAB in
deciding on the size, timing and sequence in which various
phases could be selected for construction, depending on
marketing and other business considerations.

The objective that shipments should not be interrupted
during construction applied to the existing installation and
to each development phase up to and including the ultimate
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Figure No. 2
View of Narvik showing rock excavation for new storage

yards.

Master Plan, thus all clearances and loads for the future
requirements were taken into account in the design for the
first construction phase, and where foundations or founda-
tion preparation could not be built in the future without
interruption to the operational system, these too were
designed for construction in the first phase.

A brief description follows of the major features of
Project Kala Master Plan as well as the first phase of
construction.

MASTER PLAN
Ore Loading Capacity

A new ore loading berth with max. 22,000 T.P.H.
loading rates will accommodate 40,000 DWT to 350,000
DWT vessels. Combined with the existing finger piers
capacity to handle vessels upto 80,000 DWT, this will
provide a total overall loading rate of nearly up to 30,000
DWT, this will provide a total overall loading rate of nearly
up to 30,000 T.P.H. over the three berths.

New Ore Berth

The new berth will be located at the North West side of
the harbour and oriented to provide safe and convenient
approach and departure of the large vessels. (See Fig. 3)

Minimum water depth is 27.5 meters, with a mean tide
range of 2.5 meters.

The berth has been designed for the operation of two
Soros Linear Loaders, each with a max. capacity of 11,000
T.P.H. This resulted in a substantial reduction in the capital
and potential maintenance cost of the loading installation,
compared with the cost of a deepwater pier with conven-
tional travelling shiploaders. (See Fig. 4 and 5) -

For the Kala installation, the deepwater wharf structures
consist of 5 concrete caissons of 13.7 m diameter support-
ing an 8.25 m wide, 208 m long runway upon which the
shiploaders linear track is mounted. At this location,
bedrock level is at elevation minus 27.5 m. The rear of each
of the shiploaders is supported on a turntable bearing
mounted on a concrete structure built on bedrock at
elevation minus 10 m. (See Fig. 6 and 7)

So that maximum standby capacity is provided and
scheduled maintenance can be performed, each linear
loader has the capability to load and trim a 150,000 DWT
vessel without moving the ship.

PORTS and HARBORS — FEBRUARY 1976 23



Figure No. 3

A new loading berth with 2 Linear Loaders will have a
maximum capacity of 22,000 T.P.H. and accommodate
350,000 DWT vessels.

FUTURE SECOND

LINEAR LOADER LINEAR LOADER

~
\j‘/
\_ 150,000 D.W.T.
231.50M HATCH COVERAGE VESSEL

. 350,000 D.WT
VESSEL

Figure No. 4

The patented Linear Loader reaches any point of the vessel
by rotation of a bridge supported at a pivot and a straight
track, combined with the horizontal and vertical motion of
the loading boom on top of the bridge.

Kala Ore Yard

The new Kala ore yard is divided into two areas, upper
and lower, the upper being blasted out of a 27 m hillside
with the blasted rock being used to form the lower storage
area. The two areas have a total capacity of 1,200,000 tons
made up of several grades of ores and pellets and screen
house fines. (See Fig. 8)

The ore yard can be fed simultaneously with three
different materials: two from the rail car unloading station
by two travelling stackers plus fines from a 6,000 TPH
screening station by a swivelling stacker.

Material from the Kala ore yard will be reclaimed by two
9,000 TPH bucketwheels with 50 m boom length.

Each of the bucketwheel reclaimers incorporates a surge
bin which discharges to two reversible feeders, thus making
it possible to split the output of any reclaimer between two
10,000 T.P.H. reversible ore yard belts.

This arrangement allows any desired combination of two
materials to be sent from the Kala yard to the two linear
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Figure No. §

Marine construction of the Linear Loader berth for
350,000 DWT vessels has been reduced to five 137 m
diameter caissons plus two pivots, resulting in substantial
savings in capital cost.

loaders at the new berth, or to one of the linear loaders and
one of the finger pier loading berths, or to both of the
finger pier berths, or to any of the above in combination
with either the existing or new screening stations. (See Fig.
9

Master Plan System Feasibility

A high percentage of the vessels loaded at Narvik carry
cargoes made up of several ore grades. This requires an
installation capable of loading a ship with two different ore
grades simultaneously, at any one of 3 loading berths.

There will be three storage areas, one covered and two
open. Products from all three areas must be able to reach
any of the shiploaders on the three berths and, if required,
to pass through one of the two screening stations.

All operations can be performed simultaneously, and
with different materials.

In addition to providing the required flexibility, the
interface between the existing and expansion programme
was also planned and designed so that material can continue
to flow over each successively completed phase without
interruption.

Sampling Station

Each of the two 11,000 TPH material streams pass
through automatic sampling systems on route to the Kala
berth, designed to sample and also analyze particle size,
moisture content and chemical composition of the material
being shipped.

In addi