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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.
Research was designed to consider the feasibility of providing a link to  “nationality of maritime transport operator” in the EU Maritime Statistics Directive.  Additionally, to offer a consistent means of comparing national fleets.

2.
Research was based on the two most prominent commercial databases currently available.

3.
77% of the world deadweight tonnage was automatically allocated a country of Economic Benefit (COEB).

4.
A further 18% of dwt was researched with 5% allocated by default.

5.
Greece has the largest COEB fleet at almost 15% of world tonnage.  Japan is second with 11%.

6.
It is the researchers’ view that the methodology outlined provides a means for defining a COEB variable.  However, given the lack of correspondence between the two databases it cannot, as yet, be endorsed as a final solution.

7.
DG TREN could investigate with Lloyds Register (LR) and Fairplay methods of improving the accuracy of owner/manager information.

8.
LR and Fairplay should consider co-operation on the research of key owner/manager variables in the respective databases in order to improve consistency.
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A.
BACKGROUND 

The UK Experience - The Owned and Registered Fleet

1. For much of the twentieth century the accepted measure of a nation’s maritime strength was the size of its registered or flag fleet.  In the mid-1970’s, using this criterion, the United Kingdom had some 1,680 ships of 52 million deadweight tonnes.  This total was, however, inflated by commonwealth owners registering their vessels in the UK as allowed under the Merchant Shipping Act of 1894.  A more realistic measure was provided by those vessels both owned and registered in the UK, a still impressive total of 1,600 vessels and 50 million deadweight tonnes.  At this time there was little foreign flag tonnage owned by UK companies other than a limited number of ships effectively operated by locally based companies in, for example, Hong Kong.

2. By the mid-1980s this situation had changed dramatically and the corresponding fleet would have shown a very substantial reduction in both numbers and tonnage.  However, in economic terms this would give a completely misleading picture.  Whereas in 1975 the owned and registered fleet provided a reasonable basis for shipping’s contribution to the UK balance of payments, 10 years later this was no longer the case.  The reason for this change was that UK owners – along with their opposite numbers in most of the traditional maritime nations – were increasingly looking to alternative registries in order to reduce costs and, thereby, improve competitiveness.  

3. The then General Council of British Shipping (now Chamber of Shipping) and Department of Transport (now Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions) now required an alternative measure of the UK economic fleet based solely on ownership rather than a combination of registration and ownership.  The two organisations, in consultation with Lloyd’s Register of Shipping (LR), worked together to investigate whether the LR world fleet database could provide the basis of an acceptable solution.

The UK Experience - The Owned Fleet

4. The starting point of these investigations was a series of ad-hoc data extracts purchased from LR between 1982 and 1986.  These were analysed, incorporating a combination of external research and in-house intelligence, to provide data on UK-owned but foreign registered vessels to be combined with the UK-owned domestic registered fleet.  This proved valuable as an annual “snapshot” of a hitherto unquantified part of the UK-owned fleet but when viewed as a time series it displayed considerable volatility.  It was felt that the volatility owed more to inconsistency and subjectivity in the research methodology than to genuine changes in the fleet.  This consequently led to the conclusion that there was a requirement for an automatically generated system, operating to a consistent set of criteria that could provide regular updates of the UK-owned fleet in its entirety.

5. Initial investigations of database variables relating to ownership and control focussed on vessels where the parent owner had a UK “country of residence”.  However, this proved impractical for two reasons.  Firstly, a significant number of banks and other financial institutions were listed as parent companies would have little knowledge of the day-to-day operations of their maritime assets.  Secondly, such a system would exclude primary contributors to the UK economy that happened to have foreign parents whilst including foreign subsidiaries of UK companies where it was accepted the primary economic contribution was to the subsidiary’s country of residence.  As the wisdom of the time was that the ship manager nationality was often not a good proxy for that of the owner, the weight of research effort moved towards the registered owner as the key indicator of nationality of economic (balance of payments) benefit.

6. Previous attempts to define UK ownership had utilised a system whereby the registered owner could have a country of residence of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (GBI), Isle of Man (IOM) or Channel Islands (CHI).  Based on the premise that a non-UK tax resident company setting up in, say, the Isle of Man in order to obtain local registration should not be included in a UK balance of payments fleet (subsequent events have seen the Isle of Man placed outside the United Kingdom for balance of payments purposes), it was decided that inclusion in the owned fleet should depend upon the registered owner having a country of residence of GBI alone.

7. One of the most important elements of this system lay in the fact that it was based on a single criterion – that is only one element of the database, registered owner, was used to define ownership – at a time when the sophistication to allow a combination of more than one variable without causing double counting was unavailable to the researchers.  The further significance was the consequent potential for applying the methodology not just to the United Kingdom but also to other countries’ fleets without either allocating the same vessel to more than one country or conversely omitting it completely.  However, there was a recognition at the time that such a system might not necessarily be an acceptable model for all other national fleets because of differences in registration requirements, fiscal regimes, company law etc. 

8. The research team accepted this recognition as a limiting factor in any proposal to promote the system as an acceptable measure of ownership of the world fleet in total. However, given the specific objectives of the research they took the more parochial but to them more important view that it provided the best available method of defining the UK-owned fleet.  This was at a time when the concept of ownership was, certainly in the economic context, taking over from registration as the most significant measure of the United Kingdom’s maritime importance.  

9. The system has remained in place up to the present time, however during the latter part of the 1990’s anomalies began to arise particularly in the area of balance of payments.  Situations arose whereby companies surveyed for an annual Inquiry returned vessels as a legitimate part of what they considered their “balance of payments” fleet that the LR database recorded as having a registered owner nationality other than the United Kingdom.  As these situations increased in frequency it became apparent that the definition of a UK economic fleet needed to be revisited.  It was opportune, therefore, to combine this need with a longstanding wish in certain quarters to have a universal definition capable of providing consistent international comparisons.

Traditional Measures
10. Some traditional attributes for allocating a nationality to a ship are shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Selected Definitions Pertaining to Companies Involved in Ship Owning and Ship Management as Defined by Lloyd's Register for use in their Published Data

Flag
The country in which a ship is registered.



Registered Owner
The name of the company or individual under which a vessel is officially registered.



Parent Owner
The controlling interest behind a fleet, and in larger fleets may be the controller of a number of subsidiaries.  More often not acting as registered owners of their ships themselves in the case of larger groups.



Manager
A company which specifically manages vessels for companies which do not have the resources to manage their own vessels and, in addition, may also manage vessels owned by itself or associated companies.



An Alternative Measure

11. The subject of measuring national fleets was discussed at the 1998 International Maritime Statistics Forum (IMSF) annual meeting in Cardiff, provoking a substantial amount of interest.  Following the meeting, a small working group was set up to consider the opportunities for investigating the feasibility of developing a universal measure of national fleets.

12. The European Commission, as a result of their representation in IMSF, were fully aware of the initiative and were particularly interested in a possible application vis-à-vis the proposed “nationality of maritime transport operator” element of the maritime statistics directive
.  It was noted that there were three potential benefits of a successful outcome of developing a suitable measure.

· It would provide a consistent means for comparing national fleets based on perceived economic benefit.

· It would provide the possibility of establishing a link to the 'nationality of the maritime transport operator' requirement as specified in the EU Maritime Statistics Directive.

· It would enhance the usefulness of existing commercially available fleet data.

13. The Directorate-General – Transport and Energy (DGTREN) decided to support the work with a financial contribution and, more importantly, a formal endorsement of the potential value of the research. A contract for consultancy services (Annex I) was signed on 16 September 1999.  

B.
METHODOLOGY 

14. The consultancy team put together to undertake the work comprised representatives of four UK organisations with both interest and expertise in the fundamentals of the research.  It comprised:

The Chamber of Shipping;

UK Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions; 

Lloyd’s Register of Shipping (LR);

Fairplay Publications Ltd.  

15. The involvement of LR and Fairplay ensured that two of the most prominent commercial vessel databases were available as data sources.

Single Field Approach

16. Initial effort was focussed on developing an alternative single field approach utilising one of the number of existing broadly comparable variables in the two databases as an alternative to the registered owner field.  Candidate variables identified as being both comparable and relevant are shown in Table 2a.
Table 2a 
Key Comparable Nationality Variables in Fairplay and LR Databases

Fairplay Variable
Lloyd's Register Variable

Operator
Fleet Manager

Owner
Parent Group

Manager
Ship Manager

Registered Owner
Registered Owner

17. A range of comparisons was made between the two data sets to see which of the variables, if any, closely reflected the perceived UK national economic fleet.  Unfortunately significant discrepancies were observed between the resulting outputs for each of the variables depending upon which source was used.  This was viewed as being unacceptable and therefore attention turned to an alternative 'field combination' approach.

Field Combination Approach
18. One important criterion, which had to be met for combining fields, was that each vessel should be allocated only one nationality in order to avoid double counting when compiling statistics.  Experimentation followed on the development of a decision-based approach, which enabled a single Country of Economic Benefit (COEB) nationality to be determined from a series of defining attributes.  Such a system could best be represented using a two-dimensional matrix incorporating nationality of operator (Fairplay) / fleet manager (LR) on one axis and nationality of owner (Fairplay) / parent group (LR) on the other with each combination of these attributes leading to a single COEB for each cell of the matrix.  The matrix was further refined with the inclusion of a third dimension; this being the nationality of the registered owner of a vessel. This enabled a differentiation to be made between registered owners from traditional shipowning nations such as the UK, where the nationality of this ownership measure could legitimately be considered as representative of the location of the derived economic benefit; and the so-called 'brass-plate' or 'owners of convenience' nations shown in Table 2b where the registration nationality appears to represent something other than the centre of economic activity for the owning company.  For the former group of owners it was assumed that the COEB nationality would be the same as the registered owner nationality, otherwise the COEB would be allocated according to the matrix.

Table 2b
Nationalities for Registered Owners of Convenience
Antigua
Aruba
Azores
Bahamas
Barbados

Belize
Bermuda
Cambodia
Canary Islands
Cape Verde Islands

Cayman Islands
Cyprus
Equatorial Guinea
Faeroes
Gibraltar

Honduras
Isle Of Man
Kerguelen Islands
Liberia
Liechtenstein

Luxembourg
Macao
Madeira
Malta
Marshall Islands

Monaco
Netherlands Antilles
Palau
Panama
Sao Tome

Spanish Morocco
St. Kitts & Nevis
St. Vincent
Suriname
Turks & Caicos Is.

Tuvalu
Unknown
Vanuatu



Populating the Matrix

19. Fairplay and LR compiled a master list of some 229 nationalities existing in their databases to form the axes of the matrix comprising more than 50,000 cells.  As a default, initial population of the matrix cells was achieved by pre-loading the nationality of the operator / fleet manager prior to subsequent editing.

20. With less than 100,000 vessels listed on the commercial vessels databases, it was observed that many cells within the matrix were likely to be insignificant or even to be unpopulated. In fact, analysis showed that only about 1,000 cells actually have vessels.  However, even for that number of cells it was still not practical to assess each one individually so an analysis of the LR database was performed to identify those which were most important when measured in terms of deadweight tonnage.  

21. It was found that 77 per cent of the world's deadweight tonnage was accounted for by vessels which had the same nationality of operator / fleet manager as the owner / parent group.  These cells, representing the diagonal of the matrix, required no further action.  The remaining cells were then ranked by deadweight tonnage and it was decided to identify sufficient cells to account for at least 95 per cent of the world's deadweight tonnage after including the diagonal cells.  Cells representing a further 18 per cent of world tonnage were therefore identified for subsequent research.

22. All the remaining cells were left pre-loaded with the nationality of operator / fleet manager equating to 5 per cent of overall deadweight tonnage.  It is assumed that these cells mainly comprise small, locally based fleets, the COEB of which would be the same as the nationality of the operator

Researching the Cells

23. As mentioned previously, 140 cells equating to 18 per cent of the world fleet were individually researched.  Members of the research team, who examined all the vessels and companies comprising each of the relevant cells, using both the Fairplay and LR databases, undertook this.  Through a combination of market knowledge and extensive experience of company research, the nationality of the COEB was agreed and entered into the matrix.  For many cases, allocation of the nationality was clear-cut.  Sometimes, however, it was more difficult with the possibility of allocating the nationality of the cell to either nationality.  In these cases, the nationality was allocated to the one that accounted for the greatest amount of deadweight tonnage.  Research of the individual cells proved to be a very time consuming task.  Table 3 gives the top 20 cells that were researched, including the COEB that was allocated.

Table 3
Top 20 cell combinations (measured in terms of dwt) based on Lloyd's Register data
Parent Owner
Operator
COEB

United Kingdom
Greece
Greece

Panama
Japan
Japan

Cyprus
Greece
Greece

Monaco
United Kingdom
Monaco

Japan
Hong Kong
Japan

Russia
Cyprus
Russia

Malta
Greece
Greece

Liberia
Greece
Greece

Japan
Singapore
Japan

Panama
Greece
Greece

Bermuda
Norway
Norway

Norway
United Kingdom
Norway

Singapore
Japan
Japan

Panama
Singapore
Singapore

Greece
Korea (South)
Greece

Russia
United Kingdom
Russia

Greece
United Kingdom
Greece

Panama
Hong Kong
Hong Kong

United States
Greece
Greece

Hong Kong
Canada
Hong Kong

24. Table 4 gives some specific details of individual cells that were researched.

Table 4 
Examples of how individual cells were researched

(i)
Parent Owner = Hong Kong
}  COEB allocated to Hong Kong
Operator = Canada

}





Parent Owner
Operator
Dwt





Fairmont Shipping – HK
Fairmont Shipping (Can.) Ltd
42,585

Norley Corporation Inc
Oak Maritime (Canada) Inc
433,582

Top Glory Shipping Co. Ltd
Fednav International Ltd
29,600

Valles Steamship (HK)
Valles Steamship Canada
302,889

(ii)
Parent Owner = Russia

} COEB allocated to Russia


Operator = United Kingdom
}





Parent Owner
Operator
Dwt





Baltic Shipping Co.
Ocean Agencies Ltd
20,075

Northern Shipping Co.
V Ships (UK) Ltd
18,449

Novoship Novorossiysk
Novoship (UK) Ltd
1,728,257

Novoship Novorossiysk
Sten Tex (UK) Ltd
57,250

Primorsk Shipping Co.
Prisco (UK) Ltd
151,695

Russia Govt (Hydrograph)
Racal Survey Group Ltd
520

Sovcomflot
Pan Oceanic Ship Agency
9,595

Sovfracht Ao
Morline Ltd
6,128

(iii)
Parent Owner = United Kingdom
}
COEB allocated to 


Operator = Greece

}
Greece






Parent Owner
Operator
Dwt





Goulandris, N.J.
Andriaki Shipping
826,385

Lemos, NS
Avra Shipmanagement SA
482,188

Tropis Shipping Co. Ltd
Cape Shipping (Greece)
45,186

Kosmos Maritime Ltd
Chartworld Shipping Corp
264,184

Southern Shpg & Finance
Halkidon Shipping Corp
360,012

Papachristidis Holdings
Hellespont Steamship Corp
2,331,874

Niarchos Group
Intl Maritime Agencies Co.
893,276

Antares Shipping Co. Ltd
Kassian Navigation Agency Ltd
422,860

Lomar Shipping Ltd
Lagoa Shipping Corp
37,095

Lykiardopulo & Co.
Neda Maritime Agency
1,262,055

Lemos, C M & Co. Ltd
Nereus Shipping SA
598,238

Helikon Shipping Enterprises
Pavar Navigation Inc
137,343

Lemos, NS
Sealuck Shipping Corp
192,630

Williams, Idwal
Stamco Ship Management Ltd
8,827

25. Once completed, the matrix was programmed into both the LR and Fairplay databases in order to allocate a single COEB nationality to every vessel. This then provided the means to make a first attempt at producing national fleet listings deemed to be providing economic benefit to a particular country.

C.
VALIDATION OF THE COEB VARIABLE

26. Validation was based on fleet lists produced on the basis of the COEB variable.  This was carried out at company level for the United Kingdom and at national level for a range of other countries, with fleet lists being sent to relevant contacts that received either a Fairplay-generated list or a LR generated list. Comment was requested regarding the accuracy of the information provided and recipients were asked to return 'edited' versions of the lists where possible.  Copies of the letters sent out are shown in Annex II and a sample fleet list is provided in Annex V.  Recipients were not informed of the data source for individual lists.

27. Validation of the UK-generated fleet was carried out in two ways.  For companies in membership of the Chamber of Shipping, the generated COEB fleets were compared with those compiled by the Chamber of Shipping for the 1999 UK Balance of Payments exercise.  For UK companies not in membership of the Chamber of Shipping, company fleet lists were sent out to a sample of those companies (Annex III).

28. For the non-UK countries shown in Table 5, national COEB fleets were generated and were sent to relevant contacts in the countries concerned.  These included shipowner associations, government agencies and others.  Annex IV provides the full details.

Table 5
Countries for which fleet lists were generated

Fairplay Data


LR Data

Canada
Belgium

Ireland
Denmark

Netherlands
France

Norway
Germany

Sweden
Greece


USA

29. Personal visits took place to the KNVR
 in Rotterdam and the VDR
 in Hamburg in order to discuss the fleet lists previously supplied.  Mr Bos at KNVR had only joined the organisation shortly before the visit and, having been briefed on the issues, wished to discuss the matter with representatives of the Netherlands Transport Ministry before responding.  At the time of compiling this report no data had been received from KNVR.   Mr Titel at VDR provided a number of very useful insights regarding the German-owned fleet and undertook to provide lists of such vessels as defined by his organisation.  These lists were provided and have been included in the analysis.

Validation results

30. Representatives of the Chamber of Shipping and DETR carried out a largely qualitative analysis of the UK COEB extract in its entirety.  Their assessment was that the fleet was substantially inflated compared to any admittedly subjective but nevertheless realistic view of a UK economic fleet.  It seemed apparent that the increase was primarily due to a substantial number of additional companies being drawn in to the UK economic fleet. 

UK companies - Chamber of Shipping (CoS) Members
31. A detailed comparison was carried out for vessels returned by UK trade association members for an annual balance of payments survey and those produced for the same companies by the UK COEB analysis. 

32. In using the traditional methodology of registered owner nationality to compile a specific balance of payments (economic) fleet, a growing problem was that the sample fleet provided by CoS members tended to incorporate ships that were excluded from the derived, economic fleet.  Consequently, for some sectors of the industry it was possible to have a situation where the sample fleet was apparently larger than the total economic fleet for that sector.

33. In the case of the generated COEB fleet the reverse was true in that the derived fleet was so large that the sample fleet was very small in comparison.  A comparison of actual and derived fleets for Chamber members showed some anomalies but in general these were too small to be responsible for the large discrepancy in size of the respective fleets.

34. Generally the results showed that the COEB produced virtually all vessels returned in the Balance of Payments Survey, but additionally generated substantial numbers of vessels operated by companies not traditionally recognised as part of the UK owned fleet population.

UK Companies - Non-members of the Chamber of Shipping

35. The UK company survey of non-Chamber of Shipping members generated nineteen responses.

36. Since the sample of respondents was essentially 'self-selected', it is difficult to evaluate precisely the feedback, however there was a range of comments received.  Some examples of the feedback included:

'All the information you gathered.......... are erroneous.  None of the vessels mentioned in your list are managed or operated by our company'.

'In all cases, little or no economic benefit accrues to the UK except by way of employment of UK staff in the service company.'

'We can confirm that for all our vessels the prime economic benefit from the operation of the vessels accrues to the UK.'

37. In general terms, most of the feedback comments were allocated reasonably equally across the three views given above.

International Organisations

38. The overall level of response from international contacts was somewhat patchy, with many recipients stating that they were unable to devote sufficient resources to the matter.

39. As was the case for the UK responses, validation of the information produced a mixed bag of outcomes with a degree of correspondence but with some differences.  From the information received it is not possible to quantify the accuracy of the COEB fleets that were provided.  One respondent pointed out that in some cases it is very hard to specify only one COEB for a vessel.
D.
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

40. Table 6 shows the most important maritime nations using different fleet measures.  As described above, a number of measures have traditionally been used to describe the relative sizes of national fleets, however it is clear from the table that each produces a different ranking when measuring gross tonnage according to nationality.  The data are presented as shares of the world fleet rather than absolute tonnages in order to facilitate comparison.

Table 6
Percentage of world fleet gross tonnage by measurement method - LR data, June 20001

COEB (%)
Flag (%)
Registered Owner Nationality (%)
Parent 

Owner Nationality (%)
Fleet 

Manager Nationality (%)








Bahamas
0.1
5.6
1.7
0.9
0.3

China
3.8
2.9
3.1
4.4
3.7

Cyprus
0.7
4.2
4.1
1.1
2.2

Denmark
1.6
0.1
1.4
2.3
1.9

Germany
4.0
1.2
2.5
4.0
3.6

Greece
14.8
4.5
1.6
9.1
8.1

Hong Kong
3.2
1.6
1.3
2.5
3.5

Italy
2.0
1.5
1.5
2.0
1.9

Japan
11.3
3.0
2.9
12.8
9.0

Liberia
0.1
9.3
14.3
2.3
4.3

Malta
0.1
5.0
4.8
0.1
1.3

Netherlands
1.2
0.9
1.0
0.8
1.5

NIS
n/a
3.4
n/a
n/a
n/a

Norway
6.0
0.7
3.9
5.3
5.6

Panama
0.1
19.9
18.1
2.9
4.8

Russia
2.1
1.8
1.7
2.6
1.7

Singapore
6.3
4.0
3.9
4.2
5.0

South Korea
3.3
1.1
1.1
3.2
3.3

Sweden
0.8
0.5
0.5
1.5
0.7

Taiwan
2.4
0.9
1.1
2.2
2.3

United Kingdom
4.6
1.0
1.7
4.1
4.8

USA
5.8
2.8
3.6
6.1
5.9








Others
25.7
24.1
24.2
25.6
24.6

1   In the table the cells which are highlighted in bold italics indicate for that nation which of the measures give the highest share of the world fleet.

Flag

41. Represents the nationality of registration of the vessel and is a documented legal entity.  It is primarily important as a regulatory measure and nowadays is largely unrelated to economic activity.  Panama is by the biggest flag in gross tonnage terms with nearly one-fifth of the world's tonnage.  It is followed by a number of 'flags of convenience', namely Liberia, Bahamas and Malta.

Registered Owner

42. Represents the nationality of the registered owner of the vessel and again is a documented legal entity.  For the traditional maritime countries this nationality has been taken as the COEB generator.  The relative size of registered owned fleets compares broadly to that of the flag for many nations.  However, there are some notable differences relating to Denmark, Norway and Greece.  For Denmark and Norway, a higher level of registered ownership compared to the flag occurs as a consequence of the existence of their international registers (DIS and NIS).  For Greece, the Registered owned fleet is actually much smaller than the flag.

Parent Owner

43. Represents the nationality of the controlling interest behind a fleet and is a researched variable that may be based on subjective decisions.  For parent owner nationality, it is Japan that has the largest national fleet with nearly 13 per cent of world gross tonnage.  Greece is second, followed by the USA and Norway.  None of the 'flag of convenience' states are above 3 per cent.

Fleet Manager

44. Represents the nationality of the company responsible for strategic, operational decisions and that is the main beneficiary of the profits produced by the operation of the ships, again this is a researched variable.  The pattern for fleet manager is that Japan has a 9 per cent share followed by Greece with 8 per cent.  Hong Kong, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands all achieve their highest world shares on this particular measure.

Country of Economic Benefit (COEB)

45. For the COEB, it is Greece that has the largest fleet at just fewer than 15 per cent.  This share for Greece is much higher than for any of its other measures.  Japan is ranked second according to COEB.  It is worth noting that the 'flag of convenience nations' all record only negligible shares of the world fleet.

Correspondence between Databases

46. The project unexpectedly highlighted a degree of inconsistency between the Fairplay and LR databases.  Unfortunately this has a bearing on the overall assessment of the results.  The lack of correspondence exists both in the determining variables of the COEB as well as the COEB itself.

47. Table 7 shows various combinations for important maritime nations where there were conflicts in the COEB nationality between databases.  In terms of gross tonnage, the overall degree of correspondence between databases is 78 per cent.

Table 7
Some countries that are allocated significantly different fleets according to LR and Fairplay.

Belgium
Of all the vessels allocated a Belgian COEB by LR, only 40% were deemed to be Belgian by Fairplay.  For the remainder, 27% were allocated to France, 8% to the UK and 7% to Hong Kong. 



United Kingdom
Of all the vessels allocated a UK COEB by LR, only 58% were deemed to be UK by Fairplay.  For the remainder 11% were allocated to China.



Hong Kong
Of all the vessels allocated a Hong Kong COEB by LR, only 50% were deemed to be Hong Kong by Fairplay.  For the remainder 23% were allocated to Singapore and 8% Japan. 



Netherlands
Of all the vessels allocated a Netherlands COEB by LR, only 72% were deemed to be Netherlands by Fairplay.  For the remainder 11% were allocated to the UK.



48. Although the examples shown in Table 7 show the degree of agreement of Fairplay data in relation to LR data, there are very similar outcomes when one compares the correspondence of the Fairplay derived COEBs with those from LR.

49. In addition to the COEB variable, comparisons were carried out on the variables that combine to allocate the COEB, namely the Registered Owner, Parent Owner and Fleet Manager nationalities.  Again (as can be seen from Table 8), correspondence between databases is not particularly high and is actually lower than even the COEB level of correspondence. 

Table 8
Degree of agreement for various fleet measures

Fleet Measure
Degree of correspondence 

of gross tonnage

Registered Owner Nationality
62 per cent

Parent Owner
72 per cent

Fleet Manager
75 per cent

COEB
78 per cent

E.
CONCLUSIONS

50. Overall, it is the group's belief that the overall methodology outlined in this paper does provide the means for deriving a variable (COEB) that meets the aspirations set out in section A.  It can also be argued that the variable is sufficiently developed to be offered as an additional field in the commercial databases provided by the data suppliers.  

51. However, the lack of correspondence between information contained in the LR and Fairplay databases means that for statistical purposes there is an unacceptable level of uncertainty concerning the accuracy of the COEB fleets generated.  The nature of ship ownership and management with its complex corporate structures and internationalism means that it is inevitable that recording equivalent information between databases is likely to be problematic given that both LR and Fairplay research the information independently.  Chartering, which was not considered in this exercise, adds a further level of complexity.

52. Although it is disappointing that the research has not produced a variable sufficiently refined to meet the very specific and somewhat rigorous criteria that were set out above, it has provided some extremely useful insights into the question of nationality and it is quite clear that the methodology as it stands could be acceptable if some of the data problems were to be addressed.  The research was largely driven and funded by the four partner organisations.  Although DG TREN provided some funding and invaluable backing for the project it was inevitably under- resourced.  Other than the data problems mentioned above this was most apparent at the development stage in obtaining data extracts dependent on IT departments, and at the validation stage in obtaining sufficient response from international organisations and from Chamber of Shipping non-members to achieve statistical significance.

F.
RECOMMENDATIONS

53. DG TREN could investigate with LR and Fairplay the possibility of ownership/management information for ships being collected more accurately and more consistently.  For instance, if LR and Fairplay had access to electronic versions of national ship registers or other data sources (EQUASIS?) there could be an immediate improvement in the accuracy and correspondence of some key information.

54. LR and Fairplay have co-operated extensively in this research project without compromising their commercial integrity.  In addition to the recommendation given in the previous paragraph, they should consider continuing and extending that co-operation to consult on a number of key comparable variables in their respective databases, in particular registered owner.  This would ensure consistency on key elements of COEB input data.

55. DG TREN could consider providing resources to customise the matrix to provide individual LR and Fairplay versions that build on the basic COEB methodology outlined in this paper; additionally, to research the value of using a more complex range of variables to determine the COEB.

56. Any further substantive research on this subject should be placed with an appropriately qualified consultancy, whilst ensuring that the pool of expertise developed in the existing research team is drawn upon as required.

� Council Directive 95/64/EC on statistical returns in respect of carriage of goods and passengers by sea.


� The information presented here is derived from Fairplay


� Koninklijke Vereniging Van Nederlandse Reders (Dutch Shipowners Organisation)


� Verband Deutscher Reeder (German Shipowners Organisation)
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