Good afternoon to everyone.
Many thanks to SPC-Germany and especially to Mr. Markus Knölke for
inviting me to take part in this congress.
I am very pleased of being here today to speak about the present
situation of shortsea shipping in Spain and how the Spanish ship
operators see the challenges and opportunities arising from the
innovations and new environmental regulations.
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For most of you that probably don’t know me, I am Naval Architect and
these are my current positions in different organisations: SPC-Spain, the
Spanish Shipowners’ Association (ANAVE), the European Community
Shipowners’ Associations (ECSA) and Madrid Polytechnic University.

2

Let me start by introducing the Shortsea Promotion Centre – Spain.
It was established in 2002.
Ø Initially, 50% of its budget was covered by the Spanish Government
through the public body of State Ports, called “Puertos del Estado”.
Ø In these days, no direct participation of Port Authorities was allowed
to avoid that some ports could have excessive control on this new
organisation.
It was restructured in 2009, due to the financial crisis.
Ø Public State ports became an ordinary single member.
Ø But individual Port Authorities were allowed to participate directly.
Ø In fact, this new structure has demonstrated to be better. The higher
number of members is positive for the discussion, while the direct
staff has been streamlined.
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Today SPC-Spain involves 28 members:
• The State Ports Public Body plus 11 Port Authorities
• 9 shipping companies: 3 Spanish and 6 Foreign plus the National
Shipowners Association (ANAVE)
• National associations of Road Transport (CETM) and Freight
Forwarders (FETEIA)
• OTHERS: port operators, terminals, foundations,…
It is very important in my opinion that, from the inception of SPC-Spain,
the National Association of Road Transport has been one of the
members, holding one of the 2 vice-presidencies. This in my view
demonstrates the spirit of co-operation between sea and road that from
the beginning has been one of our priorities.
The only relevant sector which is not represented is rail transport,
probably due to the fact that rail transport has a very small share of
cargo transport in Spain (less than 5%).
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I want to show you two tools that SPC-Spain offers for free to the Spanish
transport community:
We call the first one “Observatory of SSS supply and demand in Spain”.
We publish biannual statistical reports that we started to produce in
2009. Therefore, we already have a time series of 9 years what gives us a
certain perspective. The latest available report corresponds to the
second half 2017. We will see two examples of the information it
provides.
The second tool is a on-line computer application that we call
Multimodal transport chains Simulator. It is designed to compare
multimodal SSS chains with pure road transport in terms of costs, transit
time and CO2 emissions. We will also see two examples that will
practically demonstrate the reasons for the differences existing between
the two sea facades, the Atlantic and the Mediterranean ones.
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This graph is one of the outputs from the Observatory of SSS supply and
demand in Spain.
It summarizes the evolution in the last 9 years of the ro-ro cargo
transport demand, in million tonnes, including only trades where there
is an alternative of pure land transport.
As you see, SSS liner ro-ro services in trades which are alternative to pure
land transport moved in the last year 17,5 million tons.
The differences between the two facades are totally evident. And not
only in absolute terms (demand is currently almost 7 times higher in the
Mediterranean than in the Atlantic facade), but also in the general trend.
While the Mediterranean facade is growing rapidly, there is no a clear
tendency in the Atlantic one.
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This second graph shows the share of SSS ro-ro services in the total
exchanges with other EU member States. For this purpose, road
transport is obtained from the so called Observatory of land transport in
the Pyrenees.
I want to draw your attention to the very high share, currently almost
47% in the commercial exchanges between Spain and Italy. We will see
later the reasons for the higher share of SSS in these trades. But I believe
that this figure demonstrate that the quality and regularity of SSS ro-ro
services in trades between Spain and are satisfactory for a large amount
of land transport operators and final transport users. A similar share is
maintained in the last 5 years which demonstrate that users of SSS have
a high degree of loyalty with this multimodal solution.
I remember 15 years ago, at the beginnings of operation of SPC-Spain
that many carriers and logistic operators were rather sceptical on the
regularity and reliability of maritime services. This mistrust is today
completely overcome.
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Now I want to show you two examples of application of the Simulation
tool I referred before.
In this first case, we analyse one transport from Madrid (Spain) to
Lübeck. In this trade we have two drawbacks:
• First: The closest port with ro-ro services from the North of Spain is
Antwerp. It could be much better if there were a ro-ro service to
Bremerhaven, for instance.
• Second: Due to the geographical configuration, the maritime service
has to surround Brittany, so that the multimodal chain is a 16%
longer than the direct trip by road.
As a consequence, Transit Time using SSS is 10 percent longer, but
probably still useful for many cargo types. And, even in this adverse
situation, by using SSS we obtain a Price which is 21% lower and a very
significant reduction of 47 percent in CO2 emissions.
Probably many shippers could opt for this possibility.
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The second case shows very clearly the reasons that justify the great
success of SSS in trades between Spain and Italy.
We calculate with the Simulator a transport between Madrid and Rome.
Here geography plays on our side since distance of the multimodal chain
is 22% shorter than pure road transport.
As a consequence, all results are positive:
• Price is 18% lower using SSS.
• Transit Time is practically half or, in absolute terms, we gain 32
hours.
• And, not the least, we obtain a 59% reduction in CO2 emissions to
help our customers to reduce their carbon footprint.
The conclusion is clear: where the geography is propitious, SSS offer clear
advantages and that is reason why land transport carriers and logistic
operators rely on SSS, once it has demonstrated its reliability.
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These are the existing ro-ro services linking 9 Spanish ports with 30
different EU ports.
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And this map and table summarize what, for the purpose of our
statistics, we call Motorways of the Sea, that is, ro-ro services with 3 or
more calls per week.
We have currently 7 of these services: 3 ro-pax lines and 4 pure ro-ro. 3
with Italy, 2 with the UK, 1 with France and 1 with Morocco.
All this not mentioning ferry services crossing the Gibraltar Straits.
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The development of SSS services in the Mediterranean could be even
better. This map shows the services of Grimaldi Group in this area. It is
evident that the quick industrial and economic growth of Morocco (4.8%
the last year) and other north-African countries could be the basis to find
synergies and making triangles with Spanish, French and Italian ports.
The problem is that the existing flexible EU customs rules for regular
services between EU ports are not applicable when you call in non-EU
ports. These are called “infected ships” and customs practices are much
more restrictive.
In the previous slides I have tried to show you some snapshots to
describe the present situation of SSS services in Spain. Now the question
is: what challenges and opportunities is facing SSS in the coming years
from the regulatory framework?
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Without any doubt, the main challenge for SSS trades in Spain is the
entry into force, in January 2020, of the new global sulphur cap of
0.5%. Today we estimate that for ships without scrubbers this single
measure may increase their bunker costs by about 70%.
The European Commission, in a recent report on the impact of the
implementation of the sulphur Cap of 0.1% in ECSA from January
2015, asserts that although the shipping industry expected a great
and negative impact, in fact this never happened. But the reason is
well know for all of us: average Brent oil price for 2015 was 52
$/barrel practically half than the 99 $/barrel of 2014 and in 2016 it
was 43, even lower. But for this year up to date is much higher.
Where there is an alternative of pure road transport, an increase of
about 70% in bunker costs may have a strong impact.
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The second important issue is the enforcement of the Water
Ballast Convention. All ships will have to install ballast treatment
equipment in the next 5 years.
The cost of retrofitting is significant and will also have an impact
on the competitiveness of SSS services.
But the most important future regulation is the one related to
the recently adopted IMO strategy for reducing CO2 emissions
from ships. The agreed reduction objectives are so demanding
that, sooner or later, there will require Market Based Measures
on shipping emissions.
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Is there any opportunity for SSS arising from these new
Regulations? Theoretically yes. It is clear that all these new
environmental measures will enhance the environmental
advantages of SSS in comparison with all other transport
modes.
In particular, SSS will enjoy undisputed advantage from the
environmental point of view vis a vis road transport.
And we can logically expect future regulations on CO2
emissions from land transport. But these regulation will, in turn,
deteriorate the competitiveness of road transport and, hence,
the overall attractiveness of SSS for road hauliers, logistic
operators and shippers.
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A second consideration: IMO and EU environmental regulations on
shipping are normally designed for Deep Sea ships, without considering
the particularities and possible negative effects on SHORTSEA services.
But this is not logical. CO2 regulations should be defined and enforced
from a holistic perspective, with the objective of reducing total
emissions from all transport modes. If the new regulations on shipping
bring, as a consequence, an increase of emissions from land transport,
we will not be finding the optimum win-win solution.
Given the well-known advantages of SSS from sustainability point of
view, in the moment of designing Marked Based measures on CO2
emissions from shipping a special “SSS friendly” approach should be
adopted. Also, specially if this differential treatment is not introduced, it
will be logical that the EU institutions support the introduction of
support measures for SSS. Instead of supporting transport supply, as it
was the case with the Marco Polo project, a support to transport
demand, following the line of the Italian Ecobonus system will be a good
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alternative.
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But, in practice this is not the case: here we have 5 examples of
EU Directives or Regulations which have not taken proper
account of the contributions from SSS to sustainability:
• In Directive 2014/94, on alternative fuels, the date for
introducing LNG bunkering facilities was 2025, although the
know date for entry into force on 0.1% in SECAS was 2015 and
2020 of 0.5% in European waters was already included in the
sulphur Directive. Indeed, EU Member States preferred not to
compromise themselves.
• In application of the sulphur Directive, some SSS lines
invested in scrubbers, to discover that there were problems
with the application of the Water Framework Directive
2000/60. This uncertainty has not been solved yet.
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• The EU MRV Regulation is specially cumbersome for SSS lines. Ships have to
report on a “per voyage” basis. There is only exception when there make
more than 300 port calls per year, all of them inside the EU. Many SSS lines
in the Mediterranean do not fulfil this condition. In the process of
alignment with the IMO similar system, in addition to from matters of
verification and publicity of the data, this aspect should be revised. Latest
news say that it is possible that the Commission does not propose
alignment (whatever this means) up to 2023: 4 years of hard paper-load for
SSS services.
• The Commissions proposal for the revision of the Port Reception Facilities,
currently in the legislative process did not pay any attention to SSS trades. It
has been SPC-Spain who has conveyed to the Council, though the Spanish
Government, the need to foresee special reduced taxes and more flexible
regime for SSS services. Let us see what the EU Parliament thinks about.
• And last, but no least important, SSS has been asking for a documentary
simplification for many years. In march 2016, the Commission announced a
new initiative: the so-called EU Single Window. We have very recently been
informed that the draft proposal does not include customs, which is one of
the key elements.
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To finish, I would like to suggest that SSS may contribute a lot to
EU and world transport policy and that this contribution may
not only be only by means of improving the sustainability of
transport in Europe.
SSS services may be used as ideal platforms to test new R&D
initiatives which will have to be explored and developed in the
coming years. I can mention some specific fields:
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• Generalisation of LNG bunkering facilities in EU ports. SSS
may, in many places, help to break the famous Chicken and
Egg Dilemma and, at the same time, to disseminate and
standardize best practice on risk analysis, safety distances,
simultaneous operations, etc.
• Introduction of batteries, initially to be used mainly in port
and later in hybrid propulsion
• Testing of alternative fuels, such as biofuels and later
Ammonia, Hydrogen, etc.
• Digitalisation, maybe starting by vessel and crew certificates,
port call formalities, etc.
• And, although this is not seen as a short/medium term
priority by shipowners, also for Autonomous Ships.
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