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1. Introduction
Based on the previous studies it can be said that the status and perspective of MSC based pricing reforms in inland waterways transport differ substantially from the ongoing developments in road transport. Not only less is known on costs, but also practical experiences differ, owing in particular to the complexity of the transport service supply and to the structure of demand 

The main objectives of the EG are seeking agreement on still unclear methodological issues on the identification and calculation of social marginal costs, and analyse and interpret implemented practices and actual barriers to pricing reform in inland waterways sector.

Inland Waterways

· Cost measurement and comparative accounting practices across MS: what are the environmental cost, to what extent does infrastructure wear and tear depend on the use by inland vessels on different types of waterways is there congestion or scarcity

· Possibilities to use RIS as a basis for implementation

· Institutional and legal aspects e.g. the Mannheim convention

2. Brief history of the Expert Group
Work towards the consensus is not the main issue, especially since short sea shipping (SSS) and Inland Waterways (IWW) have not been de focus of many marginal cost pricing (MCP) studies we expect that still a lot of unknown arguments will come up. Research at the EU on pricing in the last years has focused on what should be included in pricing and how high prices should be. Now in IMPRINT-NET we go one step further and we investigate the consequences of introducing pricing in different sectors. Pricing research has mainly lead to results for road and rail, but now new issues arise for IWW and Maritime are to be raised here in this Expert Group (EG). Mr Prof Cees Ruijgrok (University of Tilburg and TNO) has been found willing to chair the EG. In total there are 25 experts on the list, in the later 2 workshops we will focus more on a practical view on pricing, today more the theoretical side of pricing: i.e. what should be priced, how should be priced and an later we are looking to the effects of pricing.

The setup of the EG has been as follows:

The first two meetings considered the theoretical framework for the sector. Therefore these meetings were used to find any best practices and to discuss which factors needed to be taken into account considering SMCP. The establishment of the theoretical framework had to come from the existing fragmented knowledge, whereas the expected impacts also needed to be discussed. The following two meetings will be held on practical implementation issues.
In the annex a list of members is attached as well as the minutes and agenda’s of the first two meetings.

3. Summary of debate 
Below a summary of the discussion of the first two meetings is given. Main points discussed at these meetings are: Intermodality, Need for SMCP, Short-term versus long-run, modal shift, pricing versus regulation, barriers, main external cost categories, congestion and scarcity on Inland Waterways, main costs versus different function on Inland Waterways. For a detailed discussion it is referred to the detailed minutes in the Annex. 
Intermodality

IMPRINT-NET is more than only waterway transport. The relation with other modes will be investigated by presenting the results of the different expert groups during conferences. The annual conferences will be used to look at intermodal transport and cross modal issues. The first annual conference will soon be organized. In the meantime it will be looked upon if results from other EG will ask for the same connectivity. Nevertheless we have to keep in mind that it has no use to look at maritime only, it is always a supply chain problem.

Need for SMCP

The sector is not convinced that it is not a tax system and that it is SMCP, therefore earmarking of raised funds as separate post in federal tax incomes is important.  The problem is a comparable level playing field. The charging system it is part of the level playing field. What the Expert Group would like to have is a system for all modes, to create a level playing field. The main problem is to apply SMCP within the different modes and it is difficult to get a justification for introducing SMCP only in one mode, because of the level playing field. It is felt that the Inland Waterway Sector is the “weak link” in the transport chain and that the cost changes due to SMCP will be inflicted upon them as they think they have a weak bargaining position.
Short term vs. long term marginal costs

Should new infrastructure projects also be funded by the sector, as a result of a cost benefit analysis the price for the long term marginal costs will follow. So CBA is a way for prioritising investment. If there is a demand for infrastructure you should invest if the benefits of the new infrastructure are higher than the investment. In CREATING methods are developed to compare sustainability indicator to measure transport systems. The OEI-method in the Netherlands can also be used, there sustainability is included in a CBA. In the IASON project an economic model was developed for the EU. The infrastructure users can be charged according to the benefits they get, and is also applicable to all modes. If this system is accepted  it could work for level playing field. But level playing field on the EU market does not mean level playing field on the global market. So will it  change the competitive situation for Europe. A better competitive situation should be achieved by a level playing field but also innovations which should both be seen as investment, not cost. On a global level, EU would win on the long term, whereas the other continents will be in a worse situation in the long run (i.e. negative environmental impacts). In this line of reasoning there can be justification to charge imported products. Some of the import duties are already now motivated by these reasons. There will be political issues raised by introducing this SMCP, because of the inequality between regions. Yes, but that is the fundament of the economic system. The imbalanced system is brought about by not equal pricing so that the cost to society are not paid fully. Some prices will change more than others. Pricing can also be cost-neutral. The revenues should stay in the sector to produce cleaner and more sustainable. Dynamism introduced in pricing. Pricing policy should start with short term marginal costs (excluding investments), without externalities and then move forward to long-run (including investments) with externalities. Highest level of support will be obtained for short term marginal costs of infrastructure, then followed by long term and finally by external costs.
Modal shift

Modal shift is a result not an objective, only a consequence deriving from pricing measures. All the SMCP simulations show a benefaction for the IWW, but it is hard to show and convince the sector. Nobody in the sector wants a change, so therefore difficult to introduce pricing. An example in The Netherlands shows that when the revenues stay in the sector, the acceptability will increase. Tax recreational vessels and revenues will stay for investment in the recreation sector.

Pricing versus regulation

Is pricing a substitute for regulation? Sometimes the idea appears that pricing is the solution for all the problems. Regulations are stiffer than pricing; pricing can be introduced in the trajectory toward a new situation. In the case of regulations most people wait till the deadline. At least regulations are necessary for the framework regards pricing of infrastructure. The main concern of IWW is the fact that the lobby of the IWW is less developed in relation towards the other modes. This makes the adoption of new legislation quite weak as the sector just doesn’t want to be ahead with regulations (i.e. on charging and pricing for the use of infrastructure), knowing that a strong lobby in the other transport modes might level off the effects of charging in the road and rail sector.

Barriers

When all modes will be confronted with SMCP, this will lead to more benefits for the IWW sector because prices are expected to be lower. The pricing scheme can only be implemented for the EU as a whole and not only on certain parts of EU. The Mannheim issue can be solved, if all nations agree with it, but it is felt that the free transport on the Rhine is more valuable than the pricing of external effects from IWW. Moreover, if infrastructure costs are charged for, then also a certain quality level has to be guaranteed. Harmonisation and improvement of the administrative systems of waterway authorities with the aim to arrive at real costs of infrastructure (rather than expenditures) is very difficult, because of the large number of parties and their (diverging) administrative systems involved. Harmonization of the cost monitoring should be made. We have to realise we are not only dealing with transport, but also finance authorities on national and EU level. We have to find a way to include them in this exercise as well.

2nd meeting
At the 2nd meeting the discussion picks up after presenting the conclusions of the previous expert group meeting. Pricing measures are preferred because the lobbying capacity of the IWW-sector is considered very low. For new member states a negative spiral in which they are currently situated (considering the poor quality of the IWW and therefore the inability of the sector to make a profit) is discussed. This results in bad service, which creates a low demand situation. 

The time horizon of implementation that was discussed the last time consists of two parts. First the short run in which maintaining the level of quality and provision of daily service has the priority. In the long run the quality of the network can be improved. 

The reason to exclude ports is because most ports are private. In a later stage ports could be included in the pricing measures as external costs (scarcity or capacity), not as infrastructure costs. This raises the question if external costs are already internalized in ports. This depends on the measure of internalization reached by negotiations between the shippers and the loaders. It needs to be identified who pays for what. Congestion cost is the delay by excess demand given amount of infrastructure and capacity of the infrastructure (costs related to this). If alternatives are searched (rerouting and adapting time schedule) these are defined as scarcity costs. 

Shippers will be willing to pay if the quality of the infrastructure improves, but the current scheduling is to first pay for maintenance. The willingness to pay depends on the objective of the pricing measure and on the spending of the revenues. The relation between use and quality is mentioned. 

The question if maintenance should be paid for by taxes is partly true. The problem lays in the differentiation between dedicated taxes and general taxes. Special funds for earmarking are not really accepted by departments of transport. 

Identification and measurement of the main external cost categories

The pricing of infrastructure and external costs for the IWW needs to be transparent to obtain user acceptance. The different cost categories are divided into infrastructure costs, safety and accident costs, congestion costs and environmental costs. External costs are divided over different cost drivers: vehicle, infrastructure, traffic and location. 

Lifetime of trucks versus vessels is much shorter; this endangers the competitiveness of the sector because the road sector is getting more competitive. Also the investment in missing links can better be used to improve the quality of the existing link. Safety and accident costs are calculated with a ‘risk-elasticity approach’. The cargo is related to the cost driver of vessel, which concerns a collection of characteristics.The passing of dangerous goods causes the diminishing of the capacity of locks. These costs are considered congestion costs.For noise (included in environmental costs) the time of emission is important, because during the night the same emission causes more trouble. This is especially the case with mooring ships. Positive benefits of the waterways are not taking into consideration; a comparison between land prices next to waterways compared to highways could shed some light on this issue.

The AES Program encourages vessels (tankers) to switch from diesel engines to electric generators (powered by diesel engines). This causes a better use of the power of the Diesel engine and will lower emissions when running with low speeds. Also other research programs on improvement of the emissions of diesel engines are currently executed. However the improvement of emission from engines has side effects, e.g. if efficiency in engines increases, more NOx is emitted. This causes different problems.

The waste disposal, especially the illegal disposal of waste is discussed. Polluters have to pay if they pollute, but they have to be fined (in other words this should be arranged by regulation and enforcement). This is not a part of the external costs. However the pollution of water due to grease from the pillar shaft needs to be taken into account. This pollution however depends on type of vessel and age of the vessel.

The main conclusion remains that if pricing measures are adopted the IWW-sector will remain competitive, probably causing a modal shift. The rail sector will suffer the most and competition is to be expected from the road-sector (especially when EURO-5 is introduced). 

Congestion & Scarcity on Inland Waterways

Congestion and scarcity costs of IWW are one of the gaps in current research. Although congestion wasn’t considered an issue in UNITE it should be taken into consideration because certain bottlenecks exist on the IWW-network. Bottlenecks are different points in the network: waiting time of over 30 minutes at docks or bridges that are not high enough for four stacks of containers on certain routes are examples of possible bottlenecks. 

Scarcity costs (related to low water level on the Rhine) are currently regulated through the market, shippers pay to be able to sail during low water level periods. The new charge is an addition of 70€ to the normal 200€, per TEU. This charge can be calculated for other cargo as well, which will even have a larger impact on bulk goods. In GRACE used case studies for different locks to calculate congestion costs at different locks and concluded that scarcity and congestion costs in inland navigation are not negligible.

However it should be remarked that congestion time is not only lost time; this time often is used in a way that it not only costs money to wait. The total costs involved with scarcity and congestion are estimated in a couple of million € per year.

Problem with missing links often is that they link is not missing, most of the time a link is upgraded. Therefore a better name for missing link would be bottleneck. Also the addition of a link to the network won’t solve the problem of congestion. The decision to improve a link needs to be made using a CBA or Social CBA. The benefits needs to be implemented in the CBA as well and differentiated over the 17 different functions the IWW-sector has.

The last ‘bottleneck’ that is mentioned is the issue of industry situated behind a ‘floodgate’ where closing the doors for only 16 days a year the costs of transporting the goods by road result in 100 million € a year.

Cost categories: Main costs versus the different functions on IWW

On average 40% of the total costs are accounted to the freight transport in the IWW. This average however varies a great deal per link, solution are to be found in categorization of the different types of waterway and assessment of the share of costs of the different functions. Although this differentiation makes the process very complex, to make the sector pay for costs they don’t imply makes implementation also hard to ‘sell’. Another suggestion is to calculate costs of the freight sector on the main corridors. 

Interesting is the discussion that the river will always flow, this implies the availability of infrastructure at any time. This is different for the road and rail sector where infrastructure is merely built for use of transportation. 

Implementation of pricing regulation in the sector could be quite easy because the existing RIS system is already widely used and available. Although legal problems around the system might occur, regulation which makes it obligatory to use the system could solve this problem. 

The acceptance of users needs to be kept in mind, but if skippers see the benefit of implementation of the system their willingness should be no problem. The technical calculation of percentage of costs that applies to the freight sector is possible, acceptability still remains an issue.

Most marginal costs for the IWW-sector come from the environmental cost category. This is different if a comparison to other sectors is made. This implies a huge amount of extra costs if environmental costs are taken into account. Savings on this cost category however as easily made with the implementation of new technologies in the sector.

Regulations

Lobby groups can postpone regulation on for example low-sulphur oil. If you implement this like a pricing measure everybody can make their own decision based on a economic calculation (individually). 

The MAUT-system in Germany is a second-best option, it is a compromise towards a first-best solution. The first-best solution would make a proper distinction between EURO-class vehicles.

4. The way forward 
If the level playing field is kept in mind, the complete transport sector can benefit from implementation of SMCP. In the costs for the sector the main element of external cost is the environmental costs category. Scarcity is not negligible, but forms a relatively small part of the total costs. The costs are mostly related to a specific location and at certain locations costs can be accounted to a certain vessel type (e.g. tankers). These tankers are willing to pay the price for the extra dredging that is done in their advantage. 

Implementation of a pricing measure creates the need for a river information system (RIS) to calculate costs. The possibility to arrange this is merely a question of legislation. Main issue today on implementation was acceptability. Transparency and as easy as possible is the main focus to get the pricing scheme accepted by the users of the system.
An especially striking fact is the positive external effects of the river that were formulated today and needed to be taken into account as well. 

Issued to be addressed in the last 2 workshops 

1. Intermodality and relation with other modes needs explicitly taken into account, this is supported by the EG, the level playing field needs to be addressed in conjunction with other EG’s.

2. All external effect listed in the Ecorys report should be included in SMCP

3. There is more reliance on good pricing measures than on regulation in line with the opinion of the EG

4. The dynamics of introducing pricing could be as follows:  first short run MCP based on infrastructure cost, followed by long run MCP on infrastructure investment and finally on external costs 

5. It is difficult to make distinction in cost categories between maintenance and new investment, this needs more elaboration

6. The government should be the investor in (inland waterway) infrastructure
7. Ports are left out of the discussion
Aspects for the next meeting

The schedule of the 3rd workshop will look like:

· Marginal cost pricing overview: what it will do in all modes? TREMOVE might be a source for this

· Level playing field and its effect will be discussed. 

· It becomes more important to invite the lobbyists.

For the 4th session the following issues will proposed:

· Relation to technical problems that might occur for member states

· Relation to CREATING

· Reluctant industry is a problem at this point, they will make a step forwards.

International stakeholders and different institutions need to be invited. Suggestions are the European Barge Union, national states (because they need to implement the measures) and port authorities in relation to discussion of marginal costs of ports.

The implementation of SMCP is very dependent on schemes developed for the other modes as inland waterways needs often access and egress transport by other modes. The justification for SMCP lies not within the scarcity cost of infrastructure (as in road or rail), the only rationale is the external environmental costs.
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Report of the Discussion
Introduction by PF (see sheets)

PF gives an introduction to the IMPRINT-NET. Information can be found on the website www.imprint-net.org. Reimbursement form has to be sent to ISIS. The address will be circulated by ISIS. 

State of the Art by CR (see sheets)

The majority of the transport on the IWW-sector is located in Germany and the Netherlands. The aim of pricing policy is to finance new infrastructure, but also to finance maintenance (dredging). The dredging costs have the tendency to increase, because of the polluted slit. The congestion on a bridge for other transport modes can be seen as external costs. The costs of the congestion have to be paid by the road users and not by the IWW-sector. An important issue is the fact that Switzerland is not a member of the EU. EU legislation has to be adopted by Switzerland. Impacts of pricing measures will be an important topic of the next EG-meeting.

Discussion

PW: The communication as such has to be discussed also; the “accessibility” discussion would be most suitable.  

CR: Yes, communication topic concerning the acceptability of pricing will be discussed as well in the project, notably in later stages of the project.

Charging and pricing in IWW (presentation by JBO see sheets)

Safety and accident costs can have a great impact on the marginal costs in case a vessel that carries dangerous goods is involved.                

Three methods to determine marginal costs:

· Econometric (theoretically) 

· Engineering (technical relations)

· Cost allocation (cost registration)

From a practical point of view and because of its transparency cost allocation seems to be the best solution. Most of the W-EU countries do not charge for inland navigation, as far as the major waterways are concerned. Some countries do charge for the use of the fairway, charges levied however are very modest. 

Actions:

· uniform method of cost registration

· more research on case studies, especially on canals

· improve (i.e. from expenditures to real costs) and monitor methods of cost registration at waterway administrations

Questions and remarks

JB stated that the Danube River in Romania is free of charge, whereas charges are levied for the use of the Canals (i.e. Danube – Black Sea Canal). In France the percentage rivers is 20% and 80% is canals.

CR: Are the external costs also included? No the external costs are not included.

CR: What are the effects of including the external costs in the calculations? The increase in cost depends a lot on the length and type of journey, the type of waterway (free-flowing river, lake, canal) and which external cost categories will be included (congestion, emissions, noise, accidents).

Presentation of Danube (by IB see sheets)

Middle and lower Danube has no bottlenecks. The main problem in the countries in the Danube river basin is the lack on infrastructure, ports and IWW-services (RIS). This is an important difference between the rivers in W-EU. 

Discussion

CR: Why is it impossible to avoid long run SMCP? This is because the difference in investments which has to be made.

CR: Do you make a distinction between private and public financed? Private finance is relevant as far as it concerns investments and maintenance in/of port infrastructure, public finance is relevant as far as it concerns investments and maintenance in/of the fairway infrastructure.  

JBO: What they really need in the Romanian area is investment in ports by private investors and modernize the ports. The use of these services is charged for. 

AB: Is there for a focus on RoRo on the Danube, since this requires low investment because funds are lacking at the moment.

CR: We have to discuss what is public and private investment, because we are talking about SMCP. In this discussion we only can talk about public investment, so private investments can not be included in the discussion about the charging.

IB: I think that in Serbia government should invest in IWT infrastructure as well as in linking of IWT with other modes of transportation. 

PW: Is there for example any money left for modal-shift action in the Netherlands (which was existing at one time), there also extra financing is needed, but in line with EU actions (e.g. EIRAC – www.eirac.net)

CR: There is not a permanent way of financing inter modal nodes. Now there is Marco Polo from the EC, private companies are stimulated to do demonstration type projects to support modal shift. The question is whether we should apply SMCP, how should we do it, and what will be the effects and the implementation possibilities.

JBO: As far I know there were plans for extra dams in the Danube?

IB: No, there were no plans, there is however a problem with old equipment such as locks at the Iron Gate.

CR: We need to focus on the SMCP issue since this is the theme of this EG

GM: The main problem on the Danube is the difference in water levels on the whole river. This level fluctuates very strongly. 

CR: The Danube is a non regulated river. Why not change it into a regulated river? By changing it into a regulated river and providing guaranteed water depths, reliability of inland shipping companies using this waterway will improve. This will result in higher profit margins (assuming companies can ask higher prices for improved services). It seems reasonable to charge for improved waterway infrastructure. 

IB: The main short term solution is the vessel-choice (Ro-Ro vessel), but for an improvement in the quality of transport, (private) investment is needed.

CR: What can you say of the long term infrastructure costs? The infrastructure investments should be taken into account as long term costs. The financing of infrastructure is a goal of SMCP. User charges could be a way of financing infrastructure, example Zuid Willemsvaart in the Netherlands where firms were asked to pay for the improvement. 

AR: The crucial question on the long term is to include the backlogging

JBO: IWW does not need a lot of extra investments, so it will be in the advantage of the inland waterways sector if SMCP is introduced.

GM: The water level is regulated by 200 million EUR and should be included in the costs. This is relatively high in comparison to the infrastructure costs.

Discussion in the afternoon

CR first gives and introduction of the topics to be discussed this afternoon and asks for comments:

AR: The first question is: Do we need SMCP in IWW and what is the relation of IWW to the other modalities. Imagine that we do this in the IWW sector while other sectors (road, rail, maritime) are not doing this.

JBO: The main barrier is the translation of expenditures (which are considered in the administrative systems of waterway authorities) into real costs, as this is the basis for marginal costs. 

IV: It is not possible to take waterways and ports in the same basket. We have to discuss the role of the parts. The quality of the waterway, the maintenance costs and profitability are strong connected and have to be discussed. First step in the discussion is to solve the problem as a closed system.

JBR: There is also a Beograd convention for the Danube as similar to the Mannheim conventions (most rivers are not priced). 

IV: This convention differs from the Mannheim convention, Beograd allows charging but it should be equal everywhere (and agreed among countries).

CT: SMCP is not focused on one system / mode. You can not neglect the other modes. The speed of the vessels has to be taken into account and the wash of the ships since this causes damage. The system has to have coherence and predictability. The policymakers have to have a vision.

AR: It is also important to see if we want a system that covers the full costs.

JB: The sector is not willing to participate in SMCP, it needs an explanation and also the level playing field is important for acceptance. 

CT: If you come with clear visions for the future everybody can adjust to this vision. The regulation should be the economics. What is needed from the government is stability and predictability to translate infrastructure expenditures into real costs, so long term in advance measures should be announced by the government.

CR: The question is divided into two parts: the need and the selling of the idea. Since in the end it could not be bad for the sector but there is a lot of resistance. The following issues will be elaborated in the afternoon discussion:

1. Need for SMCP?

2. Short vs long run

3. Modal shift

4. Quality – Profitability – Costs

5. Ports – Infrastructure

6. Pricing versus regulation

7. Barriers

Need for SMCP?

AR: The charging system it is part of the level playing field. What we would like to have is a system for all modes, to create a level playing field.

CR: was involved into a study commisioned by the Dutch Ministeries of Transport and Finance to investigate the level playing field in which JBO was also involved, it turned out that rail transport was the “victim” of introducing SMCP.

JBO: An important conclusion of the study is that Rail transport will face the highest charges, whereas IWW and road are off much better. So introducing SMCP can lead to competitive advantages for IWW, as IWW is competing with rail transport in various market segments.

AR: Did you look at the short term investment costs. 

JBO: the study considered 4 scenarioswith combinations of short term and long term marginal costs, charging for the use of infrastructure in the Netherlands only and in Europe as a whole.

CR: The sector is not convinced that it is not a tax system and that it is SMCP. You stated that you are not against the SMCP. 

AR: The main problem is a comparable level playing field. But, there are 3 objectives by the policy maker: Modal split, Financial and Environmental.

CR: Rail mode has been seen as environmental friendly and therefore subsidized. 

AR: You need a transparent system, no subsidy. 

CR: Is there more need for study?

AR: The main problem is to apply SMCP within the different modes.

CR: EU parliament decided that there has to be a transparent pricing system. 

AR: It is difficult to get a justification for introducing SMCP only in one mode, again the level playing field is important.

CR: What is the most urgent correction in the level playing field for fair and efficient pricing.

PW: Earmarking of raised funds as separate post in federal tax incomes is important. 

JBO: Rail has to be corrected and there is a big difference between W-EU and E-EU. Main changes will be in rail.

CR: Rail has got too many subsidies in the past. But external costs relate to the spatial differentiation.

PW: Regarding rail we must realise that in the past, rail budgets in specific member states have been (mis-) used to finance other (societal) national purposes. A lack of investments and therefore quality was – and is- the result.

Short term vs long term marginal costs

Should new projects also be funded by the sector, as a result of a cost benefit analysis the price for the long term marginal costs will follow. So CBA is a way for prioritising investment.

CR: If there is a demand for infrastructure you should invest if the benefits of the new infrastructure are higher than the investment. The TEN-projects are not built with this method. Do we have to make cost-benefit analysis?

CT: How do you measure this? In CREATING comparing methods are developed to compare sustainability indicator to measure transport systems. This object measure will give reliability. 

CR: This can be done objectively: OEI-method in the Netherlands, there sustainability is included in a CBA. In the IASON project an economic model was developed for the EU. Infrastructure is a result of economic developing and also a necessity for economic development. The users of the infrastructure can be charged according to the benefits they get, and is also applicable to all modes. If you accept this system it could work for level playing field.

GM: level playing field on the EU market does not mean level playing field on the global market. So will it raise issues of competitive situation for Europe. 

PW: A better competitive situation should be achieved by a level playing field but also innovations which should both be seen as investment, not cost. On a global level, EU would win on the long term, whereas the other continents will be lacking in 25 years… 

CR: This can be solved by import levies. It can be justified to charge imported products. Some of the import duties are already now motivated by these reasons.

GM: You create inequality between regions? There will be political issues raised by introducing this SMCP.

CR: Yes, that is the fundament of the economic system. The imbalanced system is brought about by not equal pricing so that the cost to society are not paid fully. Some prices will change more than others.

CT: Pricing can also be cost-neutral. The revenues should stay in the sector to produce  cleaner and more sustainable.

CR: infrastructure charge should stay within the sector.

GM: it is a better political argument.

CR why should we promote cost charges if it will lead to job loses. The EC stated that indeed Marco Polo should not lead to job loses. But this can of course not be prevented. If there is a pricing system it should cover also other modes.

CR: Dynamism introduced in pricing. Pricing policy should start with short term marginal costs (excluding investments), without externalities and then move forward to long-run (including investments) with externalities. Highest level of support will be obtained for short term marginal costs of infrastructure, then followed by long term and finally by external costs

IV: Infrastructure costs are a/o related to maintenance costs which vary per mode. Life Cycle Costs (LCC) are the first step. Maintenance cost are divided into prevent the LLC (from postponement) and real maintenance costs.

JBO: The maintenance costs are not always maintenance, but can also be used to extend the lifecycle of the infrastructure. So it is difficult to make distinction.

AR: The main problem is to calculate the LCC and long term costs.

Modal shift

CR: Modal shift is a result not an objective. Only a consequence deriving from pricing measures. 

AR: All the SMCP simulations show a benefaction for the IWW, but it is hard to show and convince the sector. 

PW: Nobody in the sector wants a change, so therefore difficult to introduce pricing. 

JBO: An example in The Netherlands shows that when the revenues stay in the sector, the acceptability will increase. Tax recreational vessels and revenues will stay for investment in the recreation sector.

Quality – Profitability – Costs

IV: Triangle Cost Profitability Quality. All the three points have to be increased , not only one single point on the triangular. In the Balkan the situation is that low quality leads to low profitability. In W EU there is 15-20% profit in most cases.

CR: The government should interfere in the infrastructure system, in order to bring in a system of higher quality that brings in higher profits. I.e. to bring a stable system?

PW: Investors will only go for the short term revenues and donot want to oversee long term investment because of their (short term private) shareholders, in contrary of (long term public) stakeholders

CR: Who will take this up: the government or will it be private investors?

All: the government should be the investor in infrastructure.

Ports – Infrastructure

CR: Does everybody agree to exclude ports from the IWW infrastructure pricing schemes. 

All: unanimous yes

Pricing versus regulation

CR: Is pricing a substitute for regulation? Sometimes you get the idea that pricing is the solution for all the problems.

CT: Regulations are stiffer than pricing. Pricing can be introduced in the trajectory toward a new situation. In the case of regulations most people wait till the deadline. Predictable pricing can substitute most of the regulations. It is the role of authorities to make the future predictable for stakeholders, in that sense 

JBR: You see this also by the safety rules on the Rhine. They are announced 5 years ahead which gives sufficient time to anticipate to the regulations so that a lot of exemptions are built into the regulation and then it doesn’t work.

AR: At least regulations are necessary for the framework regards pricing of infrastructure.

JBO: It should be notified here that Council Regulation 1108/70, which introduces an accounting system for expenditures on infrastructure in respect of transport by rail, road and inland waterways, still has not led to a uniform classification or approach to calculate real costs of infrastructure as basis for charging the users of the infrastructure. JBO: The main concern of the IWW is the fact that the lobby of the IWW is less developed in relation towards the other modes. This makes the adoption of new legislation quite weak. The sector just doesn’t want to be ahead with regulations (i.e. on charging and pricing for the use of infrastructure), knowing that a strong lobby in the other transport modes might level off the effects of charging in the road and rail sector.

CR: This is a barrier for implementation. What are the other barriers for implementation?

Barriers

IV: It has to be equal for everyone, every sector. The pricing scheme can only be implemented for the EU as a whole and not only on certain parts of EU. 

CR: Mannheim issue can be solved, if all nations agree with it.

JBR: The free transport on the Rhine is more valuable than the pricing of external effects from IWW. 

CT: When all modes will be confronted with SMCP, this will lead to more benefits for the sector. 

JBR: Switzerland is not an EU-member, so this will also lead to problems. 

CR: What will the price changes be, when the fuel will be taxed?

JBO: Rhine countries and Belgium do not charge taxes on gas oil on board of the vessels. If gas oil aboard vessels is charged to comparable levels as diesel in commercial lorries, fuel prices in inland shipping will increase sharply. The effect differs per member state (i.e. excise duties on diesel in Germany account for 60% of the diesel price excl. VAT, in the Netherlands 50%).

AR: In the air-sector they also do not pay for there fuel.

JBO: There is a study going on for DGTREN which considers the impacts of (rising) oil prices in the different sectors.

JB: This should be implemented step by step. 

CR: The marginal costs of dredging are negligible.

JBR: As a side remark, Germany did not exist in 1868, so in the end it is possible and if wished so to adapt regulations.

GM: How do deal with backlogs.

CR: These backlogs are caused by suboptimal maintenance policy.

GM: If you charge for infrastructure costs, you have to guarantee a certain quality level. 

JBO: Harmonisation and improvement of the administrative systems of waterway authorities with the aim to arrive at real costs of infrastructure (rather than expenditures) is very difficult, because of the large number of parties and their (diverging) administrative systems involved. Harmonization of the cost monitoring should be made. 

CR: A commission of the Dutch ministry of Finance is dealing with the harmonization of infrastructure maintenance costs.

PW: We have to realise we are not only dealing with transport, but also finance authorities on national and EU level. We have to find a way to include them in this exercise as well.

CR: In general you could say, the higher the transport costs would be, the volumes of transported goods per vehicle unit will increase (or must be increased to gain the higher costs back) and the frequency will decrease. 

JBR: The stock of the German steel factories lies in Rotterdam and they are more interested in reliability and frequent lines. 

AB: Would it stimulate intermodality, will IWW be the victim of SMCP? 

GM: Higher pricing should be an incentive to reorientation of the supply chain.

Last remarks

CT: I think it is a very ambitiously and challenging project especially to solve the intermodality issue.   

PF: The discussion is pragmatic and not too theoretically.

IB: Charging is still something far away in Eastern Europe.

PW: Harmonization and transparency will be an important issue and also the communication towards the IWW sector. 

JBR: It was very interesting, missed Mr. Ton Roos and somebody of the EU Commission. 

IV: The common problems of the pricing issues are very similar to road and rail. The complexity lies in the interaction between the different modes. We have to find a solution for the total transport system in the EU. 

CR: We will make an impact discussion in combination with other modalities. 

IV: The discussion was very positive. IWW is specific because of the multi-functionality of the infrastructure. This topic should be addressed also in the discussion. 

AR: Thanks to JBO we have no discussion on the definition of SMCP, but the discussion has to be intermodal and on a level playing field.

GM: nothing to be afraid of, make the IWW more self-confidence. Pricing can be a good instrument. 

JBO: A lot of problems have been discussed today. We should focus on the main barriers in the next discussion. The communication of the advantages SMCP could offer to the IWW-sector should be addressed more clearly in the project. In that respect it seems useful to invite Inland Navigation Europe to attend the next expert group meeting, as communication is crucial at this stage. 

AB: Glad, that there is much consensus within the group, and that we all think as economists and have a belief that pricing works better than regulations.

CR: The agenda was to reach consensus on the general topic. We have enough discussion topics.  

Conclusions
1. Intermodality and relation with other modes needs explicitly taken into account, this is supported by the EG, the level playing field needs to be addressed in conjunction with other EG’s.

2. All external effect listed in the Ecorys report should be included in SMCP

3. There is more reliance on good pricing measures than on regulation in line with the opinion of the EG

4. The dynamics of introducing pricing could be as follows:  first short run MCP based on infrastructure cost, followed by long run MCP on infrastructure investment and finally on external costs 

5. It is difficult to make distinction in cost categories between maintenance and new investment, this needs more elaboration

6. The government should be the investor in (inland waterway) infrastructure

7. Ports are left out of the discussion

Annex 3: EG4-2 Agenda and report
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Report of the Discussion

Introduction TNO – Arnaud Burgess

· Introduction round from all present experts. 

· Explanation big number of TNO – employees currently present.


Results previous meeting and other EG – Arnaud Burgess (see the sheets)

· IMPRINT more focused on practical research i.e. how does the sector react if pricing policies are implemented. The theoretical framework is established, now the practical implications need to be further investigated.

· 30th of November a general conference will be held. Overall issues will be discussed. Level playing field is a main issue to be discussed during this conference.

· EG-1: Interoperability how do we implement charging? Time and place differentiation seems irrelevant for IWW. 

· EG-2: Consistency also an issue here. Different elements of costs were discussed as well. Relationship with investment is important, only meant for railroad (not applicable for IWW). 

· EG-3: Willing to introduce, not only my sector, but also the other sectors. The logistic chain need to be investigated. Deal with the effects from door to door. First issue to be covered on the 30th of November. Also long-term versus short-term. Port as separate node in the infrastructure. 

· EG-5: Low interference of government. Very much industry related. Not much interaction with IWW.

· EG-4: Identify and calculate SMC in IWW-sector
Analyze and interpret practical implementations
Highlight peculiarities, i.e. get around different acts and barriers. 
Scarcity charges (internalized costs) related to the depth of the Rhine are arranged in the Mannheim convention (only 5 members, therefore easier to come to an agreement). New member states are in a different situation, the quality of the IWW is pretty poor, this causes a negative close circle. Quality deteriorates because no investments are made and therefore companies cannot make a profit.

· Conclusions last meeting was an open discussion on introduction of pricing. If it should be done, it should be done in this way. This is open for discussion, IWW is a mode behind on other modes considering the introduction of pricing.
Pricing instead of regulation, pricing field, because of lobbying capacity of the mode. Clean engines point of discussion for today.

· Focus on navigation and exclude the ports, both inland and sea

· Road to introduction of SMCP is already stippled out. Long-run versus short-run costs. Short-run: cost categories for maintaining level of quality (keep the boats floating). Long-run: improvement of quality.  

· The reason for excluding ports is the following: the majority of ports is in private hands. In the end we would include ports. For this moment however we leave them out of consideration. Later on the ports need to be included, like maritime does. 
Not infrastructure, but cost of slot allocation or congestion is part of pricing. Depending on the measure of internalization reached by negotiations between the shippers and the loaders. Identification who pays for what. 
Congestion is the delay by excess demand given amount of infrastructure and capacity of the infrastructure (costs related to this). Alternatives are searched (rerouting and adapting time schedule) and these are defined as scarcity costs. 

· Shippers will be pay if infrastructure improves (EVO), first pay for maintenance (IMPRINT), in Holland the shippers are only willing to pay for improvement. Depends on the objective of the pricing measure. Acceptability depends on the spending of the revenues and the relation between use and quality. Taxes are already paid for and should supply the maintenance. Income taxes are qualified for this as well. Differentiation dedicated taxes and general taxes. Special funds for earmarking are not really accepted by departments of transport. 

Minutes were provided after the last meeting. No comments on pages 1,2,3. Page 4, the first sentence is open to discussion for later on. This relates to discussion to different functions on IWW allocated to freight. Point 5 extended to: disaggregate between different functions on IWW.
Identification and measurement of the main external cost categories – Jeroen Bozuwa (see the sheets)

· Pricing infrastructure and external effects.

· Transparency of the pricing measure is very important for the user to accept the pricing measure. 

· NAIADES: Improvement of Market, Fleet, Jobs and Skills, Image and Infrastructure. Extensions of the network not point of discussion here, but important for NAIADES. 

· Slow pace of improvements of fleet, the competitiveness of roads will increase because of a shorter life-cycle of road vehicles. 

· Congestion is not really an issue, maybe at a few locks where waiting time will exceed 30 minutes. 

· Discussion on investments on missing links. Better to spent money to improve the quality of existing IWW (map is outdated ‘anyway’)

· Safety and accident costs with their cost drivers are discussed. (Risk is related to the user and others!). 
The water level is an important issue. 
The cargo is related to vehicle (type of cargo: passengers, dangerous goods etc.)
‘Risk elasticity approach’

· Congestion costs: Capacity of a lock is diminished if dangerous goods have to pass (larger distances between ships etc.). 
ICT improving capacity of infrastructure and vehicles (naval information services etc.)
‘Lock-model’ is applied.

· Environmental costs: Time of emission important for noise, if navigation is done through large populated. Engine is included in the vessel also age is included here. Positive external effects of seeing the beautiful ships on the river? 

· AES program: Generate electric energy with Diesel generators instead of using direct drive diesel engines.  proper selection of generator power allows beter balance between supply and demand of power. Diesels run at optimum condition. . There are no big engines running on low capacity. When there is a lower power demand efficiency decreases fast. Innovations need to be kept in mind. Configuration to improve these situations. Improvement of vessel shape (save 5 to 10% on fuel). (Diesel generators can be sound isolated better decreasing noise pollution)

· The mooring ships are causing the most trouble, because of their generators. Causing the most noise. 

· Biodiversity, included in vessel type and speed of the ship. 

· Spatial elements, extending the infrastructure could also cause external environmental costs.

· Averages are presented, but disaggregated to lifetime and type of engine needs to be calculated.

· Distinction between day, evening and night for the cut off. 23,50 € comes from the TREMOVE database. Transparency and easiness is important for all modes. Noise is very small part. It remains very subjective, especially compared to road and rail.
During the night the shippers produce the most noise, is it fair? The distinction between day, evening and night. Example of Cees has to be taken into account. Comparison between ground prices alongside waterways and highways. This is a positive external effect: the sight of ships sailing down a river. 

· 80% takes place in the Rhine corridor, no locks. Congestion is not an issue in IWW. Of course there are some bottlenecks. Not neglect congestion costs. Comparison to other modes the amount of costs is interesting. Congestion versus scarcity costs (rerouting) is a point of discussion. 

· Not only recreation but also passenger vessels are causing congestion. 

· Competitive position on “clean form of transport” should be kept. Point of discussion for today!
· GRACE took waste disposal into account. Disposal facilities, leaking grease shouldn’t be. Mixing three things: grease from the pillar shaft, bulge water and incidents. Polluter should be fined. Stricter regulation should be implemented. It is an issue in the Danube corridor. Facilities and regulation are not provided in the right manner. Can’t be included in the pricing system. It should be fined, but if it is not some should be added to the pricing measure. Discussion of external costs or not?
· b) Regarding waste water disposal, I am not sure if EG4 has agreed upon whether this is an external cost or not. At first sight, fines for intended and illegal disposal of bilge water (which applies only on polluters) is better than charging (which applies on everyone). However, putting into effect fine-based regulations requires better traffic control, river police, etc. Not to mention the cost of locating the polluter. So, this way or another, waste water disposal leads to externalities. As for me, a combination of charging and fines in this case appears as a fair solution. Concerning report, suggestion is to put up all the issues regarding waste water disposal. Those issues should be reconsidered before final conclusion.
· c) Since this is a public document, i.e. it will be possible to download it from the IMPRINT-NET website, I think that possible benefits for the shippers brought by charging system should be more emphasized. Above all, it should be stressed that "in a long run" IWT can lose the "environmental race". (From my experience, shippers are far from being aware of it.) That is, it should be clear that charging can be stimulating, and on the other hand, that earmarking of funds can solve the environmental issues in the long-term (through research such as CREATING, for example).

Discussion
· Discussion on clean engines: Amount of sulphur. In the maritime sector huge difference in kind of fuel used, doesn’t so much depend on the engine itself. Only if the engine depends on the amount of sulphur in the fuel. Magnitude of costs we are discussing? 
Sulphur very local problem. NOx is subject to the type of engine. Newer high efficiency engines will produce more NOx. Two different things: Sulphur and CO2 come out of the fuel. Engine: NOx because of the heat of the temperatures. Negative effect on efficiency. Improvement is on the way as has been the case for truck engines. Older engines are worse, but not for NOx because of lower temperatures.. AES configurations may open the possibility to use smaller (truck) engines. Clean fuel availability is a problem. It is a regulation problem. Oil companies are allowed to sell sulphur-high oil. Pricing will have a positive effect. 

· One observation from the Netherlands. Engine improvement program, mainly used for generators. In other countries this program is available as well. CCR-Phase 2 certified engine. 

· IMPRINT refers to the CREATING project, investigation on exhaust was made. The vessel in stage 3A compared to Euro 4 lorries are losing ground on the emission-levels. Creating focuses on costs (door-to-door) not on pricing. Comparing the complete chain, only a few transport chains will benefit from modal shift. Conquering new markets is hard. Competition is hard, will be easier is pricing measures are implemented. Certain markets are excluded for other forms of transport. Substantial shift can be achieved if all costs for all modes are taken into account. IBO study has proven this as well, IWW can be competing with rail: level playing field basis has a differentiated effect on specific services for IWW.

· Issue on employment if vessels replace a lot of truck drivers. This should be taken into account in the discussion of implementation of pricing measures. 

· One issue of the morning: Different functions of the IWW need to be discussed this afternoon.

GRACE – Marjolein Jordans (see the sheets)

· Discussion on congestion and if it is important. TNO has congestion and scarcity costs of GRACE under his responsibility.

· Building on UNITE-study: fill in the gaps. Congestion and scarcity costs of IWW are one of these items. 

· TNO disagrees with the conclusion of UNITE on the negligibility of scarcity costs. On certain IWWs there is congestion.

· Rerouting/Detour due to missing links, high-low water level, congestion is strongly related to water capacity. Also Congestion at locks/bridges is an issue.

· Opening bridges might cause a problem (especially in the Netherlands). 

· Missing links – considered for research into scarcity costs Seine – Mosselle = Seine – Schelde. 

· Bottleneck is a longer waiting time at a dock of over > 30 min. 

· There is a problem with bridges, four layers of containers is not necessarily needed on the Meuse. Discussion on the map presented. Bottleneck of waterways is the depth of the waterways. 

· Rhine suffers low water level because of lack of water capacity. There is a charge, but the revenues are not going to the government. It is a market price. The new charge is an addition of 70€ to the normal 200€, per TEU. This can be done for other cargo as well, which will even worsen the case for bulk goods. 

· Project on congestion at bridges is finished. 

· A lot of input is needed to calculate congestion costs at locks. 

· Case studies with a lot of different perspective. 100% is the actual traffic intensity at this moment. 

· VOT = Value of Time of 218 €.

· Discussion on simulation results. Longer waiting time at Ternaaien is too high. Volkerak is closer too it’s maximum capacity than presented here. And IJmuiden is more dependent on the tide and high level, because of the mix with sea-ships. One ship extra in IJmuiden hasn’t got a big influence. 

· Small effects of congestion and scarcity on IWW. To have a uniform pricing methodology it should be taken into account. 

· Discussion

· Extra revenues rose thanks to the congestion, extra maintenance that can be done, extra management etc. etc. 

· Make a guess about the total costs involved? Couple of Million €. Reckoning the scarcity of the missing links is important. Those missing links are not included in the GRACE calculation. 

· There are locks in the Rhine, but low tides are not solved by dredging.

· Most missing links are upgrades, only one is a real missing link (a dream of somebody). Impossible to build canals all the way for missing links. If a certain network is the network you’re willing, including costs generated by it (MKBA). Infrastructural bottle necks are a better word, because something can be done about it. Also the term used by the European Union.
Removing the bottleneck a Cost Benefit Analysis should be provided. Benefits of the missing links need to be implemented in the model as well. Also difficult in relation to the 17 functions IWW can have. 

· Lock northern part of the Netherlands. Closed because of high and low water level. The container terminal behind the lock, has to move their containers by road already resulting in 100 million € a year. By closing down the lock for only 16 days a year. It is a ‘keersluis’.


2. Discussion 2: The famous 17 functions of the IWW

· 40% of the total amount was related to freight transport. Dredging is both for the free flow of a river, and keeping the height of a certain vessel type. 

· 80 to 85 % can be related to the inland water way function.

· Start with different types of waterways. Different functions are related to different types (which are related to different functions). This study is a good starting point, but EU-25 needs to be done, and data availability is still relatively low. 

· How to separate costs to marginal transport costs. IWW also has other functions in comparison to other transport modes. Roads can be blocked to be build by Greenpace, because of biodiversity. The Rhine however can’t be refused to stream and therefore it is a difficult situation. 

· Difficulty starts with Mannheim convention (to pay for use of waters). Asking too much is even harder. However this might cause problems in comparison to other modes. 

· A few examples could solve this problem. Transparency still remains the big issue here. 

· In CBA the function of the waterway is not included. We should watch out for our a too broad horizon. It definitely needs a further research. Also for CBA a different perspective has consequences. 

· Estimation is that it can be assessed to distribute the costs in a correct way. Start with the most important IWW-corridors.

· If prices are determined (including some scarcity and congestion costs). What type of consistency is needed towards implementation to make it work?
IWW have their river information system, this is a big advantage compared too other modes. Charging infrastructure costs is therefore possible. 

· Feasible to apply pricing to IWW. Implementation will take a couple of years. Acceptability is the main issue that is raised to withhold full implementation. Costs can be calculated; technical it is possible to calculate the amount applying to freight. 

· Legal issue on transponder management. You don’t need the data on costs. You need to know where it stops and where it goes. Ships don’t have this equipment on board on collecting data on routes and cargo. The willingness from shippers is an important issue. Call the unit in a different way, supporting unit bla.

· Skipper can see if it is it’s own interest, more fair competition between boats, the one benefiting will voluntarily introduce it. IWW-navigation will benefit from this system. Taxes of cars and trailers, damage caused by axle loads to the asphalt. The fraction of taxes is not equally distributed between both cars and trailers.

· Willingness to collect data. Security on logistics chain, will involve more data collecting equipment anyway. Most costs are caused by environmental. The order will change if you want the biggest benefits. For acceptability it is important to have a closed system. 

· Comparison to maintenance cost? If they have to pay heavily more when external costs are included this still might cause a big problem. Environmental costs are more, therefore you have to stress the paying and the advantage towards other modes. This might convince the shippers to be willing to pay. Make clear that it is good to get more business (also for the other modes transparency is important).

· Saving on external costs can be done easily if new easier technologies are used. 

· Regulation for things that can be done (low-sulphur oil). Lobbies can stop regulation. If you implement it like pricing, everybody can make their own decision based on an economic calculation (individually).

· Differentiation towards different classes, pricing is a better and more stimulation means to do this.

· MAUT is not really a transparent system. Paying less for infrastructure is not really connected to EURO-class vehicle. It is a 2nd best solution to find a compromise towards the first-best solution. 

· Nothing wrong with stimulating political aims, if it is used to stimulate a cleaner environment. However someone could raise the question of transparency. You just have to announce it in a proper way.

3. Discussion 3: Aspects for the next meeting

· Jan: No extra’s to add. The possibility on implementation is a very interesting discussion. 

· Igor: A question remains on a different cost categories from the railway sector. 

· Jeroen: The complete transport sector can benefit from it. The third session, good practices, and real effects we can except from case studies. Effect compared to other transport modes. Our mission is to deliver this difficult message to the sector; we should also invite the European barge union. These are the people that need to give it to the sector.

· Peter: When you talk about implementation it is related to member states. It ends at the border of Brussels. We need to involve national states. The communicative part is very important. Dirty work has to be done. Get good results out to the people, prove acceptability. Suisse authorities, Suisse are investing at the borders. Lobbying across the border needs to be done. 

· Any best practices? For example Suisse and Austria. What if I invest in more dredging or locks, modal split etc. 

· Carel: Presentations will be available. Materials will be sent. More information of costs that are calculated and how they are calculated. Guidelines to assess infrastructure costs. 

· Cornell: Strong link to the project CREATING. Interesting case of transport which proved not feasible. Correcting for artificial costs maintained by port authorities. Port charges are incorrect, especially is you compare it from trailer to trailer interchange. Should we include port charging? Close link needs to be established. Representative of the port charging pay some attention to the justification of port charging (Eddy van de Voorde EG3). 
Crude oil tankers were charged extra for the special project. This was discussed at the European Union and the shippers were justified for the price. Extra earning is made because of the tankers availability. Depends if you do this for one category or not. Dredging for a certain category, these specific costs could be implied if the class 6 classification is not enough anymore. 
It works the other way around. Rivers are classified and maintained at a certain classification level and extra costs are not made for a certain category. Rasing the height of bridges is also only done for container ships; ore ships need very deep waterways. 

· Peter: To get acceptability the pricing for Inland Shipping is an important issue. Earlier acceptability to pricing or not pricing. The principle decision is more important. The discussion on who has to pay for what is even harder to get accepted. 

· Arnaud: End of 1 and 2. Positive external effects. The main element of external cost is the environment. Scarcity costs are not negligible, but relatively small. A lot of the costs are related to a specific location. We need a river information system (RIS) to calculate costs; possibility to arrange is question of legislation. Another issue is the collection of data on maintaining etc. 

· Strategical aspects for implementation is input for our 3rd session, especially the results from the 30th of November. The schedule of the 3rd workshop will look like:

· Marginal cost pricing overview: what it will do in all modes?

· TREMOVE might be a source for this

· Level playing field what the effect will be, is discussed. 

· It becomes more important to invite the lobbyists.

Session 4:

· Relation to technical problems that might occur for member states

· Relation to CREATING

· Reluctant industry is a problem at this point, they will make a step forwards.

· Issue is to pay for the thing. When introducing MCP, a change in the price will occur. Benefits will be even higher. Therefore the pricing will be interesting. Goods transported just for fun might change as well, but it is a market. Traffic avoidance measures. Relative prices will lower. 

· Wieger: main issue today was acceptability. Transparent and easy as possible is the main focus to get the pricing scheme accepted. 

· Today there was a relatively big ‘Dutch’ group. More international input is needed. The broadening of the horizon is very much needed. A draft report will be circulated and because of communication issues comments by mail is requested. 


Thanks to Jeroen, Marjolein for their presentations and thanks to Wieger for his last efforts for IMPRINT-NET.
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