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Non-technical summary

In response to a requirement by the EU for Member States to review European Directive
2000/59/EC on port reception facilities for ship-generated waste and cargo residues,
Aurora Environmental Limited (Aurora) was appointed by the UK Maritime and
Coastguard Agency (MCA) to undertake coherent research into the effects of the
implementation of the UK Regulations on both the shipping and ports industries.

S.1 Background

The EU declared its aim in November 2000 to protect the marine environment by
reducing discharges into the sea of ship-generated waste and cargo residues,
achievable by a common policy in:

> Improving the availability and use of reception facilities; and
> Improving the enforcement regime.

Requirements would apply ‘... to all ships, irrespective of the flag they fly, and adequate
reception facilities should be made available in all ports of the Community’. Such
adequate port reception facilities ‘... should meet the needs of users from the largest
merchant ship to the smallest recreational craft’, (Directive 2000/59/EC).

Directive 2000/59/EC has been implemented in the UK through the Merchant Shipping
and Fishing Vessels (Port Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations, 2003, applying to
any harbour or terminal within the UK. Each harbour or terminal is now obliged to
provide adequate facilities to meet the needs of all ships that use their facilities.

S.2 The research objectives

> Assess the impact of the 2003 Regulations on vessels entering, and trading
between, UK ports, terminals, harbours and other facilities that operate port
waste management plans in the UK; and

> Identify trends, anomalies and problems in the practical application,
implementation and day-to-day management of the 2003 Regulations by the
shipping industry and recreational craft using ports, terminals and other facilities
that operate port waste management plans in the UK.

S.3 The target areas

The Directive mandated Member States to invoke three key areas in waste
management in order that the effectiveness of port reception facilities be improved, that
discharges of ship-generated waste be reduced and that the concept of the ‘polluter
pays’ principle be adhered to. The research therefore targeted these three key areas:

> The requirement for pre-notification of waste disposal;
> The delivery of waste to shore reception facilities; and
> The payment of a mandatory fee relating to waste disposal.

Ships engaged in scheduled traffic with regular ports of call may be allowed exemptions
from certain obligations provided evidence is given of an arrangement to ensure the
delivery of ship-generated waste and payment of fees in a port along a ships route.
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In the UK exemptions are defined as:

> Scheduled: The vessel in question must have a published or planned list of times
of departures and arrivals, between nominated ports or terminals;
> Regular: The vessel must make repeated journeys between those nominated

ports or terminals and no others (except in the case of an emergency,
maintenance or for safety reasons); and

> Frequent: The vessel must visit the port for which the exemption applies at least
once a week.

S.4 Research methods

Both qualitative and quantitative research methods were applied.

> Questionnaire-based research of shipping companies and ships masters with the
backing of the environmental panels within the British Chamber of Shipping and
INTERTANKO, followed by detailed telephone interviews of selected respondents
in order to cover a broad spectrum of the shipping industry currently using UK
ports and terminals.

> Shipping interests polled included both ship owners and ship managers covering
dry cargo/oil and gas/Ro-ro/cruise/offshore supply/dredgers/naval auxiliary and
research vessel sectors.

S.5 Summary of findings

Vessel size, type and trading pattern exerted a strong influence on how the Regulations
have been received.

Pre-notification

> There is a lack of a common system between different ports and terminals that
has caused an increase in paperwork and a level of confusion between the
different systems for ship operators;

The requirement to pre-notify has not generally been added to shipboard waste
management plans;

Administrative and communication problems has led to ships not adhering to the
>24 hour requirement to pre-notify;

Coastal vessels commonly docking at <24 hour intervals are finding the
requirement to pre-notify at every port onerous;

Smaller ships have reported a significant increase in paperwork;

The requirement to pre-notify where wastes are not landed is viewed as
unnecessary.

vVV Vv VY V

Waste delivery

> Adequate waste facilities are not always available at every port visited e.g.
segregated waste facilities, facilities at each berth, facilities to receive bulky
items;

> The system of reporting inadequacies in port facilities, implemented by the MCA,

is perceived not to be working effectively;
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The logistics of delivering waste at some ports/terminals is leading to vessels
retaining waste;

Landing of special wastes and oily wastes is often costly and time consuming;
Shipping companies often use third party waste contractors to save time and
ease the administrative burden;

The installation of additional waste handling facilities on vessels e.g. incinerators
is common; however, facilities to accept the ash waste at ports are not always
available;

Waste retention on vessels is common where space is available. Waste is then
delivered to a home port or approved waste contractor elsewhere.

Mandatory charging

YV Vv VYV V VYV VY VYV

A general perception exists that costs have increased post implementation of the
2003 Regulations;

The increase in costs of disposing of oily or special wastes is noted;

Ships Masters are not always aware of the detailed levels of charging, this being
dealt with directly by the company or vessels’ agent;

Companies employing ships agents are allowing the agents to ‘cost’ various ports
prior to waste delivery in order to land waste at least cost;

A level of suspicion exists that ports are now ‘double charging’ for waste facilities,
being incorporated both within port dues and the separate waste facility charge;
Companies are failing to understand that the Regulations require the payment of
a charge even when wastes are not landed by their vessels;

The basis for the charging structure is highly variable across EU member states
and UK port and terminals;

The level of prior consultation between ports and port users was thought to be
poor;

Cost implications of waste disposal are directly related to company/vessel size.

Exemptions

>

YV VY

There is a marked variability in the interpretation of the exemption system across
EU Member States in relation to the ship types/trades that can gain exemptions;
The current UK exemption system is felt to be too restrictive in definition;

Vessels mainly landing wastes at company owned berths or terminals felt that
they should be able to apply for exemptions;

The process of applying for exemptions is often time consuming and costly;

MCA Marine Surveyors have been found to be helpful in the process of applying
for exemptions;

The MCA response in processing exemptions is slow.

Additional findings

»

»

Reception facilities for segregated wastes are often not available. Vessels are not
segregating wastes as a result;

There is no evidence that when ships are able to demonstrate systems for
reduced quantities of ship-generated wastes they are able to benefit from
reduced waste charges as permitted in the Directive. There is presently no MCA
Guidance on this issue.
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Pre-notification systems and waste delivery charges vary widely between
different ports and terminals therefore vessels have a broad spectrum of
experiences and opinions on the impacts of the Regulations.

Key recommendations

Enhanced guidance is recommended on the application of the 2003 Regulations
with the aim of leading to a more harmonised system for pre-notification and
systems of charging;

Communication to the shipping industry is necessary in detailing that the basis for
mandatory charging is for ‘providing’ and not just ‘using’ waste reception facilities;
The development of an internet/email based notification scheme will reduce
communication and administrative problems as well as potentially provide a
useful database;

The exemption system should be revised to incorporate a greater degree of
flexibility in terms of the vessel types and vessel trades that can take advantage
of it. This will alleviate problems encountered by smaller vessels docking
frequently and vessels on regular routes docking at a limited number of facilities;
Implementation and guidance is required relating to a system of reduced
charging for demonstrating efficient onboard waste management systems. This
would encourage ships to increase waste efficiency and land wastes more
frequently.

Aurora Environmental Ltd viii MCA Research Project 536: Shipping Industry

July 2006

P04-039 Final report



1 Introduction

1.1 Background

AURORA Environmental Limited (AURORA) has been appointed by the UK Maritime
and Coastguard Agency (MCA) to undertake research into the effects of the Merchant
Shipping and Fishing Vessels (Port Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations 2003 (Sl
2003 No. 1809) one year on from implementation. This research involved the survey of
a cross-section of the UK shipping industry. A parallel study is also being undertaken
focussing on views from the UK ports industry.

The 2003 Regulations were invoked as a result of European Directive 2000/59/EC on
port reception facilities for ship-generated waste and cargo residues, which entered into
force on the 20th December 2002. The Directive introduced the requirement for three
main changes to the existing policy on waste disposal:

1. The requirement for pre-notification of waste disposal;
2. The delivery of waste to shore reception facilities; and
3. Payment of a mandatory fee.

It additionally requires member states to submit periodically to the Commission a status
report concerning implementation. The MCA, as the UK’s competent authority for the
enforcement of the Directive, is seeking an indication of how successful the UK’s
implementation of the 2003 Regulations has been and what lessons should be learned
for the future. The results of this research will form part of the consultation document for
the MCA, which will be then used as a component of the UK’s submission to the EC’s
review of the Directive in 2006.

1.2 EC Directive 2000/59/EC

1.21 General requirements

In November 2000 the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union
declared its intention to protect the marine environment by ‘... reducing discharges into
the sea of ship-generated waste and cargo residues’ (Directive 2000/59/EC). Such
intent was to be achieved by a common policy in:

> Improving the availability and use of reception facilities; and
> Improving the enforcement regime.

Directive 2000/59/EC on port reception facilities for ship-generated waste and cargo
residues (the Directive) has therefore been developed in such a manner that a
framework can be put in place in order to maintain environmental standards whilst at the
same time allowing each of the Member States the right to decide how best to
implement the requirements within its own existing internal system.

The environmental requirements of the Directive clearly state that they should apply °...
to all ships, irrespective of the flag they fly, and adequate reception facilities should be
made available in all ports of the Community’. Such adequate port reception facilities ‘...
should meet the needs of users from the largest merchant ship to the smallest
recreational craft’, (Directive 2000/59/EC).
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In order to achieve these environmental requirements, the Directive has mandated
Member States to invoke three key areas in waste management in order that the
effectiveness of port reception facilities be improved, that discharges of ship generated
waste be reduced and that the concept of the ‘polluter pays’ principle be adhered to.

The significant areas in question relate to:

> The pre-notification by all vessels (except fishing vessels and recreational craft
authorised to carry no more than 12 passengers) of their need to land waste;
> The requirement by all vessels to deliver their waste to port reception facilities

before leaving port unless they have sufficient dedicated storage capacity for
delivery at the next port of call without risk of discharge at sea; and

> The payment of a fee to cover the costs of such reception facilities, set at a level
to encourage the delivery of ship generated waste, and that are seen to be ‘...
fair, non-discriminatory and transparent’.

1.2.2 Notification

The master of a ship to which the Directive applies bound for a port located in the
Community must complete and submit a form (contained in Annex Il of the Directive) to
the authority or body designated:

> At least 24 hours prior to arrival, if the port of call is known; or

> As soon as the port of call is known, if this information is available less than 24
hours prior to arrival; or

> At the latest upon departure from the previous port, if the duration of the voyage

is less the 24 hours.

1.2.3 Delivery of ship generated wastes

Ships visiting a port in the Community must deliver all ship-generated waste to a port
reception facility, unless the vessel can prove that there is sufficient dedicated storage
capacity for ship-generated waste that has been accumulated and will be accumulated
during the intended voyage of the ship until the port of delivery.

1.2.4 Fees for ship generated waste

Member States are now required to ensure that the costs for providing the waste
reception facilities are covered by the users whilst ensuring that there is also no
incentive to discharge waste at sea. All vessels calling at a port will therefore be
required to contribute to the costs of the facilities irrespective of the actual use of the
facilities.

The Directive further requires that ships seen to be producing reduced quantities of ship-
generated waste be treated more favourably in the cost recovery system. Such
treatment can rely on the ships environmental management, design, equipment and/or
operation.

Cost recovery may be based on the category, type and size of ship or on the type and
quantity of the waste actually delivered by the ship but in any case ‘... the amount of the
fees and the basis on which they have been calculated should be made clear for the
port users’.
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1.2.5 Exemptions under the EC Directive

Ships engaged in scheduled traffic with regular ports of call may be allowed exemptions
from certain obligations of the Directive provided evidence is given of an arrangement to
ensure the delivery of ship-generated waste and payment of fees in a port along a ships
route.

1.3 UK Regulations (SI1 2003 No. 1809)

Directive 2000/59/EC has been implemented in the UK through the Merchant Shipping
and Fishing Vessels (Port Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations 2003. These
Regulation replaced the Merchant Shipping (Port Waste Reception Facilities)
Regulations 1997. All three main changes as required by Directive 2000/59/EC (see
Section 1.1) have been introduced in respect of pre-notification, the delivery of waste
and mandatory charging and will apply to any harbour or terminal within the UK. Each
harbour or terminal is therefore now obliged to provide adequate facilities to meet the
needs of all ships which use their facilities. In summary:

> The requirement to pre-notify is set out in Regulation 11, with exact requirements
on what information is required contained in Schedule 2;

> The requirement to deliver ship generated wastes is set out in Regulation 12; and

> The requirement for set charges to be applied for ship-generated wastes is set

out in Regulations 13 and 14.

Vessels when faced with a lack of reception facilities have the right to bring the alleged
inadequacy firstly to the port or terminal operator’s attention, and then if not resolved
satisfactorily, to the notice of the MCA for further investigation.

Encouragement is given within the Regulations to ships adopting schemes to minimise
their waste production as well as using recycling facilities. Guidance for such schemes
is given in the International Chamber of Shipping publication ‘Guidelines for the
Preparation of Garbage Management Plans incorporating a Model Plan’.

The MCA has reserved the right to target and detain any vessel, which fails to comply
with any aspect of the new Regulations.

1.3.1 Exemptions under UK Legislation

The EU requirements for exemptions are introduced in the UK under Regulation 15 of
the 2003 Regulations with further MCA guidance provided in Marine Guidance (MGN)
259. Under the UK implementation certain vessels may apply for exemptions from one
or more of the following:

> Notification;
> Mandatory delivery; and/or
> Paying a waste charge at each port.

To qualify for exemption ships must be engaged in “... scheduled traffic with frequent
and regular port calls” and give evidence “... of an arrangement ensuring the delivery of
ship generated waste and payment of charges in a harbour or terminal along the ship’s
route”.
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However, if a vessel is required to use the port waste management facilities at a port out
with the vessels contractual arrangements for which the exemption was issued, it will be
required to pay the mandatory charge despite any exemptions.

The MCA have defined the criteria for exemptions as:

> Scheduled: The vessel in question must have a published or planned list of times
of departures and arrivals, between nominated ports or terminals.
> Regular: The vessel must make repeated journeys between those nominated

ports or terminals and no others (except in the case of an emergency,
maintenance or for safety reasons).

> Frequent: The vessel must visit the port for which the exemption applies at least
once a week.

Within these criteria ‘... it is expected that many of the ferries, regular short sea shipping
and other ships, which call in at the same UK port will fall into this category’.

1.3.2 MCA guidance

Full guidance on the 2003 Regulations is contained within MCA Marine Guidance Note
253 (M+F) with separate guidance for exemptions contained in MCA Marine Guidance
Note 259 (M+F).

1.4 Prior Consultation

During the development of the EC Directive, UK Regulations and supporting
documentation, the UK ports and shipping companies were widely consulted by the
MCA. A number of concerns were voiced at that time about the impact of the new
Regulations on business models and waste management strategies. During the final
consultation period, representatives from the British Chamber of Shipping and the UK
ports industry (British Ports Association, UK Major Ports Group amongst others)
expressed a view that commissioned research into the impact of the new Regulations
one year after implementation would be advantageous.

1.5 Objectives of the study

Research project 536 had two main objectives as detailed in the tender brief:

> Assess the impact of the new Regulations on vessels entering, and trading
between UK ports, terminals, harbours and other facilities that operate port waste
management plans in the UK; and

> Identify trends, anomalies and problems in the practical application,
implementation and day-to-day management of the new Regulations by the
shipping industry and recreational craft using ports, terminals and other facilities
that operate port waste management plans in the UK.

A parallel study is also being conducted within the UK ports industry to achieve a
balanced understanding of how the Regulations have affected both the deliverer and
receiver of ship-generated waste in the UK.
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2

Methodology

The research methodology was refined and modified throughout the duration of the
project. Figure 2.0 gives an overview of the project from questionnaire development to
final data interpretation and outlines the additional steps which were taken to encourage
a greater response to the shipping questionnaire.

Figure 2.0 Overview of research methodology

Questionnaire
development

<

Distribution through
trade associations

[ Follow up phone calls to
original recepients

[ Follow up distribution by ‘ Sceons) Ui

email direct from AURORA - :
interviews

~

Data interpretation and
reporting

2.1 Research strategy

The project involved research into the following areas and consideration of certain key
issues including:

>
>
>

Concerns prior to the enforcement of the 2003 Regulations;

How the exemption system has been applied in the UK;

How the 2003 Regulations have affected the business models of shipping
companies;

How the requirement to pre-notify has been implemented and to what extent this
system is successful;

How systems of waste delivery have been applied, including the requirement to
segregate wastes;

Whether the provision of port waste reception facilities has improved;

To what extent vessels retain waste onboard and their reasons for doing so;

How the mandatory charging system has been applied;

Whether vessels are aware of the detailed basis of the mandatory charging
systems and feel that this system fairly represents the costs incurred by ports
and terminals;

Impact of the Regulations of company business including the costs associated
with implementing the new requirements;

Whether the enforcement system is working effectively.

To achieve a combination of qualitative and quantitative data, the research was divided
into two phases. The first stage constituted a questionnaire circulated to a cross section
of shipping industry members. The second stage took the form of follow-up telephone
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interviews with a representative sample of respondents in order to clarify/expand on
certain points.

The shipping industry questionnaire was divided into two parts; (a) for completion by
ship owner/operators (i.e. onshore personnel) and (b) for completion by ship masters.
The ships masters questionnaire was included to ensure a representation from those
directly involved in the operational aspects of the Regulations.

The questionnaire was developed in three phases:

> Initial development of a draft by AURORA and the MCA,;

> Distribution to British Chamber of Shipping and INTERTANKO for review and
comment;

> Distribution to MCA for review and comment.

2.2 Distribution

The research aimed to include as wide a representation of the UK shipping industry as
possible with a cross section of vessel types and companies included. To achieve this it
was vital that industry representatives were engaged in the consultation process.
Industry associations who had been involved in the initial consultation undertaken by the
MCA prior to the Regulations coming into force were approached at an early stage. Two
associations; INTERTANKO and the British Chamber of Shipping subsequently agreed
to forward the questionnaire to their membership.

It was also recognised that many vessels are operated by ship management companies
and not by their owners. Owners are therefore likely to have little knowledge of the day
to day running of their vessels and ship managers may not be willing to participate in a
questionnaire if they felt that it would prejudice their management relationships with the
owners. In this respect it was hoped the research, by actively encouraging the
involvement of the trade associations in the advertising and distribution of the
questionnaires, would dispel any pre-conceived prejudices that ship operators may have
had and would lead to an increased rate of questionnaire return. For this reason the
British Chamber of Shipping and INTERTANKO formed the backbone of providing
representations to a wide variety of ship operators and owners.

2.2.1 British Chamber of Shipping

Since 1878 the British Chamber of Shipping (BCS) has been the trade association for
UK ship owners representing their interests to Government, Parliament, international
organisations, unions and the general public. Currently it has 122 members and
associate members which own or manage 700 merchant ships totalling 17 million
deadweight tonnes.

BCS initially distributed the questionnaire through their Environmental Panel (21
members), which acts to promote and actively participate in environmental issues and
subsequently to all interested members.

2.2.2 INTERTANKO

INTERTANKO, formed in 1970, is the leading trade association of independent tanker
owners. Membership is open to independent tanker owners and operators of oil and
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chemical tankers, i.e. non-oil companies and non-state controlled tanker owners.
Currently the organisation has 235 members, whose combined fleet comprises more
than 2,230 tankers totalling 170 million deadweight tonnes, 70% of the world’s
independent tanker fleet.

INTERTANKO via their Environmental Committee is active on the issue of port waste
reception facilities and fully supported the research being conducted by the MCA on the
effectiveness and implementation of the Directive. INTERTANKO agreed to participate
in the project by promoting the research within their weekly news bulletin and supplying
AURORA with their current list of members and contact details.

2.2.3 Press articles

In addition to utilising the resources of the trade organisations the research was
advertised in industry press including the Lloyds List, the shipping industries major daily
journal, and the NUMAST Telegraph, a professional monthly journal widely read by
seafarers and in particular ships officers. These articles included details of the research
and contact details for those wishing to take part and obtain a questionnaire for
completion.

2.3 Form of questionnaires

The questionnaires were largely focussed on gaining quantitative data to allow direct
comparisons between industry sectors. However, it was also essential that the
questionnaire contained scope for some qualitative data in order that respondents were
not restricted and that qualitative responses were not derived solely to those from the
second round interviews.

The questions took the form of open ended questions and multiple choice responses
and included scope for comment. The multiple-choice questions were either a rating or
agreement scale and were used for key questions that required ranking for analysis
purposes (e.g. ranked answers between strongly agree and strongly disagree). Open
ended questions were used to assess for example the cost of implementing the
Regulations by different operators. Comment boxes were included to allow for
qualitative responses particularly where structured questions were not necessarily
appropriate.

The questions were divided into sections relating to the component parts of the
Regulations and designed to gain information on the following aspects;

> Background information including type of company/ vessel, size and operating
area;

> Issues associated with the pre-notification of waste, including practical problems
and cost implications;

> Waste delivery to shore based reception facilities, including types of wastes,

problems encountered with particular wastes and waste retention;

> Mandatory charging, level of awareness, influence on trading patterns etc;

> Company business e.g. costs of implementing the Regulations; and

> Information on exemptions including problems encountered, cost effectiveness;

> Enforcement, inspections and complaints.
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Two questionnaires were produced, one focusing on Shipping Company aspects of the
Regulations (e.g. cost of implementation etc.) and one targeting Ships Masters and
practical application of the Regulations.

Examples of the questionnaires are included in Appendix A.

2.4 Distribution follow-up

Respondents were initially given one month to complete and return the questionnaire;
however, after this time it was found that only a small percentage of questionnaires had
been returned. It was recognised that the distribution of speculative questionnaires
often results in a poor level of response; therefore it was decided to follow up members
of the associations with a short phone call in order to;

> Ensure the questionnaire had been received;

> Ensure the questionnaire had been sent to the correct personnel within
companies; and

> Raise the profile and importance of the survey and encourage members to

respond to the questionnaire.

Companies that were contacted at this stage and that were unaware of the research
were also invited to participate. These companies were sent the questionnaire direct
from AURORA.

2.5 Second round interviews

Responses to the first round questionnaires were analysed and a list was compiled of
suitable second round interviewees to ensure a broad cross section of shipping
concerns were covered. The criteria for choice were based on:

> Type of trade the company vessels were engaged in e.g. UK coast, near-
European, worldwide;

> Type of vessels operated within the company e.g. ro-ro, cargo
(oil/gas/bulk/container), cruise, offshore support, dredging; and

> Quality of responses gained from the first round questionnaire.

The interview questions took as a basis the qualitative responses that had been
obtained from the initial questionnaires and allowed the interviewees the chance to
expand on any comments that they had made initially or comment on any questions that
they had omitted in the first questionnaire. Additional questions were asked on key
issue areas that had developed as a result of the data analysis from the first round
questionnaires.

2.6 Survey evaluation

Due to the number and type of responses received it has not been possible to use
statistical analysis to identify any trends in the response. However, due to the
manageable number of completed questionnaires received, it was possible to undertake
a very detailed interrogation of the responses.

Data were compiled into a database, and data extracted into graphical or tabular format.
Detailed analysis of these data enabled key areas/issues to be identified. These key
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areas/issues were used as the basis for second round interviews. Second round
interviews were also used to enable elaboration or clarification on certain points.

The questionnaires were designed to include data on the type and operational scope of
the shipping companies responding. It was therefore possible to categorise responses
depending on the type of shipping company and its operations (e.g. small shipping
companies doing regular port calls within the UK compared to larger world-wide shipping
companies). Variation in responses depending on the type of shipping operations being
undertaken was apparent through this process.

The structure of the research i.e. the two shipping questionnaires (shipping companies
and Ships Masters) dictated that the results were analysed in different ways depending
on the question. Where both shipping companies and vessel masters were asked the
same question the answers were grouped together; however, in a number of instances
a question was only applicable to one survey group (e.g. costs of implementation) and
therefore these results have been looked at individually.

The quantitative and qualitative data have been used to address the key issues
identified by the MCA as well as those additional issues which arose through the course
of the research. The findings associated with each issue have been concisely
summarised and where appropriate recommendations have been put forward for
improvements or changes to the Regulations and their implementation through
procedures and guidance.

2.7 Anonymity

To preserve the anonymity of respondents, all questionnaires were analysed and
reported anonymously. Each respondent was allotted a reference number and this was
used to cross reference responses between the different questionnaires. All personal
data collected has been used by AURORA for the purposes of this research only and
handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998.
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3 Characterisation of response

3.1 General characterisation of response

A total of 62 responses were collected from the shipping industry. 13 of these were from
ship operators, owners and managers and the remaining 49 were from ships masters. It
is difficult to establish the exact percentage of respondents as not all questionnaires
were sent out directly to companies or association members. For example
INTERTANKO included an article on the research in their weekly newsletter rather than
distributing questionnaires directly to their members. It is also not possible to determine
which distribution method prompted a response as several respondents would have
been targeted by more than one distribution method.

For the British Chamber of Shipping (BCS) the questionnaire was sent out directly to all
126 members, including members of the established Environmental Panel. The
response level from this method was approximately 17.5% (a total of 22 responses)
including companies who responded that they would not be completing a questionnaire.
This result is partly due to the membership of the BCS covering a diverse range of
interest groups including training organisations, boat builders, marine law firms and
consultancies not all of whom would have been qualified to comment. Additionally many
members contacted by telephone revealed that they do not frequent UK ports and
terminals regularly enough to comment.

Out of a total of 62 responses a total of 21 different shipping companies provided
responses to the questionnaires, see Table 3.1. a large number of the companies that
responded are members of the BCS Environmental panel and are therefore likely to
have an increased awareness and corporate focus on environmental issues than some
shipping companies may have. However, the authors feel that interpretation of the
responses received has enabled a fair representation of the wider industry (including
smaller companies). Nevertheless the high number of BCS Environmental Panel
members responding must be recognised when viewing the conclusions.

Table 3.1 Characterisation of response

No. of shipping companies
Shipping company questionnaires returned 11
Ships Masters questionnaires returned 16
Both company and Ships Masters questionnaires returned 5
Total number of companies represented 21

A total of 69 (53 BCS members and 16 INTERTANKO members with UK offices)
shipping companies were followed up after the initial time period for filling out the
questionnaire had passed. This exercise was mainly conducted to try and prompt a
better response to the shipping companies questionnaire. After this initial contact a total
of 48 emails with the questionnaires attached were sent out directly by AURORA.
Unfortunately, despite an initially positive response to the follow-up phone calls only 9
additional responses were gained from this exercise.

Reasons given (where applicable) for not responding included:
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Company uses its own quays for berthing therefore waste is handled internally;
No significant problems encountered;

Number of port calls per annum in the UK not significant;

Not enough time to fill in questionnaire;

Questionnaire forwarded to relevant personnel but still no response;

Company holds exemption certificates for all vessels.

YVVYVYVVYYVY

The following analysis is therefore biased by the type and number of responses gained
and the type of companies responding.

3.1.1 Type of vessels responding

The types of vessels which responded to the questionnaire are shown in Figure 3.1.
Vessels from which a response is not represented include: container ships, passenger
vessels (licensed to carry <12 persons), bulk carriers, pleasure craft, pilot or workboats
and fishing vessels although some of these ships are exempt from the Regulations.
This figure incorporates the responses from shipping companies on what type of vessels
they operate to give a visualisation of the industry sectors which are well represented by
the research.

Figure 3.1 Type of vessels responding

Dry/ General cargo

L Supply/Standby Vessels

0%

Cruise Liners
2%

Dredgers 8%
Oil & Gas
28%

Research 2%

Naval Auxillary 3%

Multi-functional 3%

Radioactive transfer
ships 2%

Ferry/Ro-ro
3%

The types of companies which responded to the shipping companies questionnaire are
shown in Figure 3.2; there were no responses from ships agents. As mentioned above
there was a very limited response to this questionnaire.

Aurora Environmental Ltd 11 MCA Research Project 536: Shipping Industry
July 2006 P04-039 Final report



Figure 3.2 Types of shipping company represented

Ship
Managers, 8%

Ship
Owners, 54%

Ship
Operators, 38%

3.1.2 Trading patterns

The main trading areas frequented by respondents to the vessel masters questionnaires
have been presented in Figure 3.3. Although respondents were mainly trading in the
UK and Europe a good response was also gained from ships operating worldwide. This
distribution of responses is useful for comparing the operation of the UK Regulations
with what is happening elsewhere in Europe.

Figure 3.3 Trading areas of vessels responding

UK only
%%

Worldwide
6%

UK and Europe
70%

Figure 3.4 gives an indication of the number of UK port visits which respondents
regularly make in one year. It is clear that the largest number of respondents were
conducting under 100 port visits per year i.e. less than one port visit per day and often
more than one port visit per week.

Figure 3.4 Number of UK port visits in the last 12 months

oMN o0 38R
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4 Summary of survey results

4.1 Concerns pre-implementation

Only two respondents reported that they had been consulted by the port industry prior to
the implementation of the 2003 Regulations. However, a total of 47% of respondents
agreed that they had concerns prior to implementation, see Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1 Percentage of respondents with concerns prior to the regulation
being implemented

Strongly disagree,
0%

Disagree, 11%

Strongly agree, 6%

No view, 34% Agree, 31%

Of a total of 29 respondents who agreed that they had concerns prior to the Regulations
being implemented, 83% (24 respondents) replied that they thought their concerns were
justified. The following comments give an impression of the type of concerns which
were voiced and whether these have been found to be justified since the Regulations
have been implemented.

Shipping companies:

Oil and gas tankers: “Increasing costs of

1) disposing oily residues,

2) disposing other specials,

3) wasting time on board segregating waste, only for it to be put in one receptacle ashore, and
4) manpower resources completing unnecessary paperwork (e.g. NIL returns)”

Ferry operator: “Administrative burden is pointless and non-productive. It does not contribute to
environmentally positive conduct, merely increases bureaucracy and costs.”

Ships Masters:

Oil and gas vessels: “The pre-notification process has created unnecessary paperwork, and
consequently extra potential paper waste and also extra workload for the ship's master and chief
officer. This process is a purely bureaucratic approach to a very practical problem. On the other
hand, most of the ports provide a single waste bin for all ship's domestic garbage and we are
wasting time segregating the waste on board prior to disposing of it to shore reception facilities.”

“Some ports do not make disposal of waste a simple process - notice requirements for vessels
on short voyages, berth configurations, charges imposed without the vessel/company being able
to go out to tender for a best price. Few ports have segregation systems in place
(plastics/food/packaging/empty paint/chemical drums), rendering vessel segregation systems
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pointless.”

“Because of the construction of tanker berths it can be very difficult, costly and time consuming
to arrange for the disposal of waste.”

“As with any new regulation or arrangements it takes time to establish a routine. | don't see this
being any different or presenting any difficulty but it is another regulation and more paperwork to
complete!”

“Other than the reporting there is nothing new in these Regulations. For the past 15 years we
have been trying to land waste but in the vast majority of cases there were no facilities or if there
were they were exorbitantly expensive.”

Mini bulk carrier: “Before implementation the concern was the any expenses would be put
directly onto shipping through extra charges. This in many cases has been accurate.”

Ferry operator: “The cost implication will always be the factor which stops ships from delivering
waste to shore based facilities.”

Tanker combined stores ship: “Although not aware of the additional port dues levied for
disposal, many man hours are now spent on board segregating waste in the knowledge that it is
often consolidated by contractors when taken to landfill/disposal sites (along with most
household waste - which is not segregated)”.

4.2 Exemptions

The MCA issued 136 exemption certificates, mainly to ferry operators with a total of 73
applications having been rejected by end 2005.

Of a total of 49 respondents to the Ships Masters questionnaire, 12 have exemptions in
place (9 Ferries, 2 Dredgers' and 1 Supply/Standby vessel). No vessels reported
having any problems with exemptions; however, one vessel reported having a problem
with an exemption at a Spanish port.

A total of five shipping companies have successfully applied for exemptions, of these
four respondents were ferry operators and one supply/standby vessel operator.
Shipping companies provided the following comments on the exemption application
procedure:

Ferry operator: “There has been an increase in costs, an increase in administrative
documentation and no perceived benefits.”

“Too complicated an application procedure.”

“Vessel operates a ro-ro service from the UK to continental Europe (various ports) and would
like to see the system of exemptions altered to include such variable routes”.

Oil and gas vessels: “Initially we were advised by MCA that an exemption certificate could be
obtained for our vessels, then we were advised we did not fulfill all the criteria in the relevant M
Notice, which meant you had to be a ferry. We feel that we should be entitled to obtain
exemptions as we are a short sea operator on regular routes around the UK.”

| Offshore supply vessel: “Used to have an exemption but it was withdrawn when vessel visited |

""Two dredging companies reported being in ongoing discussion with the MCA over gaining exemptions from the Regulations.
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a couple of ports that were not included on the exemption. Have not bothered re-applying due
to the bureaucracy. Seems to be no flexibility to suspend exemption for a period unless ‘force
majeure’. Regulations do not reflect/ allow for supply vessels nature of work.”

Cruise company: “Would like to see the Regulations on exemptions extended to include them
as they work on a regular 7-day rota”.

4.3 Turnaround times

The maijority of respondents to the Ships Masters questionnaire reported that the
implementation of the Regulations had not had any influence on turnaround times for
their vessels (see Figure 4.2). Of the 43 that reported “no change”, a total of 11 had
exemptions in place.

Figure 4.2 Change in vessel turnaround times

Faster,2%
No response, 8%

Slower, 6%

No Change, 84%

One vessel operator commented that occasionally the disposal of oily residues has to
take place outside of the cargo operation, which could create a delay.

4.4 Pre-notification of wastes

4.4.1 Origin of pre-notification paperwork

The greatest number of respondents to the Ships Masters questionnaire reported that
pre-notification paperwork was forwarded to them via the ships agents and not directly
from the port authority, see Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 Origin of pre-notification paperwork

Source of pre-notification Percentage of respondents | Source of all pre-notification
paperwork ranked first in importance paperwork
Via shipping agent 57% 12% of respondents
Direct from Port Authority 16% 22% of respondents
Other 27% 23% of respondents

Other sources of pre-notification paperwork included:

> Offshore installations;

> Company pro-forma;

> Electronic copies maintained on board;
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> Self generated; and
> Pro forma held in Shipboard waste management plan.

One Ship’s Master commented that they keep documentation onboard as the same
ports are routinely visited.

4.4.2 Source of pre-notification paperwork

Figure 4.3 shows the most common sources of pre-notification paperwork to be email.
A total of 20 respondents said that they used email most frequently. Other sources of
pre-notification paperwork included:

Part of ships manifest, issued on departure from platform/rig;
Electronic (already on board);

Surface mail;

Documentation retained on board, constant route; and
Retained on ships computer.

YV VYV

Figure 4.3 Sources of pre-notification paperwork

4.4.3 Submission of paperwork

Under the Regulations pre-notification paperwork detailing waste delivery is normally
required to be returned to the port at least 24 hours prior to the arrival of the vessel.
52% of respondents (25 in total) recorded that this was the case; however, 48% (24 in
total) recorded a less than 100% return rate. Of the ships which responded that 0% of
paperwork is returned >24 hours before arrival at the receiving port one commented that
its journey times were seldom greater that 24 hours in duration.
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Figure 4.4 Percentage of pre-notification paperwork returned >24 hours before
arrival

>10% (4%)

0to 49% (6%)

100% (52%)
50 to 100% (17%)

The types of vessels reporting a 100% or a 0% return rate varied are shown in Table 4.2
and cannot be characterised as one general type.

Table 4.2 Types of vessels complying with pre-notification requirements

Number of vessels reporting 100% return Number of vessels reporting 0% return rate
rate within 24 hours within 24 hours
Ferry/ Ro-ro 6 Oil and Gas 1
Cargo 1 Cargo 1
Oil and Gas 6 Supply/ Standby 1
Supply/ Standby 1 Dredgers 1
Other 4 Tanker combined stores 1

4.4.4 Increase in paperwork

Vessel masters were asked to comment on the increase in paperwork which had been
caused by the new Regulations. The majority of respondents agreed that the new
requirements had increased their vessels paperwork by a significant amount as shown
in Figure 4.5.

Figure 4.5 Increase in paperwork caused by pre-notification

Strongly disagree, 6%
Strongly agree, ¥#%

Disagree, 26%

Agree, 31%

No view, 7%
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Several respondents also included comments on the requirement to pre-notify some
examples are given below.

Oil and gas vessels: “Coastal shipping is far more affected than deep sea shipping as voyages
are much shorter.”

“For a vessel trading on the coast, 24 hours notification would be impossible and would cause a
significant increase in paperwork.”

Dry/ General cargo: “An obvious increase in paperwork but not a significant one.”

Cruise liner: “It is often difficult to provide a sufficiently accurate indication of waste for landing
in the period >24h prior to arrival.”

4.4.5 Practical problems encountered

Ships Masters were also asked to comment on the practical problems that they had
encountered with the requirement to pre-notify. From Figure 4.6 it can be seen that
communication problems, non receipt and late receipt of paperwork are the most
prevalent problems. Only three respondents to the questionnaire reported never having
had any problems with the requirement to pre-notify.

Figure 4.6 Problems encountered with pre-notification
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Note: The percentage values give the percentage against the total number of responses not including non-responses
to this question.

4.4.6 Shipboard waste management plans

A total of 36 respondents reported that they have not added the requirement to pre-
notify to their shipboard waste management plans; this represents 73% of all
respondents. From the shipping company responses a total of 5 (38%) responded that
they have added the requirements to pre-notify waste to their fleets shipboard waste
management plans.
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4.5 Waste delivery
4.51 Types of wastes landed (all vessels)

Vessels were also asked to report what types of wastes they routinely landed at UK
ports and terminals, the results are shown in Figure 4.7. The most significant waste
types landed are food wastes, general garbage, plastics, maintenance wastes and oily
wastes (all types).

A total of 4 vessels reported that they were not landing any food wastes, three of these
were ferries and two oil and gas tankers. Of these respondents one vessel commented
that all waste was landed at the vessel’s home port of Gothenburg and not in the UK. It
is anticipated that the other 3 respondents must also be landing their food waste outwith
the UK as two are ferries working between the UK and Europe and one is an oil and gas
tanker trading worldwide.

Two vessels also reported that they were not landing any general garbage, one of these
vessels trades between the UK and Europe and the other in the UK only. The likelihood
of vessels landing no general garbage is nil therefore it would appear that these
answers either reflect an error in completing the questionnaire or some other
unsubstantiated reason as these vessels have not reported holding exemption
certificates.

Figure 4.7 Types of wastes landed (all vessels)
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Note: The percentages on the y axis represent the percentage of respondents who ticked each waste category on the
questionnaire.

4.5.2 Problems encountered with landing wastes

A total of 9 respondents reported having problems with landing certain types of wastes
at UK ports (26% of all non exempt respondents). Eight of these respondents
commented that engine room and other oily wastes were the greatest problem as some
ports did not provide appropriate reception facilities for these types of wastes. Waste

Aurora Environmental Ltd 19 MCA Research Project 536: Shipping Industry
July 2006 P04-039 Final report




engine oils and sludges are classified as hazardous wastes/special wastes under the
Hazardous Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2005 and the Special Waste
Regulations 1996 (amended) in Scotland. The classification of hazardous/special waste
has recently been extended to include other items such as waste paint tins and
associated materials (brushes/rags/solvents) in line with the European waste catalogue
and hazardous waste list (Commission Decision 2000/532/EEC as amended).

From Figure 4.7 above it can be seen that oily wastes constitute a significant amount of
wastes landed with a total of 42 or 86% of vessels reporting that they landed some kind
of oily wastes in UK ports. Only 7 respondents did not report landing any oil wastes in
the UK.

Further comments on landing specific types of wastes are included below:

Ferry/ Ro-ro: “Problems encountered when landing special waste beside the normal waste
containers e.g. steel plates, mattresses and chemical waste. To avoid the problem waste is
landed to receiving station in Denmark.”

Dry/ General cargo: “Waste oils and oil contaminated wastes is a problem. The usual result is
the vessel contacts the agent and then port asks for fee to take these away. For example to get
rid of waste oil drums an extra carriage cost of £35-£40 (empty drums) is applied.”

Oil and gas tanker: “Skips for domestic/maintenance waste often full - not emptied often
enough or insufficient to handle volume generated by number of vessels using the facility at any
time.”

A total of three respondents reported these problems to the MCA or the vessels flag
state. Two of these cases were not resolved satisfactorily; however, in one instance the
waste was carried over to the next port which had adequate facilities for disposal and
the other case did not comment further on the issue.

Only four ships reported problems landing certain types of waste to the Port Authority or
Waste Management Plan holder, of these respondents only one reported that this issue
had been subsequently dealt with satisfactorily. In the other three cases none of the
vessels involved reported the issue further to the MCA or vessel’s flag state.

Two shipping companies also reported that their vessels have previously reported
inadequacies in waste reception facilities to the company.

The following comments were included:

Oil and gas tanker: “Segregated waste receptacles are a general issue. Ship's staff segregate
on board but only have one skip ashore.”

Fleet auxiliary: “UK Ports visited do not have means of segregating gash other than for
hazardous.”
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4.5.3 Waste contractors and personnel

A total of 24 vessels (49%) reported that they used third party waste contractors some of
the time (i.e. they do use third party contactors but not on continuous basis) with most of
these reporting that this represented 10% or less of the time. 13 vessels (27%)
responded that they never used third party contractors. It is not clear why third party
waste contractors are not used; however, it is expected that this is due to adequate
harbour facilities being available. It may also be argued that the distinction between
harbour facilities and third party waste contractors may not always be clear. Table 4.3
gives an indication of the types of vessels reporting each situation.

Table 4.3  Vessels using third party waste contractors

None of the time Some of the time All of the time
Cargo 3 Ferry/ Ro-ro 6 Ferry/ Ro-ro 2
Oil and Gas 4 Supply/ Standby 2 Other
Ferry/ Ro-ro 3 Oil and Gas 9
Other 3 Criuse liners 1

Cargo 1
Other 5

Vessel Masters were also questioned on how they were made aware of the personnel or
contractor responsible for waste disposal at each port or terminal, see Figure 4.9. A
total of 20 vessels reported that they were not made aware of the personnel or
contractor responsible for waste disposal at a particular port or terminal.

Figure 4.9 Communication of personnel/contractor responsible for waste
disposal at port or terminal

Other 2%

Website 3% On arrival 38%

Email 38%

Fax9%

The following comments on the use of third party waste contractors have also been
included:

Ferry/ Ro-ro operators: “Vessel has an annual agreement for waste collection and disposal in
the UK. MARPOL approved contractors are arranged through port manager on rare occasions
waste is landed in alternative ports.”

“Ship's waste effectively remains "in house" when landed. Company employees ashore deal
with the bulk of waste transfers to contractors. Exceptions would be engine room oily sludge,
galley wastes, waste oil and medical waste, the collection of which is arranged by the ship direct
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with contractors either by email or telephone.”

Oil and gas tankers; “Any contractors arranged for waste disposal (e.g. for engine room
bilges/slops) have to be approved by the company and are usually arranged locally via agent.”

“Usually need to contact ship's agent or company for information if not supplied by terminal staff.
Some ports have issued port notices with details.”

“This information is virtually never provided.”

4.5.4 Waste retention

A total of 26 vessels (53% of respondents) reported that they commonly retained waste
onboard between ports. Figure 4.10 shows the reasons that were cited for retaining
waste, this includes answers from both shipping companies and Ships Masters
questionnaires. Figures 4.10 shows clearly that a spread of reasons were cited for
maintaining waste onboard between ports. Additional comments included:

> Only small amounts of waste are generated which do not require to be delivered
at every port;

> Not all ports have the appropriate disposal facilities for all types of waste
therefore it is more convenient to land waste at a port where it can all be taken
care of;

> Number of port visits per day makes landing waste every time unnecessary.

The no response level was 14% this has been omitted from the figure.

Figure 4.10 Reasons for retaining waste onboard vessel between ports
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Other reasons specified included:

Approved waste contractor elsewhere;

No facilities for waste disposal available;
Retaining oily wastes to justify visit from tanker;
Vessel in port daily;

Access to berths;

No oily waste reception facilities available.

VVVVYYY

Several vessels also indicated that they had made modifications to their vessels and
onboard waste management practises in order to retain and reduce wastes onboard. A
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total of 18 vessels (37%) responded that they had made specific changes in order to
retain waste between port visits. Some examples of the modifications made include:

Dedicated garbage skips and medical bins;

Waste, cardboard compactors and wet food dehydration facilities;
More bins supplied to allow segregation of wastes;

Increased storage facilities.

YV VY

A total of 15 vessels reported that they had made specific changes in order to reduce
waste production onboard, including:

Requesting use of re-useable packaging for stores delivery;

Requested suppliers use less packaging;

Re-cycling, use of a glass skip;

Separation of garbage;

Reduction in certain stores ordered to minimise certain types of special waste;
Installation of waste incineration facilities.

YVVVYVYVVYY

4.5.5 Segregation

Vessel masters were also questioned on whether they felt the additional requirements of
the new Regulations, particularly the requirement to segregate waste placed an
additional burden on the ships crew. A total of 61% of vessels agreed; however, 31% of
respondents disagreed with the above statement. Figures 4.11 and 4.12 show a
breakdown by vessel type of those who agreed and disagreed with the question.

Figure 4.11 Types of vessels which agreed that Regulations have created an
additional burden for ships crews
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Figure 4.12 Types of vessels which disagreed that Regulations have created an
additional burden for ships crews
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The figures show that some types of vessel gave a variety of responses e.g. ferries and
oil and gas vessels both agreed and disagreed that the Regulations had created a
significant additional burden for ships crew. The ferries which disagreed all operated
within the UK and Europe, ferries which agreed were operating in the UK only, between
the UK and Europe and worldwide. This variation in operating areas was also evident in
the oil and gas vessels which responded, those which agreed with the statement were
operational mainly in the UK and Europe and those who disagreed showed a variety of
trading areas.

Supply/ standby vessels also both agreed and disagreed with the statement. Two
vessels disagreed, one operating in the UK only and one in the UK and Europe and one
vessel operating in the UK only. The cargo vessels believed that the Regulations
placed an additional burden on their crew, out of these, 3 vessels were operating within
the UK and Europe and one vessel was operating worldwide. Only one cruise liner
responded to the questionnaire.

The distribution of answers therefore is not clearly related to the trading areas of
vessels. It is also clear from the data that the responses are not clearly related to the
number of port visits which a vessel undertakes in a year. Despite this lack of obvious
relationship it is likely that vessels which are trading along the UK coast and are of
smaller size i.e. those which are not capable of storing large amount of waste, are likely
to spend the greatest amount of time segregating and landing wastes.

The following comments on segregating wastes were also made:

Aggregate dredgers: “Do not segregate waste, if we did have seen no reception facilities at
any port to take same. All goes in one bin except oily waste.”

“Some categories of waste do not lend themselves to segregation on such a small vessel. The
vessel only has 5 crew.”

“Shore reception for segregated waste very poor.”

Naval auxiliary: “Extra bins required to handle the waste and personnel required to sort waste
into specific categories.”
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Oil and gas tankers: “This is by and large a waste of time as very few ports we visit offer
segregated waste facilities.”

“All my crew are committed to waste management and are aware of the requirements.”

“Sorting garbage, whether at source or at the collection point is not an easy task. It requires
much additional and unpopular work which takes much supervision. Maintenance of the
processing equipment takes a lot of very unpopular work.”

“We have been segregating waste for several years now.”

Cruise liner: “Initially this caused many problems. However, having realised that the waste
reception in most ports consisted of "a big skip", where no segregation was possible, we largely
discontinued this.”

Tanker combined stores ship: “At least 2 hours a day spent segregating by teams of 3 men
and 2 hours a day spent compacting (1 man).”

Cargo vessel: “Vessel does not segregate as only one bin because of lack of room on vessel.”

4.6 Mandatory charging
4.6.1 Changes in charging

Shipping companies were initially asked to comment on whether they had noticed a
change in the levels of charging since the implementation of the Regulations. A total of
6 respondents reported that they thought charging had increased. This represents 67%
of companies who completed the questionnaire.

The following comments were also included from the shipping companies (including
from the second round of interviews):

Research vessel: “Overall vessel operating costs have increased.”

Ferry operator: “We have had to pay increased disposal costs- this has not been passed on to
the customer as the pricing structures we operate under do not permit it.”

Offshore supply vessels: “Have noticed an increase in the costs of disposing oil wastes and
paint drums.”

Cruise company: “Increase in costs in the UK are not significant when compared to complying
with the security Regulations but there have been significant increases in costs in other areas of
the EU.”

4.6.2 Communication of charges

Ships Masters were questioned on their level of awareness of charging at UK ports and
terminals, including how charges are levied and how this information is communicated to
the ship.
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There was a particularly low level of response to this section (19 respondents, 39% no
response) and the following graphs ignore these no response answers. This low level of
response is probably due to the Ships Masters not always having information on
charging levels as this would be dealt with directly by the shipping company or shipping
agent.

Figure 4.13 How obtainable are levels of charging from UK ports and terminals

Don't know, 2%
Strongly agree, 0%

Strongly disagree, 2% Agree, 27%

Disagree, 20%

Despite the low number of responses on charging levels by Ships Masters, it is still clear
that a higher number of respondents answered negatively to this question, although this
conclusion must take into account internal communication between ships and agents/
managers. Some Ships Masters also commented that it was not always necessary for
them to have this information onboard as they were not dealing with the port charges
themselves. Figure 4.14 indicates that ships are most commonly made aware of port
changes for waste through the ships agent and not directly by the port or terminal.
Additionally some vessels have previously highlighted that waste is only landed at the
companies own terminals.

Figure 4.14 How are ships made aware of waste charges

Not made aware, 6
Price pre-negotiated by Port/Terminal, 6
company, 2

Ships Agent, 23

Some Ships Masters also commented on information availability of waste charges for
example that they were only made aware of detailed charging levels for specific waste
such as sewage sludge. Other vessels commented that the information was only made
available on request, or included in general berthing charge and not specified
separately. A total of 10 respondents said that they were not at any stage made aware
of the charges.

4.6.3 Methods of charging
Ships Masters and shipping companies were also asked to comment on how waste
charges were generally levied against their vessels. Table 4.4 shows that there is a
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general 50/50 distribution between separate waste charges and charges incorporated in
general harbour dues.

Table 4.4  Methods of charging

Method of charging Ships masters Shipping companies Total
Incorporated in harbour dues 16 3 19
Separate waste charge 16 3 19
Other (see note) 5 6 11

Note: No further information was given on other methods of charging used: it is likely that the other methods of
deriving the charges are not always detailed.

Shipping companies were also questioned on the methods of charging in the second
round interviews. Most respondents reported they had charges paid to the port via the
ships agents on behalf of the company and were therefore not directly involved in waste
charging on an individual basis and therefore could not comment.

It was also noted that use of rented commercial berths or use of shipping companies
own terminals allowed charges to be handled internally therefore reducing the
administration and paperwork burden on the Ships Masters compared to public berths.
This situation largely refers to larger shipping companies and therefore by inference the
burden on these types of companies is less that that on the smaller shipping companies.

4.6.4 Prior consultation on charges

In terms of consultation, prior to the implementation of the Regulations, only one vessel
and two companies reported being consulted in the development of a charging policy by
a harbour or terminal; however, no further details of this consultation were given. One
shipping company commented that they had initiated and insisted upon being consulted
by one of their main ports. Additionally offshore supply vessels felt that if their needs in
delivering waste both from offshore installations as well as their own ship-generated
waste would have been better catered for if there had been a greater degree of prior
consultation.

4.6.5 Reduced charging

No ships or shipping companies (other than those with exemptions) reported that they
had qualified for any reduced charging due to being able to demonstrate that the ship is
producing reduced quantities of ship generated waste.

4.6.6 Significance of charging levels

Shipping companies were also questioned on whether the charges levied for waste
disposal were significant in determining whether they used a particular port or terminal.
Despite the low number of shipping company responses there were a range of answers
to the question, see Figure 4.15. However, when asked whether the level of charging
has been significant in influencing commercial trading patterns, there were no responses
that it was significant. Furthermore shipping companies were also questioned on
whether they would consider using an alternative EU destination if charging in the UK
was seen as excessive, the predominant answer was disagree (7) with only 2
respondents agreeing.
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Figure 4.15 Significance of levels of charging in port selection

Unknown, 8%

Very significant, 15%

Insignificant, 23% Significant, 8%

Negligible, 5%

Shipping companies were also asked whether a UK national waste charge would be a
more satisfactory and transparent method of charging. Respondents largely disagreed
with this statement with only 25% in agreement.

During the second round interviews the following comments were also made:

Ferry operator: “Per visit is the best way of charging, it would be useful to be able to reach a
fixed agreement with home port, e.g. a regular user type agreement.”

Cargo company: “For a general cargo company operating small ships with many port visits a
cost per visit would not be agreeable. Cost per tonnage of vessel or number of crew onboard
would be more equitable for companies operating smaller ships with smaller crews.”

Gas tanker: “A national rate would mean that garbage would have to be landed in all UK ports
and not retained onboard for disposal at a cheaper port. Charging per volume is a bad idea
since it encourages dumping in unauthorised areas. Charging by visit is the best way to prevent
illegal dumping.”

4.7 Company business
4.7.1 Costs of implementing the additional requirements of the Regulations

To ascertain whether or not the implementation of the Regulations has had a significant
influence on UK shipping business, the shipping questionnaire asked a number of
detailed questions on the costs of implementing the additional requirements brought in
2003. Answers to these questions have been presented in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5 Costs of implementing the requirement of the 2003 regulation
Cost implications Costs of amending | Costs of complying | Costs of amending
company waste with pre-notification shipboard waste
management plan' requirements’ management plans'
None? 20% 40% 30%
<£1K 10% 30% -
£1K to £5K 10% 10% 50%
£5K to £20K 30% - -
> £20K 10% - -

Note 1: percentage of respondents indicating each cost bracket
Note 2: Where no cost in indicated it is considered that in some cases no alterations have been made.

All of the above cost implications will be directly related to the size of the companies
represented and the number of vessels which they operate. The low costs of complying
with the pre-notification requirements show that companies have absorbed this system
without any significant financial implications.

In addition, only 3 companies reported that they had increased the number of shore
based personnel as a direct result of the requirements of the 2003 Regulations.

4.7.2 Vessel modifications

Shipping companies were questioned on whether any of their vessels had been
modified or onboard waste management practises altered in order to reduce the amount
of waste generated. A total of 5 (50%) responded that modifications had been made
and reported that the costs incurred had varied between £0 to >£20K. These costs will
again be directly related to vessel numbers and size. Some examples of the
modifications made are given below:

> Incineration and waste segregation;

> Garbage compaction machines fitted,;

> General awareness onboard ships has been increased and separate receptacles
have been provided;

> Reintroduction of incinerator; and

> Compactable receptacles provided.

No Ships Master reported that their ship had qualified for a reduction in charges due to
being able to demonstrate that “the ship produces reduces quantities of ship generated
waste”.

Finally shipping companies were asked whether they felt that the costs imposed through
mandatory charges fairly represented the costs incurred by ports and terminals. A total
of 2 respondents answered yes and 5 no with the remaining 6 respondents expressing
no view.

Several second round interviewees also commented that they felt ports were engaging
in a system of double charging i.e. charging the existing harbour dues and an additional
waste charge. Where a separate waste charge has been applied no vessel reported
that harbour dues had been reduced accordingly to reflect this.
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4.8 Enforcement and MARPOL
4.8.1 Enforcement

A total of 7 (6 vessels and 1 shipping company) reported that they had received
complaints from ports/ terminals in the past 12 months regarding waste disposal. One
shipping company commented that they had received complaints regarding the lack of
pre-notification where no waste was going to be landed.

The following comments have been included from vessels masters regarding complaints
and problems they have had with the Regulations.

Oil and gas tanker: “Disposed of dismantled washing machine via garbage barge (the only
method of disposal in one port) and days later informed that the washing machine should not
have been disposed of in this way. The barge operator gave permission at the time of disposal.”

Ferry operator: “Some initial confusion over segregation at one port - issue now resolved.”

Dredger: “Some communication problems. Vessels crew have landed items such as paint tins
and food waste which the port are not happy to accept.”

Further problems landing wastes are mainly associated with the location of waste
reception facilities, see comments below:

Oil and gas tanker: “Some ports still provide no facilities or locate them so far from the vessel's
berth (where located to cover a number of berths) as to be useless. One port has a garbage
barge visit once per day - if the vessel arrives just after the barge has been and sails just before
the next days barge arrives, garbage disposal is not possible.”

“Primarily to comment upon the distance between reception facilities and vessels position.
Additionally a nuisance factor having to locate keys to locked skips etc. Why are such waste
skips padlocked when inside secure areas, e.g. refineries.”

Only one vessel reported having had to report inadequate port waste reception facilities
to the MCA since the Regulations came into force. Additionally no shipping company
reported being specifically targeted for waste disposal by the MCA since the introduction
of the Regulations.

4.8.2 Discharge of MARPOL permitted wastes

Vessel masters and shipping companies were finally asked to comment on whether they
thought the Regulations had removed any incentive to discharge MARPOL permitted
wastes at sea. Figure 4.16 illustrates the response to this question; however, there was
a 31% no response rate.
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Figure 4.16 Disincentive to discharge MARPOL permitted wastes at sea
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Strongly disagree, 7%
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Disagree, 43%

Vessel masters also provide the following additional comments:

Ferry/ Ro-ro vessel: “No idea of the cost, the priority to discharge waste at sea is totally
forbidden, so the ship always uses port facilities.”

Oil and gas tankers: “Charges do not remove incentive to discharge MARPOL permitted
wastes at sea, but Regulations certainly do. All waste landed ashore.”

“We are restricted due to our trading area and have no choice in the matter and have to
discharge at the facility.”

“The Regulations as they have been applied by ports encourage less scrupulous operators to
dump waste at sea rather than pay high charges to dispose ashore.”

“‘Reputable companies and ships crew were already adhering to correct disposal procedures. As
with 'fly-tipping' ashore, any industry will sadly contain a minor 'couldn't-care-a-less' element.”

“European officers have always been fairly 'green’ and would try to keep waste discharged into
the sea to a minimum. However, offices from not so 'green’ countries do not think that way.
Unfortunately there are not many European offices left at sea, not even on British ships.”

Cargo vessel: “For us it's ok because we can wait until next port to discharge waste, but for
vessels on longer voyages | can see with the additional workload sometimes it would be
tempting to discharge at sea.”

Mini bulk carrier: “The vessel and her crew have not, do not and would not discharge waste at
sea. This is not just company policy, the vessel's trading area means she is almost exclusively
in special areas.”
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5 Discussion

5.1 Vessel size and type

Vessel size, type and trading pattern exert a strong influence on how the Regulations
have been received. Although some types of vessels were not well represented in the
responses received, a clear differentiation between the company size and business type
and how the Regulations have been implemented was evident.

Smaller ships with correspondingly smaller crews, trading coastally with a higher
proportion of port visits commented that they found the charging and pre-notification
burden more onerous. Such vessels found the requirement to pre-notify more than 24
hours before arrival difficult. However, the Regulations also state that where the
duration of the voyage is less than 24 hours, notification can be made at departure from
the previous port. Despite this, respondents felt that the requirement to pre notify
significantly adds to the crews paperwork requirements which is particularly relevant
where crew numbers are low.

It should be noted here that 16% of respondents reported that they made over 250 port
visits per annum. Therefore if they are not aware that they can report at the time of
leaving port where the voyage is <24 hours then the requirement to pre notify could be
perceived as over onerous.

The perceived additional costs as a result of the Regulations have also had more impact
on smaller companies. Several companies commented that overall operating costs had
increased (Section 4.6.1). Larger companies were seen to be more capable of
absorbing any additional costs and may also be using their own terminals or berths
where waste charges can be dealt with internally therefore reducing the paperwork
involved. In addition larger ships/companies have more staff both onshore and onboard
to deal with any extra administration and segregation required.

Furthermore during the second round of interviews one smaller company commented
that smaller vessels producing less waste would favour a charging system based on
tonnes of waste landed, or based on the number of crew; however, for larger vessels
making less frequent port calls a single charge per visit is more favourable. Charging by
volume of waste would also be a disincentive to land wastes in the UK and could
encourage some dumping of MARPOL permitted wastes at sea.

As outlined in Section 3.1.1 a number of types of ships were under-represented or not
represented by the survey including cruise liners (1 response), container vessels, bulk
carriers, pleasure craft (no responses) and passenger vessels (licensed to carry <12
persons). Pilot or workboats and fishing vessels were also not represented although
these vessels would usually be exempt from the Regulations. It would be speculative to
interpret why these industry sectors are not represented in the survey although it should
be noted that every effort was made to distribute the questionnaires as widely as
possible.
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5.2 Concerns pre-implementation

The main concerns voiced prior to the implementation of the Regulations included:

Increasing costs;

Increasing paperwork/bureaucracy;

Lack of facilities for landing segregated wastes; and

Time and cost implications on crew and vessel of segregating and landing wastes
at each port visit.

YV VY

Many respondents also felt that their concerns prior to the implementation of the
Regulations were justified.

It is a requirement of the Regulations that in preparing a waste management plan the
harbour authority or terminal operator should consult a representative sample of persons
using the waste reception facilities. Overwhelmingly all shipping companies consulted
felt that there had been a lack of consultation by ports during the development of port
waste management plans and levels of mandatory charging. The BCS was consulted
by the MCA during the development of the Regulations; however, many companies and
vessels still felt under-represented.

5.3 Exemptions

The system for implementing exemptions seems to vary considerably across member
states. Vessels operating both in the UK and on the Continent noted that they were in
the process of applying for exemptions under other member states systems. Not all of
these respondents had successfully applied for exemptions in the UK.

Several vessels commented that the current UK application of the exemption scheme is
too restrictive (Section 4.2). For example there is no flexibility to account for even slight
deviations it the destination ports visited. A total of 5 ferries which responded to the
Ships Masters questionnaires did not have exemptions in place. In addition one cruise
liner company commented that although they work on a regular 7-day rota they are not
at present liable for exemption. Additionally, during the second round interviews one
offshore supply vessel noted that their exemption was being withdrawn due to the
vessel visiting two ports which were not specified within the original exemption. This
lack of flexibility is difficult for vessels to adhere to practicably.

Two dredging companies responded that they in conjunction with other dredging
companies are presently in discussion with the MCA over the granting of exemptions.
These vessels are discharging waste almost exclusively to there own wharves, therefore
the reporting and mandatory charging requirements of the Regulations are considered
by the to be irrelevant.

Several respondents also commented that the process of applying for an exemption was
overly time consuming and lengthy therefore discouraging applicants.

5.4 Pre-notification

The lack of a common system of pre-notification between ports and terminals also adds
to the extra work involved. A number of practical problems with the pre-notification
system were highlighted in the questionnaire (Section 4.4.5). A range of problems were
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highlighted including communication problems, non or late receipt of the relevant forms,
and administrative errors.

45% of Ships Masters reported that they considered the requirement to pre-notify had
significantly increased vessels paperwork (Section 4.4.4). Generally there was a feeling
that although the new Regulations have resulted in an increase in paperwork onboard
vessels, in itself, this has not been significant. Cumulatively, this requirement has added
to an increasing number of forms which Ships Masters have to complete. Several
vessels also commented that it had caused a significant increase in paperwork but that
they had now gained exemptions from the pre-notification requirement of the
Regulations. Additionally a number of vessels commented that coastal shipping would
be the most affected by this Regulation.

5.5 Waste delivery

It is a requirement of the Regulations and corresponding EC Directive that ports should
provide adequate reception facilities capable of receiving the types and quantities of
ship-generated waste and cargo residues from ships normally using that port.

A common comment from the research was that ships segregate onboard which it was
generally felt was a time consuming and unpopular task only to be forced to land all
wastes into one single receptacle at the receiving port. Shipping companies and Ships
Masters in general seem to be receptive to the idea of segregating wastes and many
vessels reported having installed additional equipment to facilitate this process;
however, the lack of segregated facilities at ports renders this additional effort
apparently meaningless.

Some vessels indicated that they did not segregate their waste or had discontinued this
practise as separate facilities were not available at the ports which they used.

Problems in landing specific types of waste, for example sewage sludge or oily wastes
were also reported (Section 4.5.2). A lack of facilities, or the distance between the
facilities and the berths were reported as preventing the landing of wastes in some
situations. One vessel reported problems encountered landing steel plates, mattresses
and chemicals waste in the UK which had caused this vessel to now land this type of
waste in Denmark.

Approximately 50% of respondents to the Ships Masters questionnaire reported using
third party waste contractors largely when using the companies own berths or terminals
or when delivering special wastes such as waste from offshore drilling platforms and
sewage sludge. It was also noted that vessels masters are sometimes not made aware
of the person or contractor responsible for waste disposal at a port or terminal.

Again approximately 50% of respondents reported that they commonly retained waste
onboard their vessels between ports, and a variety of reasons were cited for this
practice (Section 4.5.4). This level of waste retention equates to a high level of nil
returns in pre-notification paperwork, which is therefore perceived as time consuming
and over bureaucratic by ships masters.
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5.6 Mandatory charging

Several shipping companies and Ships Masters commented that they felt they should
not be charged for waste disposal when they are not landing any waste at the port or
terminal. This is a misunderstanding, as the UK Regulations clearly state (as does the
Directive) that the mandatory fee is for the provision of and not the use of waste disposal
facilities. This aspect of the Regulations does not seem to have been effectively
communicated to the shipping industry.

The Directive also clearly states that “fees may be reduced if the ship’s environmental
management, design and operation are such that the master of the ship can
demonstrate that it produces reduced quantities of ship-generated waste”. This
requirement has been transposed into the UK Regulations under Regulation 14(3) which
states that “A harbour authority or terminal operator may make lower waste charges for
any ship where the environmental management, design, equipment and operation of
which are such that the master can demonstrate the ship produces reduced quantities of
ship generated waste”. At present there is no guidance on the implementation of this
part of the Regulations.

The majority of the shipping companies and Ships Masters contacted during this
research appeared to be unaware of this aspect of the Regulations despite many
vessels having introduced a range of measures to reduce ship generated wastes.
Although a system to implement this Regulation may be difficult to establish, a
significant reduction in costs could act as a good incentive to increase efficiency and
reduce shipboard waste.

The application of charging schemes also appears to differ significantly across the
Member States although the general feeling is that the situation in the UK is better than
that being experienced on the continent.

One Ships Master commented that a system whereby vessels were paid (or received a
reduction in port dues) for bringing ashore waste would encourage more responsible
waste management as seen in the French system.

A total of 23% of questionnaire respondents reported that the levels of charging at ports
were a significant factor in determining whether or not a port was visited. During the
second round interviews several companies also commented that they used ships
agents to determine in advance which ports had the lowest fees, particularly when using
ports on the Continent.

Shipping companies also commented that they felt they were being “double charged”
with the existing berthing fee and an additional waste charge. Where waste charges are
incorporated into existing harbour dues ships felt that the charges had increased without
there being evidence of a significant increase in waste reception facilities. A greater
degree of prior consultation on charging rates could have dispelled this issue but at this
stage communication of the detailed basis of charging would be more appropriate.
Furthermore due to the low number of shipping company responses received it is
difficult to establish to what extent the information is made available to companies and
agents.
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General awareness of the detailed systems of charging for waste was low although this
result could be largely because the shipping company response was low and Ships
Masters are not always aware of and do not require this information.

5.7 Company business

A range of costs were reported for implementing the requirements of the 2003
Regulations probably related to vessel/company size.

A greater proportion of respondents also reported that they did not feel that the charges
imposed fairly reflected the costs incurred by ports and terminals in implementing the
2003 Regulations.

5.8 Enforcement and MARPOL

No major issues were raised regarding the enforcement of the Regulations and any
problems reported with disposal of wastes were relatively minor.

Only one vessel reported having to report a port for providing inadequate reception
facilities despite the strong response the facilities for segregated waste were not always
available.

A high proportion of respondents disagreed that the Regulations provided significant
disincentive to discharge MARPOL permitted wastes at sea; however, due to the trading
areas of most of the respondents no discharges are allowed.
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6 Conclusions

The overall conclusions and findings arising from the survey are divided into three
categories in line with the original scope of the project.

Assessment of the impacts of the Regulations on vessels entering and trading
between UK ports and terminals which operate port waste management plans:

Pre-notification

> Lack of a common system between different ports and terminals has caused an
increase in paperwork and confusion between different systems;

Requirement to pre-notify has not generally been added to Shipboard Waste
Management Plans;

Administrative and communication problems have led to ships not adhering to
>24 hour pre-notification period;

Coastal vessels commonly docking at <24 hour intervals finding requirement to
pre-notify at every port onerous;

Increase in paperwork generally not felt to be significant; however, cumulatively
with other requirements smaller ships have reported a significant increase in
paperwork;

> Requirement to pre-notify where wastes are not landed viewed as unnecessary.

vV VvV VYV V

Waste delivery

> Adequate waste facilities are not always available at every port visited e.g.
segregated waste facilities, facilities at each berth, facilitates to receive bulky
items;

> System of reporting inadequacies implemented by the MCA is perceived not to

be working effectively; however, this may be due to Ships Masters being unaware

of the details of the system;

Logistics of delivering waste is leading to vessels retaining waste;

Reception facilities often full therefore vessels unable to land wastes;

Landing of special wastes and oily wastes often costly and time consuming;

Use of third party contractors by prior arrangement often employed by larger

companies to save time as paperwork and mandatory payment can be dealt with

internally within the company;

Installation of additional facilities e.g. garbage compactors common; however,

facilities to accept this waste at ports are not always available;

> Waste retention common where space available often to deliver waste to home
port or approved waste contractor elsewhere.

YV VY

A\

Mandatory Charging

> General perception that costs have increased post implementation of the 2003
Regulations;

> Increase in costs of disposing of oily or special wastes noted;

> Ships Masters not always aware of detailed levels of charging as this is dealt with
by the company or agent;

> Companies employing ships agents to cost ports prior to waste delivery;

> Suspicion of ports double charging for port dues and waste delivery;
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> Misconception of the Regulations in terms of vessel being liable for charge even
when wastes are not landed;

> Application of charging schemes variable across EU member states and UK port
and terminals;

> Level of prior consultation between ports and port users poor;

> Cost implications directly related to company/vessel size.

Exemption system

> Variability in system across member states; (in relation to the ship types/trades
that can gain exemptions)
> Current UK applications system felt to be too restrictive, for example not being

applicable to ferries with some variation in their routes or other vessels on short
regular routes around the UK (e.g. offshore supply vessels);

> Vessels mainly landing wastes at company owned berths or terminals felt that
they should be able to apply for exemptions;
> Process of applying for exemptions often time consuming and therefore costly. (In

terms of manpower). (It is worth noting that the MCA Marine Surveyors have
been found to be helpful in the process of applying for an exemption. The
slowness comes from the office—side at the MCA)

Identification of trends and anomalies with the practical application and day to
day management of the 2003 Regulations:

> Reception facilities for highly segregated wastes often not available, therefore
some vessels are not segregating wastes at present;
> Lack of implementation of Regulation 14(3) where ships may be eligible for

reduced costs where the Ships Master can demonstrate reduced quantities of
ship generated wastes. There is presently no Guidance on this issue.

> Pre-notification systems and waste delivery charges vary widely between
different ports and terminals therefore vessels have a broad spectrum of
experiences and opinions on the impacts of the Regulations.

Key recommendation for the future:
> Further guidance on the application of the Regulations would lead to a more

harmonised system between different UK ports and terminals in terms of pre-
notification and systems of charging could;

> Better communication to the shipping industry that the basis for mandatory
charging is for ‘providing’ and not ‘using’ waste reception facilities;

> Use of internet/email based notification scheme (such as that adopted by ABP)
could reduce communication and administrative problems;

> Greater flexibility in the exemption system would allow for greater uptake and

alleviate problems encountered by smaller vessels docking more frequently and
vessels on regular routes docking at a limited number of facilities;

> Implementation and guidance on the system of reduced charging contained in
Regulation 14(3) would encourage ships to increase waste efficiency and land
wastes more frequently.
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Appendix A - Questionnaires



MCA Research Project 536 — Research to Evaluate Impact
of Port Waste Reception Facilities Regulations 2003

Questionnaire to the Shipping Industry

Background

AURORA Environmental Limited (AURORA) has been appointed by the UK Maritime and Coastguard
Agency (MCA) to undertake research on the effects of the Merchant Shipping and Fishing Vessels (Port
Waste Reception Facilities) Regulations 2003 (SI 2003 No. 1809) following implementation. This
research will involve the survey of a cross-section of the UK shipping industry. A parallel study is also
being undertaken focussing on views from the UK ports industry.

The 2003 Regulations were invoked ‘as a result of European Directive 2000/59/EC on port reception
facilities for ship-generated waste and cargo residues, which entered into force on the 20" December
2002. The Directive introduced the requirement for three main changes to the existing policy on waste
disposal:

1. The requirement for pre-notification of waste disposal;
2. The delivery of waste to shore reception facilities; and
3.  Payment of a mandatory fee.

It additionally requires member states to submit periodically to the Commission a status report concerning
implementation. The MCA, as the UK’s competent authority for the enforcement of the Directive, is now
seeking an indication of how successful the UK’s implementation of the 2003 Regulations have been and
what lessons should be learned for the future. The results of this research carried out by AURORA will
form part of the consultation document for the MCA, which will be then used as a component of the UK’s
submission to the EC’s review of the Directive.

Conduct of Research

The research is divided into two phases; the first stage constitutes a questionnaire circulated to a cross
section of shipping industry members and associated organisations. The questionnaire is predominately
multiple choice, and should take no more than 30 minutes to complete. The second stage will take the
form of follow up telephone interviews with a representative sample of respondents in order to
clarify/expand on certain points.

The questionnaire for the shipping industry is divided into two parts (a) for completion by ship
owner/operators (i.e. onshore personnel) and (b) for completion by ship masters or onshore personnel on
behalf of their vessels. We would be grateful if you could circulate the second questionnaire to your
ship masters for return back to AURORA by email directly.

Completed questionnaires should be returned by post, fax or email to AURORA Environmental

Email: research@aurora-environmental.com
Post: AURORA Environmental Ltd, 8 Garson Place, Stromness, Orkney KW16 3EE
Fax: 01856 851452

Confidentiality

Any information gathered for the purposes of this study will be used anonymously within the context of
this research project. Detailed completed questionnaires will be treated confidentially and stored securely.

Personal data collected (respondent contact information) will only be used by Aurora Environmental Ltd
or the MCA (an executive agency of the Department for Transport) for the purposes of follow up
interviews and in order to provide feedback from the findings of this research project. Personal data will
be handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and will not be passed on to any other third
parties.
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A. Background Information

Name

Job Position

Name of Company

Address

Telephone Number

Email Address

1.

9.

Please indicate what type of company you represent? Please tick all the boxes that apply.

Ship owner E| Ship operator E| Ship manager l:l

Shipping agents Other (please specify)
Is your company a member of the British Chamber of Shipping? Yes D No I:l
How many vessels does the company represent? I:l
What is the total Gross Registered Tonnage of the vessels that your company represents? I:l
Approximately how many UK port visits did your ships complete in the last 12 months? I:l

Please indicate what number and type of vessels your company operates/manages (as far as possible).

Dry/General Cargo Oil and Gas Supply/Standby Vessels
Containers Bulk Carriers Ferry/Ro-Ro

Cruise Liners Pleasure Craft Fishing Vessel

Passenger Vessels (<12) Pilot boats or workboats Other (please specify)

Were you (your company or association) involved in the pre-implementation consultation exercise for the

2003 Regulations?
Yes I:l No l:l

Before the Regulations came into force, there were concerns regarding the operational and cost implications
of their implementation, do you:

Strongly Agree l:l Agree I:I No View l:l Disagree l:l Strongly Disagree I:I

If you agreed with Question 8 have you found that your concerns were justified?

Yes I:I No I:'

Please provide any additional comments:
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